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FOREWORD

While “knowing your enemy” has long been a Chinese
stratagem, cultural intelligence only recently has gained
precedence in American military strategy. Our efforts
in Iraq, Afghanistan, and the war on terror remind us
of how differently much of the rest of the world thinks
and perceives. This monograph is an effort to better
understand Chinese thinking. Ms. Susan Craig’s research
into Chinese threat perceptions is important for several
reasons. Above all, it provides valuable insight into the
comprehensiveness of the Chinese concept of national
security and how China perceives itself, the world, and
China’s place within it. Further, the author’s deliberate
effort to maintain a Chinese perspective by relying solely
on Chinese sources —namely, scholarly journals, the news
media, official policy pronouncements, and personal
interviews — demonstrates that Chinese intentions and
motivations are not a secret. The author’s research shows
that there is a significant amount of information about
Chinese concerns, perceptions, and motivations that is
available openly, and that many of China’s influential
elite are willing and able to meet and openly exchange
ideas. Also, it shows that there is an active arena for
debate in China on national security issues. Likely due
to the rapidly changing international environment and
China’s growing interest and participation in it, Chinese
perceptions about its national security are more diverse,
nuanced, and sophisticated today than ever before. By
acknowledging that Chinese thinking is not monolithic,
we can better appreciate and influence debates that are
occurring,.

While Ms. Craig’s analysis shows that the Chinese
perspective is very different from our own, it also shows
that the two perspectives may share a common view of
the future. Both the United States and China aspire to a



future with a free, open, and robust economic marketplace
and an international order where all nations contribute
to peace, development, and prosperity (in other words,
where we are all “responsible stakeholders”). Despite
Chinese fears, the United States does not strive to
overturn the current world order; we have as much at
stake in maintaining it as China does. We also confront
similar nontraditional threats: terrorism, pollution,
proliferation, energy insecurity, drug trafficking, and
infectious disease. With cooperation in pursuing shared
goals and overcoming shared threats, the threats we each
perceive as posed by the other are likely to diminish.

If that is not reason enough to study China’s threat
perceptions, perhaps beating the Chinese at their own
game is. As Ms. Craig’s research demonstrates, China’s
influential elite spends a great deal of time studying
American policy and politics and has a very good
understanding of American threat perceptions. Many of
China’s recent policies and actions are direct responses
to American criticisms and concerns. We could take
additional actions to allay Chinese concerns and limit
misunderstanding if only we better understood these
concerns. Or we could decide not to dispel perceived
US. threats to China. Either way, an understanding of
China’s perceptions of national security threats provides
the United States with increased opportunities for
action and cooperation and a decreased likelihood of
misunderstanding and conflict. For all of these reasons,
the Strategic Studies Institute is pleased to offer this
monograph as a contribution to the national security

discourse on China.
DOUG%% C iOVELAé, TR.

Director
Strategic Studies Institute
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SUMMARY

In order to begin to understand the motivations
and decisions of China’s leadership, and in order to
behave in a manner such that we can influence them,
we must try to understand the world as China does.
This research is an attempt to do so by examining the
writings and opinions of China’s scholars, journalists,
and leaders—its influential elite. It will show that
China has a comprehensive concept of national security
that includes not only defending its sovereignty and
territorial integrity, but continuing its economic and
social development and maintaining its international
stature.

There are two main types of threats to China’s
national security: traditional and nontraditional.
Traditional threats can be characterized loosely as
threats to a nation emanating from other nations and
involving a military component. While the most talked-
about threat to China’s territory is a declaration of
independence by Taiwan, the influential elite actually
find this possibility unlikely. The focus is therefore
on the few countries considered both capable of and
willing to endanger all three of China’s components of
national security: sovereignty, economic development,
and international stature. The United States, Japan,
and India have significant ideological, historical, or
territorial disagreements with China and possess the
military, economic, and/or international diplomatic
means to go to battle over such differences. While
China’s influential elite are concerned about a direct
military confrontation with the United States, Japan,
and India, they are far more concerned about the
possibility of containment efforts by any—or all—of
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these countries. The threat of containment, however,
is less of a military threat and more of a diplomatic,
political, and economic one. The influential elite also
express concern over the fluctuating, unpredictable,
and seemingly unstable nature of the democratic
process in all of these countries.

