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FOREWORD

The tenor of U.S.-China relations for much of the first year of the
administration of President George W. Bush was set by a crisis that
need not have occurred. How the situation was handled and eventually
resolved is instructive. It tells us about a beleaguered communist
leadership in the buildup to major generational transition (scheduled
for late 2002 and early 2003) and the mettle of a democratically
elected U.S. government tested early in its tenure by a series of foreign
policy crises and a carefully coordinated set of devastating terrorist
strikes against the continental United States.

The way the April 2001 crisis on Hainan Island was resolved must be
chalked up as a success for the United States. the key was
Washington’s ability to convince Beijing that holding the air crew was
hurting, and not advancing, Chinese interests. That is something Beijing
seems not to have grasped when, without warning, the EP-3 suddenly
swept down onto the runway in Haikou, bringing a treasure trove of
super-secret electronics and 24 Americans, who looked at first to be
valuable bargaining chips. With the plane and the crew, China seemed
to hold the best cards and behaved accordingly. the top leaders who
Ambassador Joseph Prueher had tried to cultivate did not return his
calls, and Chinese President Jiang Zemin, after demanding an apology
from Washington, left for a Latin American tour. Let the Americans
stew in this for awhile, Jiang’s message seemed to be.

But Washington managed to reduce the value of those bargaining
chips. This was done, first, by making clear that no substantive
concessions would be made to secure their release; and, second, by
persuading Beijing that continuing to hold the Americans would bring
real damage to Chinese interests. As indignation mounted in the
United States, economic dangers began to loom on China’s horizon.
The Beijing government, after all, counts on a rising standard of living to



limit dissent, and even a brief loss of access to the American market
could be damaging. Nor did Asian neighbors rally to support China. They
worry, mostly in private, about Beijing’s growing military strength
and assertiveness. The State Department boycotted Chinese embassy
functions and Secretary of State Colin Powell, while offering regrets
and condolences—even eventually sorrow over the loss of the Chinese
pilot—showed no inclination to consider the apology China
demanded.

The most sensitive nerve in Beijing, however, may have been the
Olympics. Having the games in their capital is a cherished Chinese
aspiration, and when members of Congress began organizing against it
as the crisis developed, the Chinese embassy took the unusual step of
sending rather snippy letters to the offenders. Only releasing the
hostages could possibly remove the very real threat, and even then not
with certainty. Hence Beijing’s decision to send the crew home, which,
once made, began the search for a linguistic formula to explain it.
Washington had not, in fact, apologized, but we could not prevent
Beijing from pulling some of what we had said out of context and
presenting it through state-controlled media as being, in fact, the
apology China’s leaders sought. That, plus the usual “humanitarian
considerations,” provided sufficient cover to end the crisis.

Americans were reminded that the Chinese are not always their
friends. Despite some real economic progress, the regime still often
becomes confrontational with its own people and with other
countries. The United States must treat it with prudence and respect,
hedging against dangers even as it seeks to promote positive
development. By the same token, China has been reminded that
Washington cannot be relied upon to yield when the two states
collide. Our growing economic interests in China and our hopes for a
future positive relationship with China would be negatively affected
if our fundamental American national interests or our commitments
to democratic friends and allies in Asia are challenged by China.
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During the period that the Chinese changed course, from seeking
concessions to seeking an exit, the United States calmly followed
procedures. First the Ambassador, then the Secretary of State—and
briefly the vice President—took the spotlight to deliver an authoritative
“no” to the demand for apology. Skilled State Department
wordsmiths cobbled together a precisely crafted letter that gave
China cover, but no more. President Bush choreographed all of this,
mostly behind the scenes, and earned our applause. President Jiang
seems to have concluded that the matter should be handled expeditiously
with civilians, not the PLA taking the lead in the negotiations. Once the
Hainan Island Incident was resolved and strategic clarity was emphasized
on Taiwan, the U.S. moved swiftly to put economics at the top of our
agenda, and China’s entry into the WTO become the first priority.

This volume, comprised of papers originally presented at a
conference held at Carlisle Barracks in September 2001, helps to put the
Hainan Island incident in the broader context of China’s strategic
aspirations and its growing military capabilities. | am proud to be a
prime initiator of this conference on the People’s Liberation Army,
which has been an annual event for more than a decade. Last year’s
conference’s co-sponsors were the American Enterprise Institute, the
Heritage Foundation, and the U.S. Army War College. For the fourth
consecutive year, the War College’s Strategic Studies Institute is
publishing the proceedings. The nine chapters in this volume, all written
by leading experts, cover a diverse set of important topics: East Asian
perspectives on China’s security ambitions, the status of the Chinese
ballistic missile program and regional reactions to U.S. missile
defense initiatives, and China’s ever-improving conventional military
capabilities. | commend China’s Growing military Power to you.

AMBASSADORJAMESR. LILLEY

Senior Fellow
American Enterprise Institute
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CHAPTER 1

CHINA’S RESPONSE TO A FIRMER AMERICA

Andrew Scobell
Larry M. Wortzel

President George W. Bush made it clear as a candidate for office that
U.S. policy toward China “will require tough realism.” Presidential
Candidate Bush’s speech on September 23, 1999, at the Citadel, the
military college of South Carolina, foreshadowed his firm approach to
Beijing.! In that speech, Candidate Bush recalled for the American people that
“in 1996, after some tension over Taiwan, a Chinese general reminded
America that China possesses the means to incinerate Los Angeles with
nuclear missiles.”2 Bush followed up in a speech in Simi Valley,
California, with the warning to China that it is a “competitor, not a
strategic partner,” that the United States would deny the right of Beijing to
impose their rule on a free people (Taiwan), and that the United States
would help Taiwan defend itself.3 He also made clear early in the
campaign that he would pursue ballistic missile defense for the United
States.* Thus, the leadership of the Chinese Communist Party in Beijing
had early notice that they would not be dealing with a President
William J. Clinton who considered China to be a “strategic partner” of the
United States.

For Beijing, this was a very different America. Under Clinton, U.S.
foreign policy was generally more solicitous of Beijing. Defense officials
ran off to China with packages of “deliverables” that the Chinese had
come to expect out of meetings in which the United States sought more
dialogue and cooperation between the armed forces of each country.
Clinton responded to China’s march 1996 missile launches off Taiwan with
two American aircraft carrier battle groups.> However, once the Taiwan
elections were over later that month, Clinton dispatched National Security



Council and State Department officials to Taiwan to encourage the leaders
of that island to work harder at getting along with the People’s Republic of
China (PRC). Thus policy seemed to vacillate between a firm foreign policy
line toward China and one that sought to placate the Chinese leadership when
it complained about the U.S. position.®

Once Bush took office, Beijing dispatched successively higher-level
diplomats to Washington — former ambassadors, foreign ministry
officials, and advisers to Chinese President Jiang Zemin—to gauge the
White House’s position on China and Taiwan. This culminated in the visit
to Washington of vice Premier Qian Qichen on March 20, 2001. The
Chinese were clear on one major point: they worked hard to deliver the
message that the sale of the Aegis-class guided-missile destroyer to Taiwan
by the United States was “unacceptable” and, in Beijing’s eyes, amounted
to the creation of a new alliance among the United States, Taiwan, and
Japan.

The Bush position on Taiwan was clear. he did not back away from his
campaign position that “we’ll help Taiwan defend itself.” The President
and his appointees at the Departments of State and Defense, pointing
to the large-scale buildup of ballistic missiles on the Chinese coast opposite
Taiwan, also made sure that Beijing understood that the United States would
meet its commitments under the Taiwan Relations Act (Public Law 98-6)
to provide Taiwan adequate defensive arms and services to respond to the
Chinese threat.

On April 1, 2001, during a mid-air intercept by the Chinese Navy, a
Chinese F-8II fighter aircraft collided with an unarmed American EP-3
reconnaissance aircraft operating in international airspace in the South
China Sea. The American aircrew was detained by China for 11 days and
subjected to lengthy and unpleasant interrogation. China made
expansive claims about its sovereign territory, insisting that the entire
exclusive economic zone, 200 miles off the Chinese coast, was its own.
The United States insisted that China’s territorial waters and seas



extended out 12 miles, consistent with international law. This
incident, and the treatment of the aircrew, probably did more to
convince the President and the American people that firmness was the
only way to deal with Beijing than any other action or statement from either
capital. From the perspective of many in the United States, the actions and
rhetoric of the Chinese government were confirmation that Beijing did not
have friendly intentions toward Washington. The release of the crew
and, eventually, the aircraft is seen as the successful outcome of
firmness coupled with flexibility and superb interagency coordination
from the most senior officials in Washington to the members of the actual
negotiating team on Hainan Island. In the face of this, Chinese
truculence gave way to Chinese pragmatism.”

On April 25, 2001, after 100 days in office, President Bush restated
that the United States will help Taiwan defend itself, and in a television
broadcast went further, saying that the United States will “do whatever it
takes” to defend Taiwan against Chinese aggression. Lest any one
misinterpret just how serious President Bush was about that statement, it
was repeated for emphasis. In St. Petersburg, Florida, on March 11,
2002, Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz, speaking to an
audience that included Taiwan’s Defense Minister Tang Yao-ming,
reiterated Bush’s pledge.

Security Policy.

Under the Clinton administration, military-to-military contacts
between China and the United States were treated as routine matters. In a
number of ways, the “Engagement Policy” of the United States Pacific
Command also treated military contacts with China as more or less
routine, even desirable, despite concerns expressed in the Congress. From
Capitol Hill, many conservatives expressed concerns that such contacts
were only helping the People’s Liberation Ammy (PLA) learn more about
U.S. defense establishment plans and systems, with no reciprocity from
the Chinese side. That, too, changed with the Bush administration.



Soon after assuming his post, Secretary of Defense Donald
Rumsfeld conducted a review of military contacts with China. That
review concluded that the United States should cease pursuing military
contacts or engagement with China as a matter of routine practice.
Instead, future U.S.-China military contacts and exchanges would be
conducted on a case-by-case basis, with decisions in line with U.S.
interests. Contacts should benefit the United States and should not
strengthen the PLA.

Ballistic Missile Defense.

One of Candidate Bush’s strongest foreign policy and defense
positions during his presidential campaign was to call for a ballistic
missile system that would defend forward-deployed American forces,
U.S. allies, and the homeland of the United States. In Simi, California, he said:
“We still, however, need missile defense systems—both theater and
national. If I am commander-in-chief, we will develop and deploy them.”’
Of course, the implicit message in this was that the Anti-Ballistic missile
(ABM) Treaty with the Soviet Union had to be reexamined. Two years
later, in December 2001 at the Citadel, President Bush made it explicitly
clear that the United States must move beyond the ABM Treaty.? Since June
13, 2002, the United States is no longer be constrained by that treaty.
This means that ABM testing can go ahead against warheads of any speed
and with interceptors of full capability. The United States can also work
on cooperative programs with friends and allies as well as conduct testing at
sea; things that were prohibited under the ABM treaty.

China saw this coming, and Beijing’s security planners were not happy
about the turn of events. At a conference on arms control in Beijing, China,
September 14-15, 2000, representatives from China’s arms control community
argued that any attempt at developing a ballistic missile defense system in the
United States “is inherently destabilizing and will foster a world-wide arms
race.”1% The Chinese attendees argued that China was the primary target of



ballistic missile defenses, and a United States goal was to seek “absolute
security and military superiority.”1 U.S. ballistic missile defenses have never
been *“aimed” at another country. They are aimed at incoming missiles.
Nonetheless, from the time that the U.S. Congress directed the Department of
Defense (DoD) to explore ballistic missile defenses in Asia in the Fiscal Year
1998 ““Strom Thurmond” Defense Authorization Act, to the time that President
Bush assumed office, Beijing repeated these arguments in nearly every
international and bilateral forum it could. A year after Bush assumed the
presidency, China’s representatives continued to argue that the ABM Treaty
constitutes “the cornerstone of international strategic stability.”12

From the time of the Presidential campaign, the incoming Bush
administration made it clear that its approach to China would differ from
Clinton’s and perhaps even differ from that of Bush’s father, the 41st President
of the United States. After the election, to the surprise of some in China and
the United States, President Bush actually followed through on the principles
he had expounded in his campaign speeches. This surprise was the result of a
failure to recognize the firm commitment to principles on the part of President
Bush and senior members of his administration stemming from their deeply-
held conservative Realpolitik beliefs.23 China’s reaction is the focus of the
chapters in this book.

China’s Reaction.

This book was developed against the backdrop outlined in the first
section of this introduction. The conference organizers sought to
capture the changes in China, not only in terms of rhetoric, but also in
military doctrine, training, and hardware purchases, in response to Bush'’s
firmer tone. Of course, we recognize that Beijing had already taken note of
the deployment of two U.S. aircraft carrier battle groups to the vicinity of
Taiwan during the 1996 Strait Crisis. But as noted above, this strong
message was soon diluted by more conciliatory moves from the Clinton
administration toward Beijing. As a result, the firmness displayed by
Washington in early 1996 was not perceived as a permanent shift in



institutionalized approaches to American security policy on China.

Then there was the accident in Belgrade. Despite all of the U.S. apologies,
investigations, and fact-finding commissions, many in Beijing,
particularly in the PLA and the intelligence community, remain
suspicious that the bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade in 1998
was not an accident.

In this volume, some of the best analysts of contemporary China
assess how Beijing has reacted, and can be expected to react, to the changes
in United States foreign policy. The authors examine Chinese perceptions
of the United States, American security and foreign policies in Asia, and
the effects of those policies on the Asia-Pacific region.

In chapter 2, Dr. David Finkelstein, Director of Project Asia at the
Center for Naval Analyses, examines security relations between China
and the United States from the events in Kosovo through America’s
reaction to the attack on the United States by terrorist forces of the al-
Qaeda network. Finkelstein argues that the United States has serious
worries about China’s activities in four vital areas: Taiwan, the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and delivery means, the
intentions of China’s military modernization programs, and whether
China is attempting through diplomacy to push the United States out of
the Asia-Pacific region.

In Finkelstein’s view, although Bush and lJiang were able to
improve U.S.-China relations, and to convey the impression that in the
war on terrorism at least, Washington and Beijing see eye-to-eye, there was
not much substance in the Bush visit to China in October 2001.15> But a
reduction in tension has some value in and of itself, according to
Finkelstein, because increased tensions between the United States and
China complicate such other key U.S. security concerns as stability on the
Korean Peninsula and the prosecution of the war on terrorism.



Finkelstein concludes that there remains deep-seated mutual distrust
between China and the United States, particularly among members of the
security establishment in both countries. In Beijing, a number of
influential security thinkers appear to have concluded that the ultimate
objective of United States policies is to obstruct China’s rise as a more
rich and powerful nation. Therefore, “U.S. policies in the region are
increasingly filtered through a set of lenses [in Beijing] that are already
calibrated to ensure some distortion.” More and more Chinese security
thinkers are concluding that the United States wants to “change China,”
to “deter China,” and to “collect intelligence on China.” Finkelstein argues
that the depth of this mistrust, which is to a certain extent mutual, is
reason enough to maintain some sort of security dialogue aimed at
dispelling misperceptions and avoiding conflict.

In Chapter 3, Hideaki Kaneda, a retired vice Admiral in Japan’s maritime
Self Defense Forces, addresses China’s growing military power and its
significance for Japan’s national security. Kaneda makes the point that
China has used its own military strength to advance territorial claims,
while ignoring the sovereignty and jurisdiction of other nations in the
East China Sea and South China Sea. He outlines what he characterizes
as a methodical effort by China’s navy to eventually control “biological and
nonbiological resources in China’s peripheral waters.”” The resources
Kaneda sees as the object of China’s goals are primarily undersea gas
and petroleum deposits, but also fishing grounds to secure food
supplies.