Even more troublesome to China’s security
environment are nontraditional threats. While military
deterrence and diplomatic skill have managed
traditional threats successfully to date, they are
insufficient for overcoming nontraditional threats. Such
threats, while never precisely defined by the influential
elite, are considered to transcend national boundaries,
go beyond the military sphere, are unpredictable and/
or unexpected, have bothinternal and external elements
and ramifications, and are frequently interwoven
with traditional security threats. There is an array of
nontraditional threats facing China: bird flu, terrorism,
proliferation, drug trafficking, AIDS, and piracy, to
name a few. The focus of this monograph is on three
nontraditional threats: economic and social disparities
within China, environmental degradation, and energy
insecurity.

At least three conclusions can be reached from
an examination of these nontraditional threats. First,
China’s leadership is very concerned about all of
them as demonstrated by the extent of public rhetoric
voiced and the policies implemented. Second, while
the leadership is very vocal and active in addressing
these threats, scholars offer surprisingly little analysis
of them, at least publicly. This absence of analysis or
recommendationsis striking, given scholarly consensus
that nontraditional threats endanger national security
more than traditional ones. This may be due to the
third conclusion: China’s central leadership is largely
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unable to implement its policy priorities. Mitigating
nontraditional threats therefore requires serious
internal reforms. China will need to strengthen its
social safety net, judicial system, and mechanisms for
resolving public concerns. It will need to become more
flexible so as to be better able to respond in times of
crisis. It will need to more effectively enforce penalties
for corruption and pollution. China’s nontraditional
threats are more menacing than traditional ones
because they require China’s leadership not only to
look outward in efforts to foster cooperation, but also
to look inward and make serious internal reforms as
well.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The outside world has little knowledge of Chinese
motivations and decisionmaking.

The Pentagon’s Annual Report to Congress:
The Military Power of the People’s Republic
of China 2005

Understanding any one person’s decisionmaking
is extremely difficult. It is exponentially harder when
seeking to understand how and why a state makes the
decisions it does. Organizations and individuals, to
include their interests, biases, and perceptions, all play
a significant role in the decisionmaking of a nation.
How much of a role they play is hard to measure.?
However, we do not need to know exactly how much
perceptions influence behavior if we can agree on the
following: In order to understand others’ behavior,
and in order to behave in a manner such that we can
influence others, we must try to understand the world as
they do.

Even this is difficult, given language barriers and
inherent biases, but the effort to do so at least reminds
us that ours is not the only perspective. This research
on China’s perceptions of threats to its national security
is therefore an attempt to see the world as China
does. As the epigraph above reminds us, much about
China’s government remains a mystery. We can begin
to demystify it somewhat by attempting to glimpse the
world through Chinese eyes.

This monograph attempts to view the world
through China’s eyes by examining the writings and



opinions of Chinese scholars and Chinese news media.
The news media are state-controlled, so it hardly offers
an unfettered perspective, but it is the primary source
of information for China’s public. The perceptions
both projected by and formed as a result of China’s
mainstream news media thus provide a good starting
place for getting to know the Chinese perspective.

The thoughts of Chinese scholars as presented
through academic journals provide another avenue
for getting to know the Chinese point of view.
Research institutes where Chinese scholars work,
unlike American think tanks, are subordinate to and
funded by the Central government. As employees of
the government, these are more than just scholars, they
also are intelligence analysts and policy advisors. They
provide the political leadership with classified reports
and briefings through official government channels.
Literally referred to as the government’s “external
brain,” China’s think tanks provide a “secret factor in
the success of the decision maker.”® They also inform
the public through their unclassified publications and
their scholars’ appearances in the broadcast news
media. Thus, at the least, scholars in China’s research
institutes are influential in the formulation of both
public and official perceptions, and potentially they
are directly and authoritatively influential in official
Chinese decisionmaking. Because of the influence
that China’s news media and scholars have on the
public’s and officials” perceptions, they, along with
China’s decisionmakers, will be referred to collectively
hereafter as China’s “influential elite.”*

The recent writings of China’s influential elite,
some of which were published in English but most
of which needed to be translated, are the main focus
of this research. Interviews conducted by the author



with a number of the influential elite further inform
this work. A conscious effort was made not to read or
cite American scholars in order to maintain a strictly
Chinese perspective. In doing so, it became clear that
despite controlled news media, there is an open and
active arena for debate in China, at least on some
topics. This was made especially clear in the interviews
conducted, as the influential elite demonstrated
surprising candor and independent thinking. Likely
due to the rapidly changing international environment
and China’s growing interest and participation in it,
Chinese opinions regarding China’s national security
are more diversified, nuanced, and sophisticated
today than ever before. Michael Pillsbury and
David Shambaugh both conducted similar research,
interviewing Chinese scholars and policymakers and
assessing their perspectives.’ But these works are
already outdated, likely as a result of China’s greater
global interactions today. As China opens to the global
marketplace, so, too, does it open to the marketplace of
ideas.

This does not mean that the perceptions held by
China’s influential elite are necessarily accurate. But
their accuracy is not as important as understanding
what the perceptions are and how they differ from
our own. (For this reason, the accuracy of Chinese
perceptions presented here will not be challenged.)
For example, during a speech in Singapore in June
2005, the U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld
expressed the belief that China did not face any threats
from other nations.® China’s influential elite have a very
different perception. Not only do China’s influential
elite believe China’s national security is threatened
“traditionally” by other nations such as the United
States, Japan, and India, they also believe China faces



serious nontraditional threats from issues such as
social disparities within the country, environmental
degradation, and energy dependency. Each of these
threats is examined in turn. While these are not the
only threats China fears, they do provide insight into
how China thinks about its security environment and
whatis —and is not — considered threatening to China’s
national security.

As Secretary Rumsfeld’s remarks remind us,
Americans do not appreciate fully China’s security
environment. By focusing on that nation’s threat
perceptions, we not only learn about how the Chinese
view their security environment, we gain insight
into what is perhaps the most motivating factor
behind decisionmaking and action by the Chinese
government. This survey does not examine the role the
Communist Party plays in decisionmaking or the many
other dynamics that shape Chinese decisionmaking,
mostly because the nature of China’s closed society
makes doing so extremely difficult. Nonetheless, this
examination allows us to better appreciate how and
why Chinese perceptions differ from our own. And
in doing so, we can begin to understand Chinese
leadership motivations and decisionmaking,.

While many of our perceptions as Americans differ
from those of the Chinese, this assessment also will
demonstrate that there are a number of perceptions,
concerns, and values that we share. Understanding
where our interests and concerns coincide provides a
valuable opportunity for cooperation. If understanding
our similarities and differences is not reason enough
to study China’s threat perceptions, perhaps beating
them at their own game is. China’s influential elite
spend a great deal of time studying American policy
and have a very good understanding of American



threat perceptions. Many of China’s recent declared
positions—for example, positions on peaceful
development, arms control, and greater transparency —
are direct responses to American criticisms and
concerns. We could take reciprocal actions to allay
Chinese concerns and limit misunderstanding if we
better understood what those concerns were. Even if
we decide not to dispel threats perceived by China,
it is better to make such decisions deliberately and
knowingly. Either way, an understanding of China’s
perceptions of national security threats provides
the United States with increased opportunities for
action and cooperation and a decreased likelihood of
misunderstanding and conflict.

How China Perceives.

Before examining whatitis that the Chinese perceive,
letusconsiderhowthe Chineseperceive.Richard Nisbett,
an American psychologist, studied the differences in
Western and Asian thought processes and found rather
striking differences in the way we process information
and view the world. He differentiated the two thought
processes in this way. Western thought, descended
from the ancient Greek philosophers, is analytic and
atomistic. The world can be understood by studying
individual objects as discrete and separate from their
environments. Rational thought, logic, and debate can
lead to one right answer. The individual is paramount
and is in control of events around him. Easterners, on
the other hand, products of the teachings of Taoism,
Confucianism, and Buddhism, see the world in a more
holistic light. In order to understand events, one must
look to a host of factors and understand their relation to
one another. The individual is defined by relationships



and is subordinate to the community, where harmony
and balance are paramount. One cannot control events
so much as learn to adapt to them. This is important
because the world is constantly changing. While
Western strategic thought strives to determine the
right answer in a logical and systematic way, Eastern
strategic thought is founded on dialecticism, using
contradictions to understand relations among events or
objects. Dialecticism does not seek to decontextualize
and find one answer, but instead to see things in their
appropriate, complex context, perhaps leading to more
than one answer.”

While Nisbett’s characterization of Eastern and
Western thought may be too simplifying in an increas-
ingly globalized world, the differences he ascribes
to our respective cultures are useful in attempting to
comprehend an Eastern viewpoint through a Western
lens. Understanding dialecticism and the holistic
perspective that colors Eastern thought processes will
do much to enlighten our understanding of why China
perceives the threats they do and how they think about
them in a comprehensive and interconnected way.

How China Perceives Itself.