The major security component of Beijing’s strategy is a “near-water
defense” of the “first island chain” stretching from the Aleutian
Islands, across to the Kuriles, the Japanese Islands, the Ryukyu
Islands, Taiwan, the Philippine Islands, and Borneo. Kaneda notes that
many of China’s territorial claims, the Senkaku Islands in the East China Sea,
and the Spratly and Paracel Islands in the South China Sea, fall with in
the perimeter of this “first island chain.” He also argues that control of the
waters within this area gives Beijing not only the resources it needs, but



also the strategic position to bring military power to bear on Taiwan with
reduced fear of outside intervention.

Kaneda believes Japan must call for more transparency in Chinese
defense policy. He also argues that China must be prepared to come to
agreements that permit joint exploitation of undersea resources by the
countries with competing claims. As early confidence-building
measures, Kaneda seeks to involve China in regional efforts to provide for
maritime safety, combat piracy, stop drug transfers, control and end the
trade in persons, and work to control environmental pollution. He takes
a firm position on resisting any expansion by China, and insists that Japan
must be ready to counter any illegal reconnaissance efforts by the Chinese
navy in Japan’s territorial waters. Finally, he calls for a firm U.S.-Japan
alliance as a counter to China’s expansionary tendencies.

In Chapter 4, Anatoly Bolyatko of the Institute of Far Eastern Studies
in Russia discusses how in military doctrine and exercises the PLA has
reacted to the incoming Bush administration. Bolyatko predicts that, as
joint military exercises are conducted between the United States and its
East Asian allies in Korea and Japan, and as the United States moves
forward with a “missile defense shield, ”China will react by producing
thousands of missiles, aircraft, and tanks. He believes that such
production will stress China’s military-industrial base, but that such
stresses can be tolerated by the Chinese economy. His conclusion is
that China will seek to be more effective at force projection and defense
in the Asia-Pacific region and will strengthen its forces against Taiwan,
but will not seek to become a world military power, as was the Soviet Union,
with the capability to conduct military operations outside East Asia.

Lieutenant Colonel Mark Stokes of the U.S. Air Force explains
China’s reactions to the Bush administration’s plans for developing a
ballistic missile defense system to protect deployed U.S. military forces,
American friends and allies, and the U.S. Homeland. As Stokes notes in
Chapter 5, China’s campaign against the U.S. withdrawal from the 1972



ABM Treaty dates to well before the Bush administration took office.
But as a candidate for office, Bush and his security advisers made it clear
that the United States would pursue these defenses. Stokes sees China’s
development and modernization of its own strategic missile forces as “an
integral part of PRC coercive strategies.” Whether discussing China’s
theater-level missile programs, short-range missiles, or intercontinental
missiles, Stokes believes that any American missile defenses, however
modest, are perceived by Beijing as having “serious implications for the
viability of its nuclear deterrent and for its expanding inventory of
conventional short and medium range ballistic missiles.”

Beijing’s ballistic missile forces are a political and military “trump
card” intended to stem any moves for more autonomy and international
recognition from Taiwan, and also limit the freedom of action of the
United States to respond to contingencies not only in the Taiwan Strait,
but in the Asia-Pacific region. Moreover, Stokes notes, Beijing fears that,
if viable ballistic missile defenses are deployed, the command and
control architecture for these systems could turn into a “de-facto” alliance
if Japan, South Korea, the United States, and Taiwan integrate their
missile defense programs.

Stokes predicts that Taiwan will adopt a combination of passive
defensive measures to complicate PRC targeting, while Chinese military
planners will develop better plans to absorb and reconstitute forces after
a PRC first strike. America’s withdrawal from the ABM Treaty on June 13,
2002, hands China’s diplomats a defeat of monumental proportions.
Russia not only accepted the end of the ABM Treaty, but also agreed to
major cuts in the numbers of its offensive weapons. Thus the predictions of
not only China’s arms control community but of the supporters of China’s
position in the United States ring hollow. Indeed, if there is a missile
buildup in reaction to the end of the ABM Treaty, it will come from China,
seeking to maintain what Stokes calls a “trump card.”

In Chapter 6, Eric McVadon, a consultant on Asian security and



former U.S. Defense Attache in Beijing, explains in great detail the
positions China has taken in reaction to the Bush presidential campaign
statements on missile defense and to the actions taken by the Bush
administration in its first 6 months in office to address China’s
concerns over U.S. ballistic missile defense plans. McVadon outlines the
efforts by the PRC arms control and diplomatic community to so limit any
American defense efforts that they would have no practical effect on China’s
nuclear force. China’s negotiators, according to McVadon, “could not
tolerate” an American missile defense force of 250 interceptor missiles,
but “might be able to tolerate 10 interceptors devoted to the defense of
the American homeland.” According to McVadon, China’s negotiators
argued that one factor forcing Jiang to take a firm position is “public
opinion in China.” McVadon opines that the United States must find ways
to demonstrate that it “will not be hegemonic” and must continue a dialogue
with China on the purpose and extent of any U.S. ballistic missile defense
system.

Asia, too, has reacted to American ballistic missile defense plans,
explains Dr. Taeho Kim, Senior China Analyst at the Korean Institute
for Defense Analyses. In Chapter 7, Kim acknowledges the profound
changes in the strategic environment produced by the September 11, 2001,
terrorist attacks on the United States. Kim examines missile defenses as
part of a more comprehensive effort to transform not only the U.S.
military, but also American strategy. He notes that the Bush
administration’s approach to security represents a radical departure from
that of the Clinton administration. Kim predicts an approach that has
nuances in policy and missile defense deployments in East Asia, taking
into account the political sensitivities in Japan, where some are wary of
going beyond the research stage, and in Korea, where the popular focus is
on North Korea and its conventional forces, not on China’s or North
Korea’s ballistic missiles.

Colonel Susan Puska, currently U.S. Army Attaché at the American
Embassy in Beijing, assesses Beijing’s efforts at force projection in Chapter 8.
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She asserts that China is modeling its own military modernization and
efforts to develop advanced capabilities based on the capabilities of the
U.S. military. To increase military capabilities, China is focusing more on
power projection in peripheral areas by its own military, while changing
training methods to increase effectiveness. Puska documents new
scenarios for Chinese military training that focus on meeting what Beijing
sees as its main threat—the forces of the United States. The PLA also
seems to be conscious of its own relative weaknesses in comparison to U.S.
forces. Therefore it is focusing on what it sees is the main vulnerability of
the United States, a dependence on the electromagnetic spectrum for
communication and the exchange of intelligence and threat data.

Beijing is improving management in the PLA, improving the quality of its
own military personnel by better educating them and recruiting more
qualified personnel. The PLA is also increasingly able to coordinate and
use effectively reserve and militia forces. The Central military
Commission, the Chinese Communist Party’s leading military body, is
also trying to reduce corruption and waste. Puska concludes that today
Beijing has a “rough but ready” force projection capability that will improve
over time and create greater risks and costs to any country that seeks to
challenge Chinaon its periphery.

In Chapter 9, Mr. Kenneth Allen, an expert on Chinese security at the
Center for Naval Analyses, examines the changes in the PLA Air Force
(PLAAF) as it modernizes and reforms its logistic systems in order to fight
high-technology wars. In the 1990s the PLAAF began transforming itself
from a force reliant upon single branch deployment to one able to utilize
multiple branches in joint service campaigns, indicating a shift in the focus
of the PLAAF from a primarily positional, defense oriented operation, to a
more mobile, maneuverable, preventative force, able to address local
concerns and strike quickly. Allen analyzes this shift through
examination of the PLAAF operational theory, logistics structure and
theory, and the types of training used to implement these changes. Allen
then addresses the specific changes enacted by the PLAAF in preparation
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for a military confrontation with the United States. Over the last 50 years,
China’s PLAAF has engaged in only three external campaigns, in Korea,
Taiwan Strait (1958) and Vietnam. Given recent military history, the
PLAAF has realized the need for a transregional strike force and has
initiated the training necessary to create one. While it is not yet clear
how effective the PLAAF would be during a real conflict, particularly
if facing anticipated U.S. strategies such as interior airfield
destruction, the PLAAF has made significant strides in improving pilot
proficiency, sortie generation and sustainability, logistical support,
communications, and intelligence. Thus, Allen concludes that, while the
PLAAF may not currently be able to field a rapid strike force of any
threat to the United States, it is making definite progress in this
direction.

Each of the authors has effectively captured the main trends in
regional security in East Asia. The terrorist attacks on the United States,
and the subsequent war on terrorism, only increased American resolve
to deploy a ballistic missile defense. They also brought about the
deployment of American forces on China’s western periphery,
something that was not foreseen in the days before the attack on the
United States. The trends outlined in this book, therefore, have perhaps played
themselves out over a more compressed timeframe. But the assessments by each
author hold up, and provide some framework for understanding how
Beijing may react to the firmer positions taken by the United States.
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CHAPTER?2

THE VIEW FROM BENING:
U.S-CHINA SECURITY RELATIONS
FROM KOSOVO TO SEPTEMBER 11, 2001

David M. Finkelstein

Introduction.

On October 19, 2001, Presidents George W. Bush of the United States
and Jiang Zemin of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) had their first
face-to-face meeting on the fringes of the Asia-Pacific Economic
Council (APEC) meeting in Shanghai after almost a year of
increasingly strained bilateral relations. What was originally scheduled
to be a full-blown summit meeting, to include a visit by Bush to Beijing,
was curtailed to a half-day of talks due to the unforeseen and tragic
terrorist attacks on the United States on September 11.1

By all accounts, the meetings went well enough. The official Chinese
press characterized the discussions as “constructive and fruitful” and
held in a “friendly and candid atmosphere.? In their joint press
conference, Bush readily agreed with Jiang that the discussions were useful
and that the two men had *“a very good meeting.”? Bothmenagreed to improve
relations. Jiang called for “constructive and cooperative relations,” as did
Bush, who added the word “candid” to the construct.*

The usual “deliverables” that are associated with and often
anticipated as a result of these types of U.S.-China summits were modest.
But given many months of tense relations and the events of September 11,
Bush and Jiang were able to accomplish two key objectives: establish a
baseline dialogue from which to attempt to improve relations, especially
security relations, and publicly present a “united front” on the issue of the
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war on terrorism. In the future, these two threads may become
increasingly interwoven as operations in Afghanistan continue. Indeed,
for both countries, the war against terrorism will only magnify the
importance of placing U.S.-China relations, especially security relations,
on an even keel.

For China, the next few years will witness a significant leaders hip
succession—the accession to power of the “Fourth Generation” of
leaders in 2002. These are the men who will have to grapple with the
increasingly difficult task of pushing forward economic and structural
reforms, while managing the social and political dislocations attendant to
those reforms. They will have to move forward with the development of
China’s western region, tackle the internal problems plaguing the Chinese
Communist Party (CCP), and manage the issues associated with World
Trade Organization (WTO) entry. All of this will be going on while China
will be increasingly placed under the international microscope in the lead-
up to the 2008 Olympics. Moreover, the Taiwan issue is becoming more
complex for Chinese leaders as political developments and domestic
politics in Taipei become more complicated. And now that the United States
is actually prosecuting military operations in a country with which
China shares a land border—always a high order Chinese security
concern—Beijing now has a serious stake in not being cut out by
Washington. China simply cannot afford a confrontational relationship with
the United States at this point in time if it can be avoided.

Needless to say, a confrontational relationship with China will not
serve U.S. interests either. Especially because of the campaign in
Afghanistan and the global nature of Washington’s war on terrorism,
stable bilateral relations between the United States and China are a must.
The issue of terrorism notwithstanding, strained security relations with
China serves no ends if it can be avoided.

Increased U.S.-China tensions will only unnerve Washington’s
allies and friends in the Asia-Pacific region. An unstable relationship
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could have a deleterious impact on U.S. business and trade interests at a
time of economic uncertainty. Increased tensions could complicate
key U.S. security concerns in East Asia, such as the maintenance of
stability on the Korean Peninsula and especially across the Taiwan Strait.
Overall, worsening bilateral relations with China could become an
unending foreign policy distraction to a Bush white house that needs to
focus its foreign policy energies on the war against terrorists.

At the same time, due to a growing mutual distrust that hasevolved within
the two security establishments over the past few years, security differences
between the two nations will be the most challenging area in which to
repair relations and move them forward.

U.S. concerns vis-a-vis China are well known. For the most part, U.S.
worries on the security front have revolved around the following four key
issues. First, growing concerns that Beijing is prepared to use force to
resolve the Taiwan issue ““sooner rather than later,” based on a calculus
that few in the west can claim to understand with any degree of
certainty.> Second, U.S. concern about Chinese proliferation behavior.
Third, given the lack of defense transparency in China, uncertainties in
the United States as to the intentions behind China’s military
modernization programs—conventional and nuclear. And fourth,
guestions in the United States as to whether China would like to see the
U.S. Military pushed out of the Pacific, or at least pulled back.t All of
these issues are critically important to the regional security interests of
the United States. On a 4-tier scale of national interests—(1) survival, (2)
vital, (3) major, (4) peripheral—they rate in the vital and major categories.
This is not insignificant.

Likewise, in Beijing, the “U.S. factor” in the Chinese national security
calculus appears to have grown even greater than in the past. Over the past
few years, the perceived “challenges” to Chinese national sovereignty and
security interests posed by the security policies of the United States—
real or imagined on their part—are being viewed by a good number of
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Chinese security analysts with increasing alarm. Whereas, one could
argue, U.S. security concerns about China range backwards from
“vital” to “major,” many Chinese see U.S. challenges as ranging upwards
from “major” to “vital” and, in some cases, even “survival.” This trend is
extremely worrisome if true.

Because most American analysts are already well aware of the Chinese
security policies that give pause in the United States, the assignment
given this student by the conference organizers was to identify the
Chinese concerns—which are not always self-evident. The author of this
chapter, therefore, will review the growing uncertainty, concern, and angst
with which Beijing has viewed the United States over the past couple of
years. He will attempt to view the world through Chinese eyes. He will attempt
to convey the Chinese analytic framework vis-a-vis the United States—an
analytic frame of mind, if you will—as well as specific policy concerns.

The best way to do so is to review for readers the serious national
security debates that have taken place in China in the very recent past that,
in many ways, have been driven by Chinese angst about the United States.
The author will present an overview of the very significant national security
debate that took place in China in 1999 in the aftermath of NATO’s Kosovo
intervention.” he will touch briefly on the April 2001 EP-3 incident, and
address the “America debate” that was unfolding in Beijing as of the summer
of 2001, just prior to September 11. Finally, the author will speculate
about the concerns Chinese analysts might have as they view the security
implications of the American campaign in Afghanistan, and, presumably, the
war against terrorism beyond.

A caveat at the outset is in order. It is important that the Chinese

Weltanschauung be fully understood and explained, especially as it
concerns the United States. However, doing so does not imply agreement.
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1999: Kosovo and the “Great Peace and Development Debate.”

Overview. From March 1999 through the late fall of 1999, a national
security debate took place in China. It was remarkable on two counts.

For the first time since 1985, Deng Xiaoping’s basic assessment of
the state of the international security environment—that “peace and
development” (Heping Yu Fazhan) were the trends of the times—was
seriously questioned and intensely scrutinized. Of key significance, the
efficacy of China’s foreign policies and the validity of China’s national
defense policies were especially subjected to fervid internal debate.

The second reason that this was a remarkable event was that this was
likely the first time since 1949 that Chinese foreign policy and defense policy
were openly discussed and debated in the government-controlled media as
matters of public concern—to include criticisms of government policies by
the general populace.

Judging from the Chinese press, during the height of the debate (the
summer of 1999) almost every literate sector of the China polity was
apparently engaged in a media free-for-all on foreign policy and defense
issues. This included intellectuals, middle class entrepreneurs,
students, and even Chinese government analysts who took to the op-ed
pages, radio call-in shows, and TV roundtables.®

Public discourse revolved about the state of the world, China’s place
in it, the state of Chinese security, as well as what the government in
Beijing should do about these issues and about the United States.

The proximate cause of this debate was NATO’s military intervention
in Kosovo in March 1999. NATO'’s errant bombing of the PRC Embassy
in Belgrade in May added fuel to the debate. However, behind these
issues were long-simmering Chinese concerns that the post-Cold war
international order was not unfolding as Chinese international
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relations theorists had predicted. The debate, especially the internal debate,
was also driven by increasing Chinese concerns about U.S. strategic
intentions and policies in the post-Cold war order in general, and
towards China in particular.

At its most fundamental level, the debate that took place in 1999 was
about how the Chinese government should assess the state of the
unfolding international security environment. But most important, it
was about the implications of that assessment for China’s external
security.

The overarching question was simple: had China’s external security
situation fundamentally deteriorated as a result of NATO’s intervention
in Kosovo? This question brought others to the surface: what did other
global and regional security developments portend? And should China adjust
its domestic priorities, its foreign policies, or its defense policies?

On the diplomatic front, for example, questions were raised as to
whether the Chinese government had been placing too much emphasis on
cultivating the “developed world”—especially the United States—
instead of the “developing world,” which it had traditionally emphasized?
Others asked whether the government was becoming involved in
international affairs that were too far removed from China’s traditional,
more narrowly defined national interests. In effect, this question asked
whether the central leadership was walking away from Deng
Xiaoping’s oft-quoted dictum that in foreign affairs” China should keep a
low profile and never take the lead.”

On the issue of national defense modernization, some voiced concerns
that the “U.S.-led” Kosovo intervention was evidence that China could no
longer afford to continue to subjugate defense modernization to
economic development. Indeed, some argued that it was now time to place
equal emphasis on the two.
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As we shall seg, it was not just the Kosovo intervention that made this
an issue. Other issues simmering in the background were at work, and it
is important to point out that those who saw a need for enhanced
military defense were not just in the People’s Liberation Army (PLA):
they were as likely to be found in civilian ministries and their affiliated
institutes.

But at the heart of the debate in official circles were questions about
the United States as a world actor in general, Washington’s specific
intentions toward China, and the future of U.S.-China relations. Indeed,
almost all Chinese on every side of the debate were able to agree that any
deleterious changes in the international security environment and any
degradation of China’s own security were a function of the actions and
intentions, real or perceived, of the United States.

By most accounts, the “U.S. question” in particular was the most
contentious issue debated internally by Chinese government analysts and
other officials. As one Chinese put it, “The Chinese reaction to Kosovo
created the political atmosphere that unleashed a debate by those
unsatisfied with PRC policy toward the U.S.” At a certain point in the
discourse, the question of whether confrontation with the United States
was inevitable became the centerpiece of discourse. Other questions
revolved about how to deal with the United States and the tradeoffs
between cooperation and confrontation with \Washington.

In the lexicology of Chinese analyses, all of these issues and others
were captured by asking whether “peace and development” was still “the
key note of the times.”

To grasp the significance of the question, one must understand the
implications of questioning the validity of “peace and development” as
the “key note of the times” (shidai zhuti). Doing so requires a step back to
recall Mao Zedong’s assessment and Deng Xiaoping’s reversal of that
assessment. In China these assessments are not mere exercises in
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theoretical discourse: they are the starting point for justifying or
rationalizing specific national policy decisions.® Therefore, a review of
the differences in domestic, foreign, and military policies justified by the
very different assessments made by Mao and Deng provides a historical
context with which to view the debate of 1999.

The Maoist Line: “War and Revolution.” In the 1960s and 1970s, the Maoist
assessment of the international security environment was commonly stated
as “war and revolution” (zhanzheng yu geming). This was a result of the
perceived military threats to China from the United States and
especially the Soviet Union after the break between Moscow and Beijing. It
was also a function of the ideological lens through which Mao viewed the
world.

As a result of this assessment, China’s security posture and its
domestic policies were characterized by keeping the Chinese nation and
the PLA on a war footing, perpetuating “class struggle” within China, and
pursuing a foreign policy focused on the “socialist camp” and the
revolutionary “Third world.” For the most part, China remained “closed”
to the capitalist world.

As we know, this assessment had a profound impact on the economy
and society. The combined requirements of being on a war footing and
Mao’s ideological imperatives resulted in an autarkic economy; an
emphasis on heavy industries moved inland; the perpetuation of the policies
of the communization of agriculture and industry; and the near-
destruction of the national bourgeoisie.

For its part, the PLA was told to expect “early war, major war, and nuclear
war.” This meant maintaining a massive defense establishment, relying
on “People’s war” as a military strategy, and a belief that “superior”
political will could overcome the advanced technologies of potential
opponents. It also perpetuated the highly elevated status of the PLA in the
Chinese polity.
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The Dengist Line: “Peace and Development.” In the late 1970s and early
1980s, Deng Xiaoping began taking China down a path of bold change.
Deng’s reassessment of the “key note of the times” provided a critical
ideological basis for the myriad of sea-change reforms that would ensue. It
also was the justification for a change in national priorities. By 1985 Deng
had reversed the Maoist assessment completely.

Where Mao saw “war and revolution “as the context for international
security, Deng acknowledged the changes in superpower relations and
China’s own prospects. Deng’s reassessment held that “peace and
development” (heping yu fazhan) more correctly described the trends in the
world. The Dengist view held that, in spite of the continuing dangers to
China posed by wars and conflicts, the possibility of a world war was
remote, the chance of a nuclear war between the superpowers was slight,
China did not face the prospect of imminent invasion, and China would enjoy at
least 2 decades of a peaceful international environment.

The policy changes derived from this assessment are well known.
Domestically,” economics as the central task” replaced “class struggle as
the key link.” In foreign relations, China began to seek contact and
good relations with the capitalist world as well as the socialist camp, and
with developed countries as well as developing countries. “Reform and
opening up” (gaige yu kaifeng) became the major thrust.

In the area of defense policy, the PLA was taken off a war footing and
shifted onto a prolonged period of “peacetime army-building,” thus
initiating the reforms of the Chinese military that persist today: namely
moving toward a (relatively) leaner, but more technologically advanced
PLA. Just as importantly, Deng placed military modernization as the last
priority in his “Four modernizations.”

At an enlarged meeting of the Central military Commission in
June 1985, Deng explained his reassessment to his generals. While
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recognizing the dangers that persisted, he asserted that “the world
forces for peace are growing faster than the forces for war.” Deng told his
military leaders to be patient, to place economic construction above all
else, and to wait for at least 20 years. At that time China’s economic
strength would permit a greater emphasis on military modernization.

Fast forward to 1999. Clearly then, the critique of the Dengist
assessment during the Kosovo debate engendered major implications for
the broad sweep of Chinese domestic, foreign, and defense policies. If
“peace and development” were no longer the trend, what was? Did Kosovo
signify the triumph of the “forces for war” over the “forces for peace”?
Should China raise defense modernization at the expense of economic
reform? Should Beijing turn its back on the developed and capitalist
world and focus its foreign policies on the developing world exclusively?
Is conflict with the United States inevitable?

Draconian as these questions may seem, the highly charged
atmosphere in Beijing in the aftermath of the Kosovo intervention (and
especially after the errant bombing of the PRC Embassy in Belgrade)
provided a backdrop against which these types of questions could be
asked and debated for the first time in many years as Chinese analysts
attempted to make sense out of a post-Cold war international order
that, from the perspective of some, now seemed to be moving against
Chinese national interests.

The degree of angst in Beijing during this period is partially
explained by comparing China’s successes in the preceding 3 years, 1996-99,
with events in late 1998 and in early 1999.

Prior to 1999: Riding the waves of Self-Confidence. Between 1996 and late
1998, Beijing had every reason to feel newly confident in its place in the
world order, especially in foreign affairs.

« |In the wake of the 1995-96 Taiwan Strait crises, U.S.-China relations
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seemed to be back on track after the two presidential summits in 1997
and 1998. An agreement to seek a “Constructive Strategic
Partnership” was announced, and President William Clinton
publicly stated the “Three No’s” in Shanghai.1

Nearly 10 years after Tiananmen, almost all foreign economic
sanctions against China had been lifted.

Between 1996 and 1998, a very proactive foreign policy spearheaded
by Jiang resulted in the establishment of a series of “partnerships”
around the globe with key developed countries.11

Hong Kong’s retrocession to China was accomplished, and Macao’s was
to be next.

Human rights issues no longer appeared to be a major impediment to
China’s foreign economic relations. Not only had Europe seemingly
lost interest in this issue but also, for the first time in many years, the
United States in 1998 did not sponsor a resolution condemning China
at the annual meeting of the United Nations (U.N.) Human Rights
Commission in Geneva.

Beijing was making excellent progress in resolving border disputes
with neighbors, notably Russia and even Vietnam. Moreover, the
“Shanghai Five” arrangement between China, Russia, Kazakhstan,
Tajikistan, and Kyrgyzstan was well underway.12

China had received accolades from around the world for “responsible”
behavior during the Asian financial crisis, and for the moment the
focus of regional concern in Asia was on financial recovery, not China’s
rise as a regional power.

On the Taiwan front, the PRC seemed to be on the move, and Taipei
appeared to be on the defensive. In addition to obtaining the “Three
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No’s” from the U.S. President, China was pressuring Taiwan for
political talks and waging an active diplomatic offensive to woo those
countries that still recognized Taipei. The loss of diplomatic relations
with South Africa in 1998 was a serious blow to Taiwan in this regard.

Domestically, the situation was tolerable. China was able to weather
the Asian financial crisis with out devaluating its currency. Growth
was acceptable, if not as great as desired. The social dislocations
attendant to economic reform seemed manageable, although concerns
about labor unrest persisted.

1999 A Year of Disasters. Juxtaposed against 3 years of relatively
smooth sailing, the close of 1998 and the first months of 1999 brought,
from a Chinese perspective, ominous developments in key areas of
concern: Japan, Taiwan, and relations with the United States. Some of
these events took place before the Kosovo intervention or the Embassy
bombing, others afterwards. The net effect, however, was to raise fears
among many Chinese officials and analysts that security trends were now
turning against China’s interests. These events provided both a context for the
debate of 1999 and, in some cases, new impetus during the debate.

Japan. Through out this period (1998, 1999) developments in Japan
begin to be viewed with increasing apprehension by the Chinese analytic
xitong.

= In December 1998 the Government of Japan announced its decision
to join the United States in co-research of the upper-tier theater
Ballistic missile Defense program.

= In March 1999 the Japan Maritime Self-Defense Force fired upon
North Korean vessels—the first shots fired in anger by the Japanese
armed forces since the end of World War II.

e The Japanese Diet ratified the Revised Guidelines for Defense
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Cooperation with the United States in May 1999, refusing to specify for
Beijing whether Taiwan was included in the ambiguous phrase “areas
surrounding Japan.”

All of this added to concerns about Japan in the wake of Jiang’s less than
successful visit to that country in late November 1998.

Taiwan. In early July 1999 then-President Lee Teng-hui issued his

“Two-State theory,” which resulted in another “mini-crisis” in cross-
Strait relations. Enough said.

United States. To one degree or another, the United States, during

the debate, began to be viewed by many analysts in Beijing as the root
cause of the negative trends in Japanese and Taiwan affairs in addition to
becoming a problem in its own right. What did Chinese analysts focus on?

In January 1999 the Clinton administration announced its decision to
move forward on National missile Defense.

In April 1999 Zhu Rongji’s visit to Washington for the expressed purpose
of negotiating Chinese permanent normal trading relations (PNTR)
and WTO membership ended in failure. Indeed, in late March there
had been a “mini-debate” in China as to whether Zhu should have gone at
all, given the inauguration of the NATO air campaign against Serbia and
a lack of consensus within the Chinese bureaucracy about the types of
concessions Beijing could afford to make in those negotiations.

Through out this period, Chinese analysts began to assess that the so-
called "anti-China" voices in the United States were gaining the
upper hand over China policy. Some of the more prominent “data
points” they cited included the “Cox Committee Report” (May) and
the Los Alamos espionage case; the tabling of the Taiwan Security
Enhancement Act (April-May); the requirement levied on the
Department of Defense to publish its study on hypothetical theater
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ballistic missile defense (TBMD) architectures in Asia including
Taiwan; the possibility of the sale of TBMD-related radars to Taipei
(June); and the concern over China’s alleged future influence over the
Panama Canal (July).

NATO and Kosovo. Then, of course, there was the issue of Kosovo
itself. Some Chinese security analysts believed it established precedents for
military interventions in the “internal affairs” of sovereign states and
demonstrated the “will” of the United States (as viewed from Beijing)
to use force” to maintain its world dominance.” Kosovo shocked many
Chinese into questioning whether the global trends were in fact away
from war and toward China’s much-touted multipolar world order—
the previous analysis.

The air campaign began in March while Jiang Zemin was in Italy, a
NATO member, as part of a three-nation European visit. In deciding to
intervene with military force, NATO sidestepped the U.N. and
marginalized Security Council members China and Russia. Then, in early
May, the PRC Embassy was inadvertently attacked.

Just as disconcerting to the Chinese were other NATO-related
events. In April, NATO accepted Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic as new members. During NATO’s 50th anniversary celebrations
in Washington, a new “Strategic Concept” was declared that included
out-of-area missions. Also around that time (June) was the coining of the
“Clinton Doctrine,” which was interpreted in China as espousing the
legitimacy of military interventions in sovereign nations for humanitarian
purposes. Beijing immediately thought of the implications for Taiwan,
Xinjiang, and Tibet, and carefully watched developments in Chechnya.13

Domestic Concerns. Even on the domestic front, the first half of 1999
presented issues for concern within Zhongnanhai. High-profile
corruption cases continued to embarrass the Party; reforms of the
state-owned enterprises were becoming difficult to carry out; and
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consumer demand at home was slowing. If the Hong Kong press is to be
believed, large-scale and often-violent incidents of labor unrest
continued to plague local governments on the mainland. Even more
unsettling were the rise in the profile of the China Democracy Party
following the Clinton visit to China (1998) and the *“‘shock” of the Falun Gong
phenomenon beginning in April 1999 and continuing today.

Overall then, in just a few months the confidence of Chinese
leaders and their analysts was significantly shaken. They were no longer
so certain of their place in the world order or of their assessment of
world trends as favoring China’s continued rise both at home and
abroad.

The Results of the Debate. At the end of the day, after reams of analysis
and incessant rounds of meetings, the debate re-looked many of these
key issues. And by the time the Beidaihe meetings took place in August 1999,
there was closure on many of them: at least on an official level (if not
intellectually).

That closure came in the form of a new shorthand for the state of the
international security situation referred to as ”The Three No Changes and
the Three New Changes.”

The “Three No Changes” assert the following:

= Peace and development remain the trend in international relations
and the movement toward a multipolar world continues;

= Economic globalization continues to increase; and,
= The major trend is toward the relaxation of international tensions.

But these three points were modified by the “Three New Changes”:
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= Hegemonism and power politics are on the rise;
e The trend toward military interventionism is increasing; and,
= The gap between developed and developing countries is increasing.

Clearly, these two sets of seemingly contradictory assessments
represented a compromise position between those who were relatively
optimistic about long-term trends and those who were very much
focused on and concerned about near-term negative developments.

The “Three No Changes” reaffirmed the basic thrust of Deng’s earlier
analysis. China did not now face “early war, major war, and nuclear
war.” It reaffirmed the analyses by Chinese international relations theorists
since the late 1980s that the world would eventually move toward a
multipolar international order and that China would become one of the
key poles. It also recognized the growing importance of economics in
international relations. So, to a great degree, it accounted for the views of
those who did not see Kosovo and other security-related events of concern
as requiring a major readjustment of the Dengist assessment.