It is also important to understand how China’s
influential elite perceive their own country before
examining their assessment of others. There are
several themes consistent throughout Chinese writing,
all based on the premise of Chinese exceptionalism.?
Specifically, the Chinese see their country as unlike any
other, given their long history, pursuit of peace, and
inherently defensive rather than offensive approach
to international relations. Each of these concepts will
be addressed briefly. Finally, China’s influential elite



take a comparative and quantitative approach when
looking at their country in relation to the rest of the
world. They see a China rising in power in a world
that is trending towards multipolarity. This trend
favors China’s approach to international relations and
is bound to further increase China’s role and stature
on the world stage. But this time frame, in which their
power is growing and the world is becoming more
multipolar, is limited and fraught with danger. It is a
window of strategic opportunity for China, which must
make the most of it, continuing its fast-paced economic
developments and social transformation while limiting
any external threats to peace and stability.

The Chinese influential elite uniformly espouse
the idea that China is unique and does not behave as
other states do. China is very proud of its 5,000 years of
history and culture. For 2 millennia, China considered
itself the hub of civilization. Lieutenant General Li Jijun,
in attempting to explain China to an audience at the
U.S. Army War College, noted proudly that “China is
the only uninterrupted civilization in world history.”’
Chinese historians often boast that China has engaged
in more than 6,000 battles in 4,000 years. General Li
credited the country’s longevity despite these conflicts
to “the soul of the Chinese nation, which makes
unremitting efforts for self-improvement and stresses
morality andrespectforothersand nationalunity.”**The
importance of national unity to the Chinese is a result
of invasions and defeats suffered at the hands of the
West in the 19th century. This “century of humiliation”
had a profound effect on China’s self-image, which
long had been one of cultural, technological, and moral
superiority. This experience likely contributed to what
General Li termed a Chinese “unifying consciousness”
dedicated to “maintaining the unity of the country and
its territorial integrity and sovereignty.”!!



Despite frequent invasions and threats to China’s
territory, China maintained its pursuit of peace.
The oft-told story of explorer Zheng He has come
to symbolize this uniquely peaceful disposition to
the Chinese. Eighty-seven years before Christopher
Columbus’ voyage across the Atlantic, Zheng He made
seven voyages, involving 27,000 people and 200 ships,
to more than 30 countries and regions. As Lieutenant
General Li Jijun told the students at the U.S. Army
War College, “Unlike later Western explorers who
conquered the land they discovered, this fleet did not
subdue the newly discovered lands by force. This was
not a voyage to plunder the local populace for treasure
nor was it one to establish overseas colonies.” Zheng’s
mission was “simply to convey friendship and goodwill
and to promote economic and cultural exchanges.”*?
On the 600th anniversary of Zheng's first expedition,
the China Daily featured an opinion piece on Zheng’s
peaceful missions, noting how they are still symbolic
of China’s peaceful nature: “Six hundred years after
Zheng, China cherishes a similar desire to befriend
the world. But regrettably its goodwill is demonized
because established powers fear a resurgent China.”*

China’s influential elite also see their country as
unique in its emphasis on defense rather than offense.
Mo Zi, a Chinese thinker who lived 5 centuries
before Jesus Christ, is credited with the concept of
“nonoffense.” The Chinese influential elite commonly
refer to the Great Wall as a symbol of this concept.
Professor Qu Xing, Vice President of the Foreign
Affairs College, summarized China’s nonoffensive
posture in this way: “Traditional Chinese culture pays
attention to ‘broad love” and ‘nonattacking,” advocates
the ‘kingly way’ of convincing people by reasoning,
despises the ‘domineering way’ of overwhelming



others by force.” * Qu demonstrates this by referencing
historic achievements, reminding the reader of China’s
long-standing technological eminence as well as its
nonoffensive disposition: “The Chinese invented
gunpowder, but they do not use it [with] guns to
invade others, the Chinese invented the compass, but
they do not use it to [guide] warships to prowl about
the four seas.”*