This formulation had direct and immediate implications for Chinese
domestic policies. It reaffirmed the correctness of “economics as the
central task” and provided the continued ideological justification for
the leadership in Beijing to press forward with the next phases of
economic and structural reform, to include the pursuit of WTO
membership. So when Chinese interlocutors say that “nothing changed”
as a result of Kosovo, they are not being disingenuous. There was, in fact,
no decision to reverse the Dengist line and the direction of domestic
reforms.

However, something did change after Kosovo. The “Three New

Changes” added serious caveats to the generally positive long-term
trends cited in the first part of the construct.
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For one thing, the “Three New Changes” was an admission that
previous Chinese government analyses of the near-term trends in the
international security had been much too optimistic about the pace of
global multipolarization and much too quick to dismiss the potentially
destabilizing effects that local wars and world wide military
interventions might have on China’s interests.

Clearly, Beijing’s much-hoped-for multipolar world order was not
around the corner. In addition, the new assessment certainly undercut
the assertion in the 1998 Defense white Paper that “the influence of armed
conflicts and local wars had been remarkably weakened.” In fact, the “Three
New Changes” undercut the entire tenor of the first section of the 1998
Defense white Paper.

The second change implicit in the “Three New Changes” is the Chinese
assessment of the root cause of the problems facing world security and
stability.

Previously, Beijing had seen the United States as one source of some
of the problems plaguing world security, both economic and military. But
there were plenty of other nations and non-national actors viewed as
problematic. In the wake of Kosovo and a host of other events since 1998, the
mix of problems remained the same. But the United States and its policies
were now starting to be viewed as a principal source of these problems,
especially for China. And by most accounts the “Three New Changes” is
about the United States almost exclusively.

Of equal significance, the new assessment, and a reinforced view of
the United States as a superpower “hegemon,” seemed to have put to rest
previous de rigueur internal and academic assessments that the
“comprehensive national power” of the United States was in a slow
decline—an analytic “line” that had been commonplace for at least a
decade.’* The new line seems to be accompanied by an assessment that the
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United States will maintain its status as “sole superpower” for the next 20
years, if not longer.

At the end of the day, then, the degree to which the post-debate
analysis of the international and regional security environment, and the
assessment of the U.S., became an official “line” was reflected in the
formulations in the first section of the October 2000 Defense White
Paper.

The October 2000 Defense White Paper, China’s National Defense
2000, provided a much more sober assessment of the trends in
international and regional security than had been articulated in the July
1998 version. Some of the assessments from the important first section of the
October 2000 Defense White Paper is worth reviewing.15

“In today’s world factors that may cause instability and uncertainty
have markedly increased.”

= *“Hegemonism and power politics still exist and are further developing.”
= “Certain big powers are pursuing neointerventionism, neo-gunboat
diplomacy, and neo-economic colonialism... Which are seriously
damaging the sovereignty, independence, and development interests of

many countries, and threatening world peace and security.”

= “The United Nations’ authority and role in handling international
and regional security affairs... are being seriously challenged.”

e *“Local wars and armed conflicts . . . have increased again.”

= “There are . . . new negative developments... in the security of the Asia-
Pacific region.”

* “The Taiwan Straits situation... is complicated and grim.”
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Finally, to underscore increasing concern over Chinese security, the
Defense White Paper of 2000 announced the following:

... in view of the fact that hegemonism and power politics still
exist and are further developing, and in particular, the basis for
the country’s peaceful reunification is seriously imperiled, China
will have to enhance its capability to defend its sovereignty
and security by military means.

The Unique Interests of the PLA. If there was any institution in China
that had a significant corporate stake in the events surrounding Kosovo, it
was the PLA. Needless to say, closely watching and studying NATO’s
campaign against Serbia as it unfolded was a matter of intense
professional interest. But the PLA had an equally large bureaucratic
interest in the internal and public debate triggered by Kosovo. The
debate provided a window of opportunity for China’s military
establishment to argue publicly, and likely behind closed doors as well,
that national defense and military modernization deserved a greater
priority in overall national development than had been accorded hitherto.

The arguments surrounding the need for a greater emphasis on
defense modernization by the PLA (and others) gained momentum as a result
of two events: the May 1999 bombing of the PRC Embassy in Belgrade (in
which a Chinese military attaché was wounded), and Lee Teng-hui’s
espousal of the “Two-State theory” in July 1999. In the past, such arguments
by the top PLA leadership in public fora had been somewhat politically
incorrect, although once in a while a senior PLA leader would make his
case. For example, in 1996 Defense Minister General Chi Haotian wrote a
long article in CCP’s official journal, Seeking Truth (Qiushi), in which he
stated,” The building of national defense... cannot exceed the
limitation of tolerance of economic construction, nor can it be laid aside
until the economy has totally prospered.”16 For the most part, however, in
public, the top PLA leadership had for years dutifully recited the
Dengist mantra that “defense modernization must remain subordinate
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to economic construction.” Here was a chance to press the case for more
funding.

It should be pointed out, however, that publicly the top PLA
leadership did not challenge this line during the debate. As mentioned
above, having the leadership of the Central Military Commission, for
example, make the case in the press during such a period of
emotionalism and sensationalism was likely still too sensitive from a
domestic political standpoint.l” Nevertheless, there seemed to be plenty
of senior colonels and other field grade officers who were quite willing to
make the arguments. Consequently, during the period of the debate the
PLA ’s official newspaper, Liberation Army Daily (Jiefangjun Bao),
carried an unending stream of *“opinion pieces” from individual
officers that warned the nation of the consequences of ignoring
national defense, hyped the threat posed by the United States to
international peace and stability, and, in some cases, argued that
military modernization should at least be equal to national economic
construction.

In these regards, the timing of Kosovo could not have been better.
For one thing, work on the 10th Five-Year PLAN (2001-05) was already
under way but not yet complete. There was still a chance to press for an
increase in funding. Moreover, just 8 months earlier in July 1998, Jiang had
ordered the PLA to divest itself of its commercial enterprises—the large
corporate empire that it had run for many years which provided the military
with a source of (1) extra-budgetary funds for soldier “quality of life,”
(2) employment for PLA spouses and demobilized officers, (3)
supplemental operations and maintenance (O&M) funds, and (4)
funds for equipment procurement. Not only did the PLA lose many of its
corporate entities, but it did so under a cloud. The decision to have the
military divest was tied to evidence brought to the attention of Jiang of
large-scale smuggling and corruption by some military commercial
entities in the south. Consequently, the Kosovo intervention, and
especially the bombing of the PRC Embassy in Belgrade, gave the PLA
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an opportunity to burnish its image among the general public by riding
the crest of nationalist sentiment as the defenders of Chinese sovereignty.

These particularistic interests aside, NATO’s Kosovo intervention
also drove home to many in the PLA once again just how large a capabilities
gap still existed between their own armed forces and those of the advanced
western nations, especially the United States, even after nearly a
decade of post-Gulf war reform and modernization. The frustration of
some military officers at the relatively low priority of military
modernization in the greater scheme of national development was
articulated by a general line of argument that goes like this: “We were told
that we would have to be patient, that military modernization would have to
await economic modernization. We have been patient for 20 years. How
long must we wait?”’

But the PLA rhetoric surrounding Kosovo served another important
purpose. It was used to highlight to the Chinese armed forces the importance
of following through with the wide-ranging programs of reform that had
been underway for the last decade. Many of these reforms—especially
in the areas of force structure downsizing and personnel
administration—had been meeting some resistance below. As Chief of
the General Staff Fu Quanyou had pointed out a year earlier, grassroots
units had to overcome “selfish departmentalism and overemphasis of
local interests” and move forward with change for the greater good of the
PLA.18 Especially in light of the situation on Taiwan, the PLA leadership
used the Kosovo intervention and the debate to lecture its own people
that reform and modernization of the military was a serious undertaking
and not merely a bureaucratic exercise.

While it is clear that military modernization was not going to
supplant economic construction as the national priority, or even be
equal to it in emphasis, some of these arguments by the PLA, or by others
on behalf of the PLA, probably had an impact on the top Chinese
leadership. Clearly, for various internal political reasons, the concerns of
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the PLA could not be totally ignored. Consequently, not long after the
PRC Embassy bombing, rumors abounded that the central government
had provided the military with a large, supplemental lump-sum infusion
of funds.1®

Given the call for enhanced national defense by the PLA and others in
the post-Kosovo debate, the demise of many PLA business interests, the
security assessment articulated in the October 2000 Defense White Paper,
and the politics of succession, it was not too much of a surprise when in
December 2000 the Chinese Finance Minister announced an increase of
17.7 percent for defense spending for 2001.

Overall then, the debate of 1999 was an occasion for Beijing to vent,
anguish, and wonder about China’s national security and the future of U.S.-
China relations.

Interregnum: December 1999 Through April 2001.

At an official level, “the great debate” came to a close in late August
1999 when the Beidaihe leadership meetings promulgated the “Three No
Changes and Three New Changes.” It was not until December, however,
that the public debate in the Chinese media finally came to a close. At this
point in time, the central authorities apparently decided that enough
public debate on the issues of national defense, national security, and
Chinese foreign policy had taken place among the masses. By the end of 1999,
editors of the major newspapers were reportedly no longer accepting op-eds
from their readerships or writing editorials on these issues. There were
other pressing issues with which to grapple: WTO accession, the inception
in February 2000 of the “Go west” campaign, the continuing “Three
Represents Campaign,” and a host of other domestic and foreign policy
issues; not the least of which was the work needed to be done on the 10th
Five-Year PLAN, the beginning of the succession process, and the
preparatory work for the 16th Party Congress.
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By the summer of 2000, however, Chinese foreign policy analysts were
once again running fast to keep up with events in the United States.
Attention was now focused on two issues: the ongoing presidential
election campaign and the perception that American military strategy was
shifting to Asia—a Chinese concern that surfaced even before the Bush
election victory and the subsequently published Quadrennial Defense Review
(QDR) issued by the Pentagon in September 2001.

The catalyzing event for Chinese analysts wondering about a U.S.
"strategic focus shift” (zhanlue zhongdian zhuanyi) to Asia were news reports
that the US. Air Force desired to forward-deploy stockpiles of cruise
missiles to Guam in the summer of 2000. Chinese concerns about a
“strategic shift” linger today, especially given some of the language in the
recent QDR document.

For the most part, however, the Chinese community of America experts
was fully engaged following election politics in the United States and
wondering and speculating about what would be “better for China”—a
Bush or a Gore election victory. The only people likely more frustrated than
the American public at the time it took finally to decide the election winner
was the corps of Chinese America experts who were probably under
tremendous pressure to explain what was going on, and what the
implications of a Bush or Gore victory or defeat meant for China. And
many a Chinese institute wasted its funds in having delegations go to the
United States in late November 2000 for post-election fact-finding,
only to arrive without an election decision made.

After the Bush election was confirmed, arguments went back and forth
in China as to the implications. Cautious optimists pointed to Bush’s
father, “Lao Bushe,” as a probable force for ameliorating the Republican
Party campaign rhetoric. Especially disconcerting to Beijing was the
excoriation of the Clinton-Jiang “Constructive Strategic Partnership”
construct and the substitution of the “Strategic Competitor” label. They
pointed out as well that, sooner rather than later, economic realities would
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triumph, and the U.S. business community would eventually weigh in.
After all, Bush and some of his principal deputies were from corporate
America. They argued as well that all administrations start out
“tough” on China, and they recalled the Clinton campaign slogan
about “coddling dictators.” Those on the other side of the argument
dismissed these lines of analysis as delusion. The trend, they argued, was
already clear: the United States is bent on confronting China on all fronts,
and the Bush victory means the ascendance of the “anti-China” elements.
At the end of the day, they argued, the United States was still determined
to pursue a strategic objective of “westernizing and splitting” China.

When the EP-3 incident occurred on April 1, 2001, these arguments were
far from resolved, but for the moment they were held in check as the PRC
Government tried to decide what to do about a situation that could quickly
deteriorate. It is far too early to even attempt to understand (if we ever can)
the calculus by which Beijing acted vis-a-vis the United States during the 11
days the American aircrew was detained on Hainan Island. But for this
student, at least, it was clear at the time and remains clear today that domestic
politics in China were paramount.

Jiang and the senior party leadership had learned some important lessons
as a result of the errant NATO attack on the PRC Embassy in Belgrade in
May 1999. Most of these lessons had to do with the domestic scene, not
international relations or U.S.-China relations. It was clear at the time of the
EP-3 incident in April 2001, that Jiang would not countenance a
repetition of the situation that took place after the bombing almost 2
years earlier.

There were three very clear indicators of this. First, Jiang and the central
leadership came out “tough” on the United States from the start. There
would be no room allowed for accusations from any quarter in China
that the Party and government was unwilling or incapable of defending
Chinese sovereignty and dignity as was the case, some had argued, after the
Belgrade bombing.
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Second, there would be no students marching through the streets or
gathering at or besieging the U.S. Embassy as in May 1999. This, one
suspects, was not so much out of concern for the Americans as out of
concern about stability on the streets of Beijing and beyond. The sensitive
“May 4th” period was much too close at hand, as was the anniversary of
the death of Hu Yaobang (April 15, 1989), a significant event for the student
movement in the spring of 1989. And, of course, the Falun Gong problem
had yet to be completely resolved.

Third, unlike the immediate period after the bombing in May 1999,
there would be no media “free for all,” no great and public debates
about national security policy, no criticisms of the government, and no re-
opening of the “peace and development” question. All things considered,
during the EP-3 incident, the PRC Government demonstrated once
again how capably it is able to reign-in the media when it chooses to do
S0.20 Relatively speaking, there was no radical editorializing that could
undercut PRC Government positions or serve to reopen debates that had
already been resolved “officially.”?! Any bile that needed to be vented in
the press could be done at the expense of the United States this time
around.

In other words, and overall, in the wake of the EP-3 incident, the Party
this time stayed ahead of Chinese nationalism and popular indignation and
was not chasing after it, as was the case after the embassy bombing in 1999.

Post EP-3 and the Summer of 2001: Is ChinatheU.S.’s New Enemy?

The EP-3 incident did not reopen debate on the prospects for “peace
and development” or the state of the international security situation.
But it did reopen the portion of the “Great Debate of 1999 that was the
most contentious and upon which there was the least consensus at the time:
the future of U.S.-China relations.
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Before the U.S. EP-3 was returned, and before Secretary of State Colin
Powvell even confirmed his visit to Beijing, a new debate was underway
among the Chinese America-watching community. Since at least May
2001 they had apparently been engaged in another round of intense
debates, seminars, meetings, and conferences at which the issue of U.S.
policy toward China was being discussed.

The EP-3 incident was the proximate cause of the new round of
meetings and discussions. But it was not the sole cause. Like the
unprecedented debate in 1999, the debate that began after the April 2001
incident dredged up a growing list of concerns that were awaiting
evaluation.

But there was one aspect of the EP-3 incident that clearly had a very
profound impact upon analysts and the general public in China (and,
incidentally, upon the American public as well). Specifically, the intense
news coverage of the event in the west and in China made very public for
probably the first time just how much “cat and mouse” activity was going
on between the U.S. and Chinese militaries.

So as of the summer of 2001, the following questions were being
explored in Chinese analytic circles once again:

= How should China assess the current state of U.S.-China relations?
< What “China policy” will the Bush administration adopt? and,
= What are the prospects for future relations?
Central to these other questions was “Had the United States decided
that China is the enemy and that this will drive U.S. policy toward China

and the U.S. larger security strategy in Asia?”

As was the case during the debate in 1999, a wide range of views among
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Chinese security analysts on these questions was allegedly held. Moreover,
as was also the case in 1999, analysts of like-minded opinion could be
found crossing institutional and bureaucratic boundaries. Some
observers offered that the PRC Government “learned its lesson” from the
debate of 1999: although the debate was “active and intense,” it was
conducted in a *“cool-headed and analytic fashion “and mostly kept out of
the media.

No conclusions are known to have been reached. Many Chinese analysts
believed that it was still too early to make any conclusions about U.S.
policies or intentions toward China At the same time, many Chinese
analysts were said to agree with a general assessment that the trends in U.S.
policies and actions toward China in the last few months had been
“negative.” There was along list of data points that many Chinese cited as
indicating a negative trend in “Bush administration” China policy. (Again,
listing these points does not indicate concurrence.) These included:

e The Bush campaign rhetoric portraying China as a *“strategic
competitor,” not a “strategic partner”;

< Bush administration plans to move ahead with BMD (perceived to be
directed partially at China);

= The strengthening of U.S.-Japan military relations (also perceived to be
directed at China);

= The “loud anti-China voices” that openly point to Beijing as the next
enemy, and research monographs by some U.S. think tanks (wrongly
perceived to represent U.S. Government policy) that propose a U.S.
China policy option termed “congagement”;

= The perception that the focus of the new U.S. military strategy is shifting
from Europe to Asia and that this shift is directed against China;
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= The U.S. desire to move closer to Indig;

= Bush’s April 2001 remarks about the defense of Taiwan;

= Increasing arms sales to Taiwan and especially expanding military
contacts with Taiwan (some Chinese analysts argue the United States
is moving toward ade facto military alliance with Taipei);

= Therecent U.S. visit by Lee Teng-hui;

= The belief of some Chinese analysts that the United States “pressured”
Tokyo to allow Lee Teng-hui to visit Japan;

e The U.S. Transit of Chen Shui-bian;

= The “attitude” of the Pentagon toward military relations with China
since the EP-3 episode;

e The U.S. “attack” on human rights in China in Geneva;

= The appointment of a State Department coordinator for Tibetan affairs
and the Dalai Lama visit; and,

= The general “anti-China” attitudes of some officials appointed to the
new administration.

Clearly, there were some Chinese analysts who were already
convinced that the United States had designated China as its next
enemy. Others believed that the United States had already decided upon a
“two-track” China policy that combines “economic engagement and
military containment.” Still others argued that Bush’s China policy had yet
to be decided.

Not all were convinced that the future of relations was as dire as recent
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events would suggest. These individuals tended to argue that
Beijing’s and Washington’s mutual interest in stable relations for
reasons of strictly selfish national interests were so strong that the
“negative trend” would be arrested “at some point,” that pragmatism
in Washington “would eventually prevail,” and that relations would
eventually improve.

For example, in late May 2001 the China Institute of Contemporary
International Relations (CICIR) held a forum on U.S.-China relations to
which various experts were invited to present their views. In
summarizing the results of the conference in their journal, CICIR editors
pointed out many of the challenges from Washington. But the conference
summary in the journal ended on a relatively optimistic note:

Most of the participants to the forum traced the current state of
affairs to policy guidelines of President Bush in designating
Beijing a “strategic competitor” and its tilt to the Taiwan
authorities in support of elements advocating “Taiwan
independence.” China has clearly been the target of
Washington’s current endeavor at strengthening ties with its
allies and pushing ahead with its NMD program. But all this does
not signify the last word in the Bush team’s China policy because
external and internal restraints would make the Bush
administration return to a relatively rational course after a
period of reassessments. Based on the above analysis, most
participants believe that there is no need for pessimism about the
future of the China-US relationship. Unavoidable
contradictions and frictions do not necessarily spell loss of
control because the prices for conflicts would be prohibitively
high for both parties.2

It is difficult to say with any certainty that the above “optimistic”

assessment (“hopeful” might be a better word) was representative of a
majority of PRC security analysts or that it represented a commonly held view
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point. Some of the actual papers that were presented at the CICIR conference
seemed, on the whole, less optimistic than reported above.?3

Operation “ENDURING FREEDOM”—
Speculating About PRC Security Concerns.

Obviously, the events of September 11 changed the entire context of
the Bush-Jiang Summit. Although the Bush visit to China was much
curtailed, the fact that the American President went to Shanghai to attend
APEC and meet with Jiang under the circumstances was clearly a
decision with positive impact both in China and throughout the region. The
meeting clearly provided both leaders the ability to move back on a track
toward more stable relations. And to the degree that both men have been
constrained somewhat by domestic politics in their approach to bilateral ties,
their professed common cause in the war against terrorism enhanced the
arguments for engagement on a strategic level.

At the same time, how the United States and the coalition campaign
against the Taliban—and the greater war against terrorism—unfolds will
be watched with great care by the corps of Chinese security analysts. One
can speculate that the Chinese will be very wary of the potential negative
collateral impact of the post-September 11 world order for Chinese security
concerns in general and specific key Chinese national security interests in
particular. In this final section, permit a bit of speculation about the
negative impact Chinese security analysts might see in what has transpired
since September 11.

Impact on Pakistan: A Key Security Partner. China claims that it has no
military alliances, and in the technical sense that is quite true. But for many
years Pakistan and China have been very close security partners. Their
common cause is based on shared distrust of an enduring mutual
antagonist—India. But China’s interests in Pakistan transcend that
shared animosity.
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For Beijing, Pakistan is one of many key Islamic states that it
cultivates in order to achieve some leverage in the Moslem world,
owing to concerns about its own restive north west province of
Xinjiang. Pakistan’s importance to China has been on the rise since January
2001. China has nervously watched as the Bush administration has re-
looked at previous U.S. allegations that China continues to transfer
missile technologies to Islamabad, and Beijing analysts have evinced
concerns watching the new impetus in the United States for rapprochement
with India.

In the blink of an eye the events of September 11 have witnessed an
amazingly quick U.S. return to engagement with Pakistan. Forced to
“choose” between the United States and the Taliban regime it had
hitherto supported, Islamabad made its choice, and Chinese security
analysts cannot but wonder about the long-term implications of the
reemergence of U.S.-Pakistani security relations for its own equities
there. Moreover, should the government in Pakistan undergo its own
internal dislocations as a result of its support for Washington, Chinese
interests will be open to question. Having moved from proliferating pariah
to active partner in the U.S. War in Afghanistan, a long-time and very close
Chinese security partner now has a foot in both camps.

Impact on Sino-Russian Relations. Rapprochement with Russia is likely the
greatest Chinese foreign policy success of the post-Cold War (1991)
period. Geostrategically, the end of Sino-Russian animosity has resulted in
China having today the most secure land borders it has ever enjoyed. In
July 2001, capping 10 years of steadily improved relations, Presidents Jiang
and Vladimir Putin signed a major treaty aimed at institutionalizing their
“Cooperative Strategic Partnership.”

While Beijing and Moscow have their own historical reasons to look
askance at each other, events of the last few years have drawn them closer
together politically. Both nations are fundamentally dissatisfied with
how the post-Cold war world order has unfolded. In short, the global
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political, economic, and military prowess of the United States has been
an unhappy state of affairs for each. Both nations want global power
diffused—with at least some power accruing to them—in a much-
theorized multi-polar world order.

The convergence of political views between Beijing and Moscow has
been manifold: opposition to the expansion of NATO and Partnership for
Peace; common cause against the strengthening of military alliances in
the Pacific (read U.S.-Japan, U.S.-Australia, U.S.-ROK); opposition to
the U.S. National missile Defense program; mutual support for their
respective claims to sovereignty in Chechnya and Taiwan; conjoined
opposition to external military interventions under the “pretext” of
humanitarianism; a new-found belief in the sanctity of the U.N;
mutual concerns about instability in Central Asia, and a security
arrangement of convenience in which Beijing procures military weapons
and technologies unavailable to it elsewhere in return for propping up
Russia’s failing defense industrial complex with those purchases.

In October 2001, less than 3 months after inking the much-heralded
treaty, Russia seemed to be throwing its tacit support behind the U.S.
Military operations against Afghanistan by not standing in the way of
American forces staging in former Soviet clients in Central Asia, and,
reportedly, Moscow began to step up its arms shipments to the opposition
Northern Alliance forces.

But probably much more disconcerting from a Chinese perspective,
Putin began transmitting what appeared to be serious “feelers” about
actually joining NATO under certain conditions of change in that
organization. Russia seemed to realize that the tragic events of
September 11 might actually be an opportunity finally to align itself in a
serious way, with dignity, as an equal partner with the west after almost
10 years of Russian foreign policy limbo. It may just be that Putin realized
this was Moscow’s opportune moment to do so in a way that could ultimately
resuscitate Russia’s faltering economy and at the same time enhance its
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international prestige. Indeed, the Bush-Putin meeting on the fringes of
APEC in October 2001 seemed to be reported in the western press as much
more robust than the meetings with Jiang in the latter’s own country. The
prospects of Russia “leaning to the west” cannot be a comfortable
thought in Beijing, even though revived Russian relations with the west
would certainly not be at the expense of China in the sense that such
alignments were played out during the Cold war.

Impact on the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. If rapprochement with
Russia is likely the greatest Chinese foreign policy success of the post-Cold
war period, then Beijing’s second is achieving membership in the WTO.
Beijing’s third major foreign policy success, although less well known, was
serving as the motive force behind the creation of the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization (SCO) in June 2001.

Originally known as the “Shanghai Five,” China, Russia, Kazakhstan,
Tajikistan, and Kyrgizstan had been working together since 1996 to
resolve their border disputes, enhance military confidence-building
measures among their armed forces, and coordinate security work against
the so-called “three evils” of “terrorism, separatism, and fanaticism” in
Central Asia. In short, the SCO represents one of the post-Cold war world’s
first new regional security architectures. And to the degree that China has
been the motive force behind it, it is claimed as a success.

In June 2001 the “Shanghai Five” transformed itself into the “Shanghai
Cooperation Organization,” added Uzbekistan as a sixth member, and
formalized its intentions to pursue military security in the border
regions in a multilateral fashion, to include establishing a
counterterrorism center in Bishkek and even holding out the prospects
for combined military exercises in the future. The importance of these
initiatives to China’s security interests in Central Asia is underscored by
the fact that this is the first time ever that the PRC has been a formal
signatory to a multinational security architecture. Moreover, should
combined military exercises ever take place, it will be the first time ever that
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the PLA has trained or exercised with any foreign military in anything
other than the role of *“advisors” or trainers—this is simply
unprecedented for China.

Enter the events pursuant to September 11. Where China and Russia
enjoyed dominance of presence in this critical region, there is now the
obvious presence of the U.S. military—not merely as trainers or as
participants in combined exercises such as CENTRAZBAT-97—but in force
and prosecuting a joint, and likely combined, military offensive. To the
degree that the SCO served the collateral Chinese interest of keeping U.S.
Military forces from achieving a foothold in Central Asia, that objective has
been undermined in a clear, significant, and profound way. To what
degree the de facto presence of U.S. Military forces in the region, and the
obvious political and economic presence in the region that will persist
post-combat, will change the viability or nature of the SCO as an
organization is a question that must be getting asked in Chinese
analytic circles. At a minimum, a U.S. presence in Uzebekistan in a
post-Taliban Afghanistan is a real possibility, given the security
assurances Tashkent has reportedly asked of Washington in return for its
very active support.

Impact on Japan. Tokyo’s decision to be proactive in offering the
United States logistic support by the Japan Maritime Self Defense Forces in
the vicinity of the Indian Ocean is not going to assuage Beijing’s
concerns about Japan’s “real security aspirations” in the region—in spite
of Prime minister Junichiro Koizumi’s assertion that Jiang expressed
his “understanding” of the rationale behind it during their meeting in
Beijing in early October 2001.

Always on the alert for any indication of Japan’s potential for an
expanded military presence in Asia, Chinese analysts will likely view
Tokyo’s support of Operation ENDURING FREEDOM as a codicil under
which the Japanese will continue what the Chinese believe is the inexorable
march away from Article 9 of the “Peace Constitution.” (And it may just
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be that Beijing’s concerns on this account will be buttressed by like-
minded thinking emanating from Seoul.) Japan’s actions in support of the
United States will be seen through the lens of a continuum that includes
perceived Japanese support for Taiwan independence, concerns about
the Revised U.S.-Japan Guidelines for Defense Cooperation—especially the
nebulous phrase *“areas surrounding Japan,” and Tokyo’s co-research
with Washington on upper-tier sea-based TBMD.

Impact on Border Security. Clearly, the most obvious deleterious effect
of Operation ENDURING FREEDOM for China is the very fact that it is
taking place in a country with which China shares a border. Stability and
security in the 14 nations with which China shares common borders—not
to mention maintaining good relations with those countries—is a
priority-one security issue for Beijing.

Controlling events on its periphery, stability on its periphery, and
ensuring there is no spillover from instability on its periphery are
ongoing and historical Chinese concerns. One might point out that since
1949, China has consistently viewed instability on its periphery as a serious
threat, and most of its military interventions, overt or otherwise, have
been the result of the perceived need to shape wars along its border,
preempt possible aggression, or assert sovereignty along those borders.24

The immediate Chinese concern will be the potential for refugees to
stream across the small border it shares with Afghanistan. China’s second
concern will be the potential for “blow back” in Xinjiang Province by
non-Han Turkic Uighurs who oppase Chinese rule. The third tier of Chinese
concerns will be longer term—how long will the U.S. campaign last,
what type of government will replace the Taliban, and how long will U.S.
Military forces remain in the region after the collapse of the Taliban? And,
of course, as mentioned already, the impact of all of the above on the
viability of the Musharaf regime in Islamabad. Overall, from a Chinese
point of view, it is unlikely the current U.S. campaign will be viewed as a
“good thing.”

53



Impact on National missile Defense. China’s objections to the U.S.
National missile Defense Program are well known by now and need no
explanation. Suffice it to say that Beijing will be concerned that the attack
on the United States will accelerate the nuclear missile defense (NMD)
program, not inhibit it. The best indicator of Chinese concerns along
these lines is the analytic argument one could read in the PRC press
post-September 11 declaring that the terrorist attack on the United States
“proved” that the greatest threat to the United States is not a so-called
“rogue state” with a missile, but low-tech weapons used by nonstate
actors.

The efficacy of this argument aside, there will be concern that in the
wake of September 11 previous disagreements over NMD with certain
European allies will fall by the wayside in an ongoing show of support
for Washington. Also, there will be Chinese concern that the voices in the
United States citing the September 11 events as “proof positive” of the
need for NMD will prevail—especially now that the specter of biological
weapons is no longer hypothetical. But most disconcerting, from a
Chinese perspective, will be the possibility that Russian resolve on the issue
of the anti-Ballistic missile (ABM) Treaty will start to weaken.

Overall then, while the events of September 11 and the Bush-Jiang
summit have served a critical Chinese (and U.S.) security objective—
namely stabilizing bilateral relations—it is not entirely clear, based
quite admittedly on my own speculation, that the overarching prosecution
of the war against terrorism waged by the United States and the potential
collateral changes in the international security milieu will be seen as
positive for China across the board. By the time this volume is published, the
international security environment may well have changed and turned over
once again, and the Chinese calculus might be quite different in ways
that at time of writing are impossible to speculate about.
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Concluding Comments.

One constant in the U.S.-China relationship that will persist and that
will transcend current events, is simply this: there is ample reason in both
Washington and Beijing to seek and secure mutually beneficial bilateral
relations—especially security relations.

However, there is a deep-seated mutual distrust between the
respective security establishments on both sides of the Pacific that will
not go away very soon, regardless of the pragmatic steps each nation
takes on the road to better relations. This chapter, by assignment, has
focused on Chinese concerns. The United States has its own set of
misgivings.

If the trend in Chinese security analyses presented in this chapter is
even close to being on the mark, then it will be very difficult to change
attitudes in Beijing. Chinese concerns about U.S. intentions are beginning
to transcend specific policies in contention, transcending perhaps even the
issue of Taiwan. In China, analytic momentum has been building over the past
few years that argues that the United States is inherently hostile to China
and that the strategic objective of the United States toward China is
nothing less than the obstruction of China’s rise as a more rich and powerful
nation—despite statements by Bush and Powell to the contrary.
Consequently, U.S. policies in the region or toward China itself will be
increasingly filtered through a set of lenses that are already calibrated
to ensure some distortion. The phrase, “Seeing the acorn but imagining the
oak tree” comes to mind.2

Relations with the United States more and more present the Chinese
leadership with a growing dilemma. On one hand, a stable relationship
with the United States is increasingly viewed by Beijing as one
prerequisite for the success of the all-important reform agenda that
faces Zhongnanhai at home. And to the degree that successful
continuing reform at home is the key to the longevity of the CCP, the “U.S.
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factor” plays as well, even if indirectly.2

At the same time, perceived challenges by the United States to Chinese
national interests—especially those viewed as challenges to sovereignty—
cannot be ignored by the Chinese leadership. One hears and reads more
and more in the Chinese press about the need to up hold “the dignity” of the
Chinese people, not just the sanctity of Chinese sovereignty.

The summit of October 2001 augurs a hopeful beginning for the two
nations to renew serious strategic dialogue on the spectrum of issues that
have been addressed in this chapter. But amid the pledges by the two
presidents to establish new mechanisms for strategic dialogue, amid the
rededication to continue mutually beneficial economic cooperation, in
the midst of presenting a united stand in dealing with global
terrorism, there was one summit “basket” that was conspicuous by its
absence—a statement about future military-to-military relations.

Since at least 1989 the military dimension of bilateral relations has
become one of the most contentious and difficult aspects of U.S.-China
ties. It has become a domestic political issue in both Beijing and Washington.
Even in the best of times, finding a mutually satisfying military
dimension to bilateral ties has been a frustrating endeavor for both parties
due to growing mutual suspicion, institutional asymmetries, and
competing objectives. In times of bilateral duress, military relations are
the first links to be suspended. In the best of times, they are the last to be put
into place.

Some in the United States have argued that, with the demise of the
Soviet Union, there is no longer a “strategic rationale” for the United
States to engage the PLA. In Beijing, some Chinese have also argued
that the “rise of American hegemonism™ has likewise undermined a Chinese
rationale for engagement with the U.S. Department of Defense. Detractors
of military relations in the United States have complained that the PLA
does not “reciprocate” U.S. openness and that “the PLA gets more out
of the relationship than does the United States.” For their part, some
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Chinese argue that the objectives of U.S. military ties and U.S. “openness”
are inherently” hostile.” The United States wants “to change China,” to
“deter (scare) China,” and “collect intelligence” on China by using the
military relationship.?’

All of these arguments may very well be true of the past. But it is not
correct for either side to argue that there is no longer a strategic rationale
for a military relationship. The fact of the matter may be that at long last, for
the first time since the end of the Cold war, there finally is a strategic
rationale for military-to-military contacts. And it is simply this: conflict
avoidance.

It is clear that the military forces of the United States and of China
will increasingly be operating in proximity to each other. This was shown
most graphically on April 1, 2001, and the subsequent EP-3 incident. It is
also clear that there is a growing distrust between the two military
establishments. It is clear as well that both sides acknowledge
(sometimes quietly, sometimes publicly) the possibility of an unwanted
confrontation over Taiwan. These points alone are the most pressing
arguments for the resumption of military contacts, the enhancement of venues
in which discussion of differences can take place, and new venues aimed at
dispelling misperceptions.

Hopefully, as the months go on, as political dialogue increases and
the benefits of stable relations are seen to outweigh mutual suspicions,
then wise men and sober thinkers on both sides will start searching
for new and realistic ways to manage differences, and conclude that
both the U.S. Armed Forces and the PLA will have a constructive role to play.
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CHAPTER3

AVIEWFROM TOKYO:
CHINA’S GROWING MILITARY POWER
AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE FOR JAPAN’S

NATIONAL SECURITY

Hideaki Kaneda

CHINA’S AMBITION
China’s Maritime Advance.

China has pursued a national strategy of consistent and active
advancement toward peripheral waters. China’s activity patterns, as they
did in the 1970s to the South China Sea and in the 1980s to the East China Sea,
have been to advance to such areas using force, while ignoring the
sovereign rights and jurisdiction rights of neighboring nations. Finding
little or weak resistance from these countries, China strengthened
presence there by creating a fait accompli, ultimately leading to the
practical control of these areas. What is the objective of China’s maritime
advance? The answer is the key to designing Japan’s deterrent strategy
against China.

First is the economic aspect involved. China aims to develop and utilize
biological and nonbiological resources in its peripheral waters, especially
seabed oil resources. In addition, China’s food and energy supply
situation is rapidly deteriorating as a result of its remarkable economic
growth since the adaptation of policies for economic revolution and the
opening of China’s market to the world, combined with its drastic
population growth. In particular, China’s energy situation is so severe that
the world’s seventh largest oil producing nation can hardly keep up
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with the growing demand, and today China the oil producer has become an
oil-importing consumer.

For further economic development, China must continue to secure food
and energy supplies. Therefore, it becomes extremely important for China
to procure fishing grounds in the peripheral waters and adjacent seas, to
acquire good quality seabed oil resources, and to secure sea lines of
communication (SLOCs) for oil imports from the middle East.
Dependence on the seas is a logical consequence for China in order to
maintain continuous economic growth.

Second is the issue of national security. In China, naval and air forces
have been built and operated as supporting forces to assist the army.
However, they learned from the historical experience of the Qing Dynasty
when, because of China’s lack of awareness of the importance of sea power
and maritime rights, foreign powers usurped their sovereign and
territorial rights. Based on these experiences, China adopted a clear
military strategy of “near water defense,” with the so-called “First Island
Chain Defense Line” being China’s sea defense line, connecting the
Aleutian Islands, Kuril Islands, Japanese Islands, Ryukyu Islands,
Taiwan, Philippine Islands, and Borneo. The Senkaku Islands, claimed by
Japan, and the Spratly and Paracel Islands, over which several South-East
Asian countries claim territorial rights, are included in this First Island
Chain Defense Line. Taiwan also has claims on some of these islands, an issue
which China calls a domestic matter. In other words, China’s near water
defense strategy includes military force deployments to attack Taiwan
and prevent counterattacks. One must not forget that the military
forces that are capable of crossing the water to attack Taiwan and
preventing counterattacks can certainly be used against the Senkaku,
Spratly, and Paracel Islands.

With the end of the Cold war, China’s negotiations on national

border issues and military withdrawal from borders with Russia and
former Soviet Union countries in Central Asia have progressed smoothly and
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the opportunity for negotiation with India to solve border issues has arisen.
China can feel secure for the moment regarding its land borders to the
north and west and can reduce its army forces drastically, thereby
generating enough reserves to shift their interests and redistribute
resources to focus on their east and southern “oceans.”

Third is the shift of China’s military strategy. By 1985, the People’s
Liberation Army (PLA) had already attempted the strategic shift from a
“global war” to a “local war” orientation, and after the end of the Cold
war, shifted from a mere “general local war” to a “local war under hi-
tech conditions” based on what they learned from the Gulf war. Through
such strategic shifts, then General Secretary Jiang Zemin started to
emphasize the “defense of maritime interests” along with the defense
of sovereign rights of territorial lands, air space, and seas.

By October 2000, China had conducted large-scale exercises of “all
army exchange activities to demonstrate the result of scientific-
technological training” incorporating the “new three attacks and three
defenses” (attacks by stealth aircraft, ballistic missiles, and armed
helicopters, and defense by precision weapons, electronic interference,
and reconnaissance surveillance), which involved learning from the
Kosovo air-raids as well as from “scientific-technological military
training.” At that time, it was noted that the exercises were “attack”
oriented with the oceans as the main stage, rather than conventional
“defense” oriented maneuvers.

Fourth is an intention to improve China’s position in the international
community. China’s view toward international relationships is to
break away from the situation of “one superpower and several
powers” dominated by the United States and to work toward” multi-
polarization,” with China itself sharing the position of one of the powerful
pole leaders. China recognizes that the unstable situation of the
international community will persist longer because of tensions between
the major countries, China’s own conflicts in securing its sphere of
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interests, and increased incidents of regional conflicts. However, China
assumes that such a situation is merely the transition toward the establishment
of a new international order, and will eventually lead to the collapse of
U.S. single-country dominance and the emergence of a multi-polar
world with China, the United States, the European Union, Russia, and
Japan as the poles. At any time in history, the China-U.S. relationship has
had a mix of stability and instability factors, but in purely military
terms, they are basically in a contentious relationship. From China’s
point of view, the path toward multi-polarization must go through the
point of rivalry and contention with American military power.

The tone of logic in China that stands out these days is that the power
that controls the ocean is the one that earns the right of survival and
development. Moreover, there is much evidence of the importance of
comprehensive marine power and that the 21st century will be the “Century
of Oceans.” The search to grow from *“near water” to “open ocean”
operations is already underway in the PLA. In a situation of increased
confidence in the economy and limited elements of instability in
national security, China’s ultimate ambition appears to be preparing to
step beyond the basic strategy of near water defense to secure
domination over the Pacific Ocean, which is adjacent to its peripheral
waters.

Japan’s “Defense white Paper” of 2001 reported the recent striking
build-up of China’s military preparedness in the quality and quantity of
both its navy and air force. What is their ultimate objective? To speak in
extremes, is it not possible to put forth a hypothesis that China uses the excuse
of capturing Taiwan to hide China’s true and ultimate objective of
winning a war against the United States? We, the Japanese people, must
ascertain China’s future intentions.
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China Takes a Serious Step toward “MultiPolarization””—Establishment
of the ““Shanghai Cooperation Organization.”

On June 14 and 15, 2001, the *“Shanghai Five” countries of China,
Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgistan, and Tajikistan, with the newly-added
Uzbekistan, established the *“Shanghai Cooperation Organization.” A
“Shanghai Five” summit has been held yearly since 1996, originally for the
purpose of resolving border tensions between China and the Central Asian
countries that had newly arisen after the collapse of the Soviet Union,
with China leading the discussion. Since they successfully agreed
upon the reduction of military forces deployed to border areas, the
focus has shifted toward cooperation in the control of Islamic
extremists, which has been the major problem of the Central Asian countries.
Moreover, in recent years, China has used the Shanghai Five forum as a
means to check the United States, as demonstrated in its appeal for ties
between Russia and China, especially on international security and
disarmament issues, and against the U.S. Monopolistic control of
global political, economic, and military affairs.

The significance of this organization for China is, on the surface, multi-
national regional cooperation to control expanding Islam extremists.
In reality, it is a way to deal with the threat of Xinjiang separatism, which
is like a snake in China’s bosom, the stability of Xinjiang being essential
for the realization of China’s national project of the Great west
Development. Reading even deeper into China’s intentions, however, one
can find the possibility of China’s desire to transform this organization
into an alliance against the United States and its set of bilateral alliances
with regional countries, which will have a greater significance for
China in the future.

Originally, China was eager to improve bilateral relationships with
their continental neighboring countries. In June 2001, China concluded
the Treaty of Good and Friendly Relationship with Russia. They also
concluded bilateral agreements with each Central Asian country as the
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fruit of the Shanghai Five process. Among major continental neighboring
countries, only India has not entered into a bilateral agreement with
China. However, China is attempting to improve its relationship with India,
as evidenced by the re-opening of a Sino-Indian dialogue that had been
halted since India’s nuclear test in 1998, probably in response to the recent
U.S. approach toward India.

The “Shanghai Cooperation Organization” is the first multilateral
organization begun under China’s initiative. Some moderates believe
this organization will develop into a moderate Association of South East
Asian Nations (ASEAN)type regional forum. Others consider that the
current member countries of this organization aim to “promote
multipolarism of the world” and other countries such as Pakistan,
Mongolia, and Iran will seek the opportunity to join the organization,
while North Korea and Vietnam are said to show interest in it.
Through this organization or its advanced form in the future, China
possibly will attempt to extend its influence over a vast land and water area
extending from the Asia-Pacific region to South west Asia and the
Middle East, with continental Chinaand Central Asia as the central force.

In addition, China is likely to use this forum to counter perceived
U.S. containment against China, and in the future to confront the existing
web of alliances centered on the United States, while hiding the potential
to develop it into an organization similar to the Warsaw Pact at the time of
the Cold War. For the moment China will use it as a platform to eliminate
U.S. influence by expressing opposition to the missile defense
initiative and international and regional talks led by the United States, as
well as to express China’s persistent claim that Taiwan, which is under
the influence of the United States, is an inseparable part of Chinese
territory. In this sense, how China will react to the U.S. response against the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks may be significant.
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China Aims to Become a Regional Superpower—Preparedness on the
Continent and Advancement Toward the Oceans.

What is the meaning of China’s advancement toward the oceans, and
improved relationships with its continental neighbors? Originally
described as “ships in the South and horses up North,” China is a
country that has two faces: "Continental China * and “Oceanic China.”

Despite having some domestic problems, China seems to realize that it has
successfully created an unprecedented stable situation in diplomatic
and military relationships with neighboring countries. Moreover,
China has grown from being a regional political power to becoming a
regional superpower, both in name and actuality, in all political,
military, economic, and industrial aspects, and is about to secure a
position as one of the world superpowers (and the strongest in Asia),
capable of threatening the U.S. Monopoly. To achieve such an objective,
China cannot afford to limit its interests to the continent and must have
the strong maritime capability of an “Oceanic China.”

In view of the Chinese Communist Party’s position in a one-party-ruled
country, it is impossible for China to allow the United States to remain the
“one ultra-superpower’ indefinitely. At least, China wishes to gain the powver
of “notlosing,” if not winning, over the United States in every spectrum.
Thus, China, starting with stability on the continent, steadily will
promote a drive for the attainment of its secret ambition to fulfill the
supreme proposition of “confrontation in the ocean” with the United
States and its allied countries, within China’s unique time scale,
regardless of their targeted year.

Certainly, China never makes the mistake of mentioning the
possibility of direct confrontation at sea with U.S. military powver.
There is no need, for it has an appropriate and convenient excuse called
Taiwan. At every opportunity, China sends out a strong warning to U.S.
forces against intervention in relation to the Taiwan issue. Moreover, China
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stresses that it will not hesitate to confront U.S. forces if anything
happens in Taiwan. However, this is not likely to be China’s true intention.
Though | used the word “hypothesis” earlier, China’s real intention is
confrontation beyond Taiwan, not with Japan, Korea, the ASEAN
countries, or Australia, but with the United States.

To find proof of this, one only needs to look into the nature of
Chinese military forces. If China seriously considers taking over Taiwan
at present, what is the significance of the limited capability of the Chinese
navy to transport troops across oceans? Undoubtedly, they have troops
and equipment with a certain capability, so China might venture attacks
on Taiwan, should the political necessity arise. Yet in view of Taiwan’s
defense capability, it would be difficult for China to send troops to Taiwan’s
main island. The natural interpretation is that China’s capability is only
sufficient for a very limited attack, such as ballistic missile attacks
against part of the main island for intimidation purposes, or the attacks
on Quemoy Island and Matsu Island, which China could complete
before the United States could intervene.

On the other hand, viewing the recent direction of naval and air force
modernization of the Chinese armed forces, one can easily notice that
these efforts cannot be described in terms of quality, let alone quantity,
as the rational development of equipment and systems purely to capture
Taiwan or defend the neighboring seas. Wouldn'’t aircraft carriers, fleet
ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs) with sea-launched ballistic
missiles (SLBMs), and nuclear attack submarines (SSNs) with ship-
launched cruise missiles (SLCMs) under development by the armed forces
be better suited for confrontation with U.S. forces? Also, what does
China’s oceanic advancement into the Pacific Ocean, including Japan’s
exclusive economic zone (EEZ), mean? Isn’t it logical to interpret these
moves as China’s efforts to steadily prepare to confront the United States
by building up a maritime operational capability and assuming the
United States and its allies are potential enemies?

70



Chinese Way of war—“Beyond Limited War” (Irregular and Asymmetric
Tactics).

We can also see China’s future prospects for the direct confrontation
with the United States in its concrete military strategy and tactics. The
book, Beyond Limited war—Concept of War and Tactics for the Times of
Globalization written in 1999 by two Air Force colonels in active service of
the PLA, is drawing attention in China and the United States.” Beyond
limited war” means “a war that transcends any limitation” or a “war
without any norms and regulations.” In other words, it can be called a
“forbidden strategy.” The authors recommended that China implement such a
strategy to confront the United States. They say “modern war is a hi-tech
war, and China cannot win over the United States, which has overwhelming
power, unless it confronts with them through this beyond-limited-war.”

The book recommends seeking “irregular” war tactics that go beyond
the nation, territories, methods, and war scales, including so-called
“illegal” tactics. The authors themselves claim, “For the weaker to confront
the stronger, the weaker does not need to follow the rules set by the
stronger.” Among the items of consideration in Beyond Limited war, we
need to note “asymmetric tactics.” U.S. military forces are troubled
with the Chinese forces’ inclination to regard asymmetric tactics as
important. A former U.S. Ambassador to China indicated,” China
regularly adopts a unique strategy to make up for its own weakness and
to display its strength.” This concept has a common thread with the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on America.

This book is said to have been written without any instruction
from the Chinese leadership. Some observe, however, that the book has
won strong support from Chinese political and military leaders.

As stated above, China has learned numerous lessons from the large-

scale conflicts involving the United States in the post-Cold war era: the Gulf
war and Kosovo conflicts, and China has proceeded with a great strategic
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conversion to “improvement of defensive combat capability under the
high-tech conditions,” while exerting efforts to eliminate functional
shortcomings and avoiding any significant technological and operational
gap. In other words, China is exerting efforts to avoid showing any decisive
weakness of its own, while consistently being conscious of the possibility
of war against the United States.

However, such a strategy does not provide any opportunity to win
against overwhelming U.S. military power. Therefore, China pursues its
own areas of superiority over U.S. Weaknesses and will try to strike the
weak spots of the United States. Such strategies are “irregular tactics”
and “asymmetric tactics.” China’s recent emphasis on cyber wars, for which it
has made little effort to hide its intentions, is an example. By taking such
dual stances, China seems to be looking for an opportunity to ensure
future victory over the United States.

JAPAN’'S DETERRENT STRATEGY AGAINST CHINA
China’s Strategy Against Japan.

Now, how must Japan build its deterrent power against China? First, let
the United States investigate China’s strategy against Japan based on an
analysis of China’s political and military ambitions discussed in the
previous section.

In China, there is a group that perceives the Japan-China
relationship merely as a part of the power balance in the Asia-Pacific
region. Also, it wishes to let Japan remain an economic giant only. To
have Japan as a political superpower or military giant is hardly acceptable
for China, as its greatest wish is to be the only superpower in Asia

China’s ultimate objective is to become the “unitary superpower” in
the region. In Northeast Asia, four political poles consist of Russia, China,

72



Japan and the United States. The Soviet Union used to be the threatening
power during the Cold War but it collapsed, and its successor, Russia,
maintains friendly relations with China as they share the basic policy of
taking a hard-line against the United States. Concerning Japan, China
anticipates Japan’s contribution to China’s economic growth as a
economic and technology superpower, yet tries to prevent Japan from
becoming a political and military superpower. For the United States,
China is likely to maintain a friendly “engagement” relationship as
long as the United States approves of China’s economic development,
which is key for China’s promotion of its national power while
recognizing potential rivalries in every political, economic, and military
aspect.

For China’s ambition, to become the only superpower in the region, the
greatest barrier will be the stable and strong alliance between the United
States, the world’s unitary superpower, and Japan, a strong regional pole.
Considering a future confrontation with the United States, it will be
preferable for China to minimize the number of powerful countries
allied with the United States. China is likely to take every opportunity
to break up any Japan-U.S. alliance and to attempt the alienation of these
two countries. China can use several methods for this purpose, and the one
with the highest probability of success is China’s special tactic of “to win
without fighting,” that is “beyond limited war.” First, China will try to
weaken or lessen U.S. sentiment and consciousness to support and
cooperate with Japan, then to undermine Japan’s capability and intention
to support the United States. Next, China will campaign in Japan and the
United States for the alienation of the Japan-U.S. relationship. In
addition, China can make “beyond limited war” more effective by
building a capability to fight an information technology (IT) war, such as
cyber war, toward which China is directing its efforts. This is not the talk
of something to come. Such a fight has already begun.

Even if Japan and the United States successfully maintain their
alliance, it is most convenient for China when Japan has as many
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restrictions on defense cooperation with the United States as possible, like
those imposed in Japan today. The greater the number of restrictive
measures in Japan’s defense cooperation with the United States, the
higher the appreciation in China. What China would like to see is for Japan
to maintain its exclusively defense framework, not to change its
constitution including collective self-defense rights, not to proceed
with wartime or national emergency legislation, and not to loosen the
actual restrictions under “the law concerning measures to ensure peace
and security of Japan in situations in areas surrounding Japan.”

Basic Strategy against China.

Then what strategy should Japan take against China? The best approach
is a strategy of building a very practical and mutually beneficial economic
relationship, while avoiding political aspects as much as possible. China is
a country that can maintain close economic ties even with Taiwan. It
cannot ignore Japan’s economic and technological strengths, which far
exceed those of Taiwan. In turn, Japan finds sufficient appeal in the
enormous scope of China’s ever-growing market. In other words, for Japan
as well as for China, a mutual close economic relationship is essential.

From the military view point, China does not actually seem to consider
Japan’s defense power as a true threat, contrary to its political propaganda
claims, which at every opportunity refer to “Japan’s tendency of
militarization.” It is feasible to assume that China has already factored
into its strategy all the shortcomings in Japan’s defense functions:
imperfection in defense-related legislation; independent defense
policies; defects in equipment; restrictions on various operations
defects from such policies; less awareness of the Japanese people and
government in defense matters; and the lack of fundamental strength to
sustain wars, such as a basically weak defense industry and defense
logistics system. Therefore, one must not ignore the possibility that China
may maneuver Japan into some conflicts over, for example, the Senkaku
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Islands and other territorial and EEZ conflicts if a situation can be
generated in which the United States will not (or cannot) intervene. Japan
must deter such possibilities by itself and establish a system that can
respond to crises effectively. It must stop being a nation without any
sense or preparation for emergencies as described above, and
establish its own national security system to respond against China.
Otherwise, such a time will come some day.

Securing U.S. and Japan Alliance as an Axle.

For Japan, the best possible option in national security adaptable to
the various future prospects is a secure Japan-U.S. alliance. No other
option is conceivable. In the environment of the geo-political situation of
Northeast Asia, Japan is certainly free to consider other options such as
nonalliance, bilateral alliance with a country (even China) other than
the United States, or a multilateral alliance including Russia, China,
and the United States. Some debates and propositions about such
options have taken place in and out of Japan. However, these options are
either implausible, or lack future prospects. Certainly after the end of the
Cold War, the aspect of a peace dividend was emphasized, and some
even questioned whether a Japan-U.S. alliance would be needed any
longer. The joint declaration of Japan and the United States in 1997
redefined the alliance and identified a clear direction toward an even
stronger relationship.

For the United States, the significance of a Japan-U.S. alliance is, first
of all, providing regional deterrent effect through the presence of U.S.
forces in Japan, mainly navy, Air Force, and marines. The second
significance is developing acceptable support mechanisms that can satisfy the
U.S. standard in terms of every thing from supply and repair to medical
services. From a different view point, the United States is well aware
that its military withdrawal from Japan would provide Japan with a good
motive to fortify its military power. Moreover, the United States
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realizes that the alliance serves to deter any possible conflicts between
a unified Korea, China, and Japan in the future.

Whether such U.S. aims are involved or not, it is preferable for the
region for the United States and Japan to maintain a solid alliance and to
retain a mutually complementary relationship, while the alliance remains
as a linch pin for regional security, including Japan’s security. China and
North Korea do not welcome such an alliance. Russia is no longer like
the Soviet Union of the old days. North Korea does not have sufficient
power to confront the United States. Only China occasionally has
shown a willingness to confront the United States in military power, and it
is the only country that has the potential to do so. Thus the only option for
Japan is to maintain and solidify the Japan-U.S. alliance, which not only
provides the stability necessary for favorable regional development, but
also is important for the safety and security of Japan. At the same time the
alliance is anticipated to function as a deterrent against China.

The Bush administration considers Japan as the most important U.S.
ally in Asia. An Institute for National Strategic Studies (INSS) Special
Report,! which is said to be the fundamental statement of the
administration’s Japan policy, expresses, with carefully selected phrasing
to avoid the impression of pressuring Japan, the strong wish to secure and
further solidify the Japan-U.S. alliance through Japan’s efforts to solve the
problem of the right of collective self-defense.

China will take every opportunity to disrupt the relationship
between Japan and the United States. Japan must not be influenced by
such a move, and must exert every effort to solidify the Japan-U.S.
alliance, while perseveringly eliminating any elements that might alienate
Japan and the United States.

76



Creation and Maintenance of Defense Power without Functional
Deficiencies.

What will happen if Japan develops effective military deterrents against
China? Because of its national policy, at least, Japan will not become a
military superpower. Its basic strategy is to rely on the deterrent effect
of U.S. support based on the Japan-U.S. alliance. However, some future
argument may develop as to whether the role sharing in the Japan-U.S.
alliance must be limited to Japan providing the shield and the United
States providing the sword.

The United States is currently studying a new defense strategy
incorporating the missile defense initiative. Preceding this, a new
Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) was announced on October 1, 2001. The
new QDR, strongly reflecting the shocks of the September 11 terrorist attacks
on America, abandoned the conventional two major theater war (2MTW)
strategy and identified a policy of securing new U.S. bases, stations, and
facilities for temporary uses, while reconfirming the importance of
forward deployed forces. Inevitably it will become more difficult to
operate U.S. armed forces abroad, and, in some cases, the situation of
reduced military capability may continue semipermanently or
temporarily.

Under such a situation, Japan needs to create defense forces that are
fully functional qualitatively, if not quantitatively, to sustain the
deterrent power against China that previously has been maintained
through the Japan-U.S. alliance. Such a move will inevitably bring
changes in role-sharing in the Japan-U.S. alliance, but at the same time will
enable Japan to take on the role of a deterrent against China
independently. Assuming the case of U.S. hesitation to exercise the articles of
the Japan-U.S. security arrangement, for example, in the case of
intimidation attacks related to the Japan-China territorial dispute area
over the Senkaku lIslands or mid-range ballistic missile attacks on
nearby U.S. bases in Japan using conventional warheads, Japan must
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effectively and independently deter or defend against such intimidation
or actual attacks by China and thwart China’s intention. For this, it is
necessary for Japan to build sufficient defense forces in every spectrum,
including capabilities for ballistic missile defense, swift amphibious
operations against islands by marines, paratroop landings, and assault
landings by heliborne troops. Furthermore, possessing the capability to
attack enemy strategic centers by anti-surface cruising missiles will
become the next issue. To develop such defense forces, Japan needs not
only to have domestic discussions, but also to make adjustments with the
United States concerning its share of military functions.

Developing Political and Military Diplomacy against China, with Both
hard-line and moderate Stances.

Japan must take a stance that is both hard-line and moderate against
China’s political and military diplomacy, which is based on China’s
unique view of nations and values.

First, Japan needs to ask China to be “an open country” in military
aspects as well as in others. China recently stressed that its military forces are
purely defensive. China published its “White Paper on National
Defense,” but China’s transparency is still far below that of neighboring
countries. In Europe, there is rapid and significant promotion of
confidence-building measures embracing former West and East
countries, with developments to ensure transparency. Recognition of
China as a country that complies with the world’s standards is wide-spread
in economic and cultural aspects, as exemplified by China’s World Trade
Organization (WTO) membership and winning the bid for the 2008
Olympics in Beijing, despite domestic human rights problems which have not
been fully corrected. Japan must take every opportunity to ask China to act as
a more open country in the aspect of confidence-building, and to try to
improve military transparency.
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Second, Japan must ask China to take a more positive stance toward
regional dialogue. China used to be inactive in regional councils, but today
there is a striking change in China’s posture. China has begun to participate
actively in regional councils, especially on political and economic issues.
However, China’s participation is extremely limited in security-related
matters, probably because China finds it disadvantageous in many cases, or
it has less awareness of the need for transparency.

In terms of maritime issues, regional-wide SLOCs are the property not
only of Japan or China but are also common to the region, and to secure
their safety is a common task shared by regional countries. For regional
development, it is important that SLOC safety be ensured through the joint
efforts of regional countries and not be left under the control of any
particular country. We need to let China realize that the region as a whole
must share such recognition.

In recent days, the focus of attention has been piracy at the converging
points of international sea routes such as the Malacca Strait. It may be
important for Japan to take the initiative to create an environment in which
China can participate, starting from the easy-to-address issues of safety,
environment, and human rights cooperation, and as a part of regional efforts
to deal with common issues like piracy, drug sales, the slave trade, and
environmental pollution, ultimately and gradually stepping up to national
security issues.

Regarding such pending problems between Japan and Chinaas the mid-
line between them in the East China Sea, an issue related to EEZs, Japan
must abandon its obscure attitude and initiate a serious discussion to
establish a temporary border for the true Japan-China mid-line.
Moreover, where both countries claim territorial rights, the two countries
need to agree to temporary joint control of these regions and to
establish a council to control them while immediately establishing
guidelines for Japan-China joint control over the regions.
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Simultaneous to such negotiations, Japan must prevent any illegal
activities performed by naval vessels and survey ships that clearly infringe
upon Japan’s jurisdiction in its territories and EEZ. Japan must declare that
it will take necessary and decisive actions against any illegal activities and
adopt effective measures. As long as Japan leaves such territorial issues
pending, China will undoubtedly proceed with one act after another to
promote its effective control over the East China Sea, as it did in the South
China Sea.

The Japanese government needs to implement these actions
methodically, meticulously, and vigorously based on a grand strategy.
For this, we must remember how U.S. diplomatic strength in international
negotiation has been supported by “brains” consisting of and organized
by international law researchers, think-tanks and relevant authorities
and experts in various fields represented by the Department of State or the
Department of Defense.

China’s oceanic expansion is somehow reminiscent of U.S. actions.
or Japan to win over international competition, it must aggregate the
wisdom of not only the bureaucrats, but also of the private sector, and
develop a strong spirit to launch a national strategy. Thus, it is strongly
anticipated that Japan will pursue its national interests jointly by public
and private sectors under the strong leadership of Prime minister
Junichiro Koizumi.

ENDNOTE-CHAPTER 3
1. The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward a mature Partnership,

Richard L. Armitage, ed., Washington, DC: National Defense University,
October 2000.
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CHAPTER 4

AVIEWFROM MOSCOW.
CHINA'S GROWING MILITARY POWER

Anatoly V. Bolyatko

China’s military doctrine is an outgrowth of Beijing’s strategic
concept of national security, their perception of external threats, and
their estimation of the likelihood of war. This military doctrine includes
positions not only on the training of the armed forces, but their
composition and role. The leadership of the People’s Republic of China
(PRC) sees national security as a process of eliminating internal and
external threats, and as a way to achieve regional and global objectives
by escalating what China’s strategists call “the comprehensive power of a
state.” A well-developed economy, a high level of science and engineer-
ing achievement, internal political stability, and a strong defense are
considered as main components of the comprehensive power of a state.

In China, military threats are seen in connection with potential
challenges in the economic and socio-political spheres. Judging from
Chinese publications, Beijing still sees economic growth as its main
priority. Another significant domestic concern is the maintenance of
the social-political order and “national unity.” This includes opposing
what Beijing sees as the tendencies of minorities, and Taiwan, to separate
from the Chinese state. Based on Beijing’s assessment of the contemporary
international situation at the regional and global levels, the maintenance of
military security ranks third among the major national priorities of China.

The PRC leadership, meaning the Chinese Communist Party (CCP), Central
Military Commission (CMC), and the Politburo Standing Committee, believes
that the prospects for an outbreak of a world war are low. Therefore, the
process of building the Chinese military can be carried out methodically
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under conditions that depend on long-term peace matched with the
nation’s economic development. Thus, the requirement for the People’s
Liberation Army (PLA) is to increase strength according to military and
civil developments.!

In the international sphere, Chinese leaders foresee a return to a multi-
polar world because of several regional conflicts, albeit with different
duration and varying intensity, and the increasing occurrence of civil
wars.

In China’s view, the security situation in the Asia-Pacific region is
stable, although there are some negative developments:

= The increased military presence of the U.S. in areas close to China’s
borders;

= The scheduled deployment of the theater missile defense (TMD) system
in East Asia;

< The development of a base of support in Japan for a relaxation of
restrictions on military action in a zone surrounding Japan;

= Increase in the scope of joint military exercises, especially between
the United States and its allies; and,

= |nstability on the Korean Peninsula and in South Asia and territorial
disputes in the South China Sea.?

Taiwan is a special concern of the Chinese leadership. Weakened by a
bitterly divided political leadership, Taiwan is further subject to the
influence of external forces, easing the way for eventual reunification
with the motherland. In China’s opinion, certain factors are inimical to
their interests in Taiwan:
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= Activities of those who harbor separatist aspirations among Taiwan’s
leaders;

« Military aid from the United States, which includes weapon sales,
with the likelihood of future increases if the American Congress passes
the Taiwan Security Enhancement Act;

= The possible inclusion of Taiwan into the U.S.-led theater missile
defense system; and,

= The presence of U.S. Troops in Japan, which enables the United States
to intervene in a possible military confrontation in the Taiwan Strait.3

In resolving the problem of Taiwan, the Chinese government
adheres to the principles of peaceful reunification and *“one country,
two systems.”” It has put forward some proposals on developing cross-
strait relations, with the eventual goal of peaceful reunification. China
considers the Taiwan question wholly an internal affair and insists that it
will do every thing in its power to achieve peaceful reunification. How-
ever, if events result in a separation of Taiwan from China under any slogan,
Chinais willing to use force to protect its sovereignty and its territorial
integrity.#

With this as its impetus, China has upgraded its military capability,
retrofitting its armed forces in an effort to transform them into a
powerful, modern army. Ideally, the PLA should be able to protect China
against external threats, maintain internal stability, and—if necessary—
guarantee Taiwan unification with the motherland.

In order to achieve its goals, China seeks to boost its tactical
capabilities, including battlefield management, particularly during
radical shifts in conditions, as well as usage of modern technology. Thus,
China has paid special attention to improving the battle efficiency of its
troops, shifting the focus to quality rather than quantity. This recent
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trend of military improvements came from a operational analysis of
Operation DESERT STORM in 1991. This is reflected in the solutions pro-
posed by the CCP’s Central Committee in September 1995 and in the direc-
tives of the PRC Perspective Development Program until 2010, which the
National People’s Congress (NPC) Standing Committee approved in March
19965

At the end of 1998, China’s CMC approved a schedule of defense
modernization as well as a new military strategy and doctrine. In its new
military strategy, the PLA is directed to train for waging battle in
peripheral regions of China, small in scale and short in duration, but none-
theless intensive. The preparation for such a war differs radically from its
previous strategy which focused on waging wars of attrition, which was
the focus during its period of confrontation with the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics (USSR).6

China’s military strategy foresees five main types of local wars:
= Small scale wars within the territorial boundaries of Ching
= War to control adjacent water areas and islands;
= Sudden air attack on strategic resources within Chinese territory;

= Defensive operations against deliberate invasions of restricted areas of
China; and,

= Counteroffensive against an opponent’s territory in retaliation for
aggression and to protect national sovereignty.”

Common to all those listed above is the pursuit of limited political ends
achievable with the help of a military ready for immediate deployment
and capable of routing the opponent. The main prerequisite for achieving
such an outcome is the effective use of military force. Thus, Beijing consid-

84



ers the readiness to wage local wars an indispensable tool for achieving
limited political ends, and this should include effective intimidation and
the ability to escalate to a full-scale war.8

The strategic concepts of reassessing the sources of military threats
and targeting the political and military leadership to create a new military
paradigm was approved in the doctrine of China. China’s military
reorganization would allow for a sufficiently constrained military
during peacetime and the deployment of a large armed force during war.
The armed forces of China should correspond to its economic capabilities,
ensure socio-political unity, and not violate the integrity of the country.
Within the framework of possible military conflicts, the nuclear forces of
the PRC are invoked to deter aggression against China and the
conventional forces are intended to manage local wars.®

The modern Chinese nuclear strategy is characterized by the
following two positions. During peacetime, nuclear forces are intended to
deter potential adversaries from unleashing nuclear war against China
and to guarantee that China is free to exercise an independent foreign
policy. The purpose of nuclear forces during wartime is to prevent China’s
enemies from turning a conventional war into a nuclear war.

China has several hundred warheads, including several inter-continental
ballistic missiles, some of which are deployed on tactical aircraft.
Apparently, China has no intention of achieving nuclear parity with the
United States and Russia. It has found a philosophy, adopted in the 1980s,
of “restricted nuclear counter attack with the purposes of self-
defense.” This concept not only takes into consideration the limited
financial resources of the country, but also recognizes that the United
States and Russia plan to retrofit existing systems or deploy new
defensive systems that will neutralize any achievable Chinese
strategic nuclear buildup. The calculation demonstrates that Chinese
delivery vehicles are not capable of overcoming prospective anti-ballistic
missile systems and air defense systems; consequently, they will lose the
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ability to prevent the United States from interfering in China’s political
affairs. This is one of the main potential threats China faces at the global
level 10

China’s leaders have openly declared that they will not use nuclear
weapons first. Furthermore, China’s strategic nuclear forces operate on a
three-component structure: strategic missile forces, strategic aviation,
and nuclear submarines. This compact structure of forces is necessary to
deter wars against the China, to execute combat missions in response to
various international scenarios, and to intimidate the smaller
hegemonists in the Asia-Pacific region.!!

It is necessary to identify the inconsistency between China’s
political declarations regarding its no first-use policy and its
technological capabilities. Only about a dozen of China’s strategic nuclear
delivery systems are located in protected silo launchers. Hence, in terms of
the theory of mutually assured destruction, China’s existing nuclear forces
have neither a first strike capability nor is China capable of unleashing a
massive retaliatory strike to wipe out an aggressor. This reality is
mentioned in the military doctrine of China.

However, it does allow China to avoid participation in nuclear
weapons reduction agreements, such as the strategic arms reduction
treaties. In 2000, this author asked Sha Zukang, Director-General of the
Department of Arms Control and Disarmament of the Chinese Foreign
ministry, what China’s role was in the U.S.-Russian arms reduction initia-
tives. He believes that China would participate in such treaties when
Russia and the United States reduce their existing arsenal to one-fifth
of their current levels. It is difficult to imagine Moscow and Washing-
ton taking this step.

Chinese battle training and strategic nuclear-missile exercises are

contingent on properly maintained rocket systems. The Chinese rockets
are technologically similar to the Soviet R-5 and R-7. These rockets were
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designed in the late 1950s—a period of cooperation between nuclear-
missile specialists in the USSR and China. The extent of the Russian-
Chinese exchange should not be over-estimated. Far from the quoted
level of $20 billion, a realistic amount lies in the region of $5-7 billion
per year of which only $1 billion consists of military equipment. An
amount this small will have little significance in increasing military
modernization. At the same time, the relationship between Russia and
China should not be underestimated. It takes time and effort to build a
partnership in which the sharing of information—especially related to
weapons—is done willingly. In addition to Russia, China has received
limited military aid from other countries and broad economic assist-
ance from western powers—both types of aid are efficiently incorpor-
ated into the Chinese plan for national modernization.

It is unlikely that the Chinese arsenal will perform well in educational
and combat-trainer tests, due to the small volume of production and
limited early testing. China’s technological lag behind the U.S. Missile
program bolsters doubts of any successful missile firings.

On July 12, 2001, U.S. Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz
submitted a statement to the Senate Armed Services Committee
describing the unsuccessful test launch of American Thor (4 of 5), Atlas
(5 of 8), and Polaris (66 of 123) strategic missiles.12 Soviet missile testing
during the 1960s yielded similar results. Apparently, China’s missile
experimentation has met with the same outcome. Though government and
industry forces want more extensive testing of China’s arsenal to
eliminate design flaws, the high cost of failure has frustrated further
efforts. A missile system must be tested periodically to ensure immediate
response in a combat situation. The lack of testing on a large scale poses
two major problems for the reliability of China’s arsenal: first, the current
stock may have flaws, and second, the probability of a flawed launch
increases the longer a missile sits idle and unmaintained.

The Chinese rely on lessons from past conflicts to shape their view of

87



building general-purpose forces and deploying them into battle. Of
particular importance in this respect has been the Gulf War in which
technological superiority was used to quickly defeat the opponent. Thus,
China’s strategy has evolved from the traditional “grand army” model
in favor of concepts like “fast reaction” and “local warfare.” These
concepts mandate that joint state and military institutions be able to
quickly and effectively mobilize in the face of combat situations and that
the armed forces be prepared to immediately wage war in one or several
theaters.

The new ideal of “fast reaction” has fostered considerable change in
battle training, unit organization and unit formation as the
modernization of the PLA advances. The creation and content of the PLA
battle component structure (“alert forces” and “fast-reacting forces”
capable of quick decisions on emerging issues) has been recognized as
indispensable.

The PLA military command is well-trained and has equipped
battalions and brigades to be used as impact units capable of quick,
retaliatory action. These units are trained to execute the following primary
objectives:
= Breakthrough,

= Shock missions on the base camps of enemy military,

< Massive retaliations with the purpose of defeating opposition
strongholds, and

= Tactics by which PLA troops flank the opponent.13
Units intended to execute these mission objectives are currently

trained in each military district. The changing international situation, in
connection with the end of the Cold war and economic concerns, has
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induced China to reduce the ranks of the PLA in the short term. The army
will drop to 2.5 million members (from more than 4 million) and embark on
a vigorous modernization effort. This effort will close a number of bases
and reduce the number of military divisions and regiments. However, the
problem of updating the army to modern levels has not been addressed. The
present condition of the PLA is characterized by a lack of materials
used by more developed countries and a great deal of obsolete equipment
and weaponry.

The traditional military doctrine of China since Mao Zedong held that
people were indispensable to develop a modern army. Currently,
though, this view has been tempered with doctrines of expediency and
capability—concepts that surfaced after China’s civil wars and conflict with
Japan. In addition to their own experience, the Chinese also
“steadfastly keep track of strategic situations in the world and combine
the best tactics from foreign countries with national experience.”4 In
the end, the doctrine of “People’s war under modern Conditions” was
adopted. This doctrine recognizes the increasing importance of
technology in warfare and envisions an army with a balance between
weaponry and troops that effectively functions in five dimensions: air,
land, sea, space, and technology. In addition, the plan calls for the
updating of already existing military-industrial operations.

Special attention is paid to the preparation of armed forces in peacetime
to allow for immediate response in case of conflict. Additionally,
however, plans are made to efficiently transform the national
economy, civil air defense, and national transportation defense from a
peaceful state to one of wartime operations. Legislation has been passed so
that, if the state so decrees, all state bodies, political parties, firms,
institutes, and citizens are obligated to mobilize according to enacted
guidelines 15

During the last 2 years, fundamental changes have taken place in the
field of defense education. The state has transformed the curriculum to
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target all citizens by training in broader and more general areas. Defense
education now consists of regular, intensive training combined with
correspondence and daytime classes.16

It will be difficult for the Chinese to combine the traditional
military practice of mass infantry and simple tactical operations with
the usage of new, high-precision weaponry and aerospace technology.
Undoubtedly, the transformation will demand severe modifications to the
existing military infrastructure.

The most serious impediments to China’s military development are
its aging military bases and centers of production. In contrast to the way
in which former Cold war period installations were funded, the current
administration recognizes the need for a solid national economy and
the importance of coordinating economic and military building efforts.
Chinese propaganda works to create a unified economic system in
which production can serve both civil and military uses—the former
during times of peace and the latter during times of conflict. Creating the
system, however, will be problematic due to China’s current level of technical
expertise.

At present, military research and development is largely ineffective
due, in part, to poor state financing. China’s bureaucracy also has a
hand in the slow pace of military R&D. The rigid chain of command
often stifles scientific ideas before they can reach decisionmakers. In
addition to poor organization, negative public reactions hamper
progress when news of military development leaks out to the public.
Small gains have been realized by studying Russian military
equipment like submarines, destroyers, aircraft and air defense systems;
the knowledge gained, however, is minimal.

The modernization of the PLA often proceeds at the whim of

officials; even then, it moves at a slow pace due to the limited defense
budget and obsolete equipment. The sectors of the military slated to
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advance most rapidly are nuclear operations and rapid deployment-type
land troops. Import purchases are forgone to boost spending on military
transport planes as well as air-defense troops. Chinese naval vessels
with high performance ratings are entered into service.

In the short term, prospects for military development will rest on
China’s continued economic growth—currently 8 percent per year.
However, the current administration has recently assigned a low
probability to future, external military threats; this places military
spending near the end of the line for budget increases. At this point, it appears
as if the bulk of government spending will focus on retrofitting a research
complex, creating new arms with Chinese-produced elements, and
laying the financial groundwork for a military technology base.1?

The process of developing market mechanisms in the country and
obtaining the experience of commercial activity led to similar develop-
ments in the PLA. Special attention was paid to maintaining scientific
and technological development in areas pertaining to defense building
and raising the standards of engineering to modern requirements.
China has conducted structural reforms to create a new, high-perform-
ance science of defense systems, engineering, and industries. Among these
was the creation of the Commission of Science, Technology and Industry
for National Defense in March 1998. This commission operates as a leading
department of the State Council and enacts policies, laws, rules,
schedules, and standards in areas of military influence. In July 1999, five
military organizations that specialize in nuclear weapons, spacecraft,
aircraft, naval vessels, and weapons manufacturing were reorganized
into ten corporations.18

With the help of the national defense science, engineering, and
industry reforms, competition was introduced into the military
production sector. The war industry’s structure was improved, its ability
to transition between peace and war streamlined, and plans were made for
the creation of a new open system of military production.!®
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The current style of battle training focuses on making individual
soldiers part of a cohesive unit. On the regiment and division scale,
officer drilling through computer simulation has largely replaced the
expensive, live ammunition training practiced earlier. The combined
tactical training base system provides a versatile training ground by
providing networked tactical, weapon, and service simulation models.
An interactive command and control simulation, new equipment
operation simulation, and computer-aided training systems have been
widely applied.20

Poor military financing, the inability to incorporate technologically
advanced equipment with current troops and the evolving model of
small-scale operations troops have forced PLA officials to create a
number of “elite” brigades and battalions, specially trained for
immediate mobilization. These divisions receive the larger part of
allotted funds and are thus better equipped with arms and equipment,
which enhances their training.

The majority of the PLA, PLA reserve units, the Chinese People’s Armed
Police Force, and the militia are provided with few resources for
training exercises. For example, an ordinary PLAAF pilot typically trains
in a Soviet prototype jet designed in the early 1950s. He only spends 80 hours
per year in the air—not enough time to master the complex skills of
piloting, let alone grasp the handling of high-tech weaponry used in
combat planes.

The gap between current military doctrine about modern war and
the actual practices of the armed forces has resulted in a deficit of experience
among Chinese soldiers.

Though political rhetoric promotes extensive training and

increased usage of technology in combat operations, the bulk of the
military has no modern equipment with which to train. The situation becam