Further, there is a unique emphasis in Chinese
writings, both historical and contemporary, on morality
and justice in warfare. As early as the 5th century B.C.,
Chinese military strategists stipulated that wars must
have a just cause, the enemy should be notified of
pending attacks, and innocents should be protected.'®
Confucian ideals of benevolence and righteousness,
which further supported the concept of nonoffense,
permeated military strategy then and continue to do
so today. As Zhang Xiaojun and Xu Jia described in a
2004 China Military Science article, military strategists
influenced by Confucianism advocated cautious war
and “opposed rashly beginning war.” Zhang and Xu
conclude that Chinese strategic culture places great
emphasis on just cause to this day as a result: “When
war cannot be avoided, the issues of right and wrong
in the war are of primary importance.”” The Science
of Military Strategy, the first contemporary book
translated into English that provides real insight into
Chinese thinking on military strategy, asserted that the
justness of a war is determined by its influence on the
development of society. Just wars are considered those
that “facilitate the progress of society and promote
the liberation of productive forces.” Examples of
such war are “people’s war, revolutionary war, and
anti-aggressive war.” Those who hinder the progress
of society, such as perpetrators of “aggressive war,



expansionist war, and predatory wars,” are considered
unjust.’®

These concepts of defense and justness in China’s
national security can be traced back to the famous
writings of Sun Tzu and his fellow military theorists.
Their ideas permeated the writings by Mao Zedong
and Deng Xiaoping, and today they are reflected in
the language the government uses to describe its
new security concept. “Active defense,” “peaceful
development,” “win-win,” and “mutual security
through cooperation” all reflect its long-standing
culture of nonaggression, benevolence, and peace.
Whether or not Chinese actions live up to these ideals
can be debated. But it is important to note that even if
Chinese decisionmaking is not guided by the principles
of morality, peace, and defense, Chinese perceive that
their decisions and actions are guided by them. The
Chinese strategists who wrote the Science of Military
Strategy demonstrated this perception: “If a war
breaks out, may it be anti-invasion, anti-separation,
anti-interference, our country will be forced into it. . . .
We [will] have no choice but to take action. The war
will be defensive and just because China would not use
forces in an unlimited and unjust way.”* So China’s
perception of itself is that it is a country unique in its
peaceful and defensive nature —and all actions, whether
truly defensive or just, nonetheless can be justified by
Chinese perceptions of their righteousness. %

Because China is so exceptional, its influential elite
believe its rise will be unlike that of any other country
in history. China will be able to develop without
resorting to violence or conflict for two reasons. First,
it does not seek hegemony like other rising powers,
or to challenge the current international system. Ye
Zicheng, Director for Chinese Strategic Studies at
Beijing University, made this distinction:
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The biggest difference between the now ascendant China
on the one hand, and Germany during World War I and
Japan during World War II on the other, is that China has
no intent to challenge the existing international system
through military expansion. Nor does it seek to create
another international system outside the existing system
to engage in confrontation.”

Second, China’s rise can occur peacefully because of the
globalized economy and China’s importance within it.
Ye continued,

It was necessary for the powers of the past to resort to
military force because they could not achieve the goal
of development using peaceful means. Previously,
markets and resources were divvied up. The only way
to capture them was to use force. Today, even though
there are conflicts between China and the powers in the
allocation of markets and resources, they can be worked
out peacefully.?

The World Trade Organization (WTO), for example,
provides a forum for peaceful dispute resolution that
previously was unavailable to rising nations. It is
worth noting here that despite China’s stated desire to
maintain the current international order, its dramatic
rise inevitably will impact the current international
balance of power. There is little open self-reflection
among China’s influential elite about these likely
worldwide repercussions.

Another concept important to understanding how
China perceives itself, the world, and China’s role
within it is shi, which, as translated from the Chinese
Dictionary, means power or influence, momentum,
or tendency.”? But this does not fully capture the
essence of the word. Chinese linguists define it more
precisely as the “strategic configuration of power” or
“the potential borne of disposition.”* The significance
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of shi is that there is an inherent power in all things,
which a good strategist or general or even artist can
take advantage of by understanding and exploiting
their circumstances. From this concept comes a more
tangible one: “comprehensive national power.” Such
power is another uniquely Chinese concept that,
through the country’s traditionally broad perspective,
takes all political, economic, military, scientific,
historical, and societal factors into consideration in
determining a nation’s strength. In contrast to Chinese
perceptions of the Western concept of national power,
which emphasizes influence and force, comprehensive
national power emphasizes survival, development,
and international influence.”

Through a seemingly objective mathematical
calculation (although allocating quantitative values
to a nation’s international influence is in fact highly
subjective), the relative power of nations can be
quantified based on more than their military strength.
Li Changjiu described it this way: “Comprehensive
national strength refers to the organic whole of various
forces possessed by a sovereign state [containing]
various elements including resources, economy,
military, science and technology, education, politics,
diplomacy, and national willpower and cohesive
force.”?

While the concept is an effort to look beyond
military strength in determining a country’s power,
it is a concept that Chinese military thinkers utilize in
defining their strategic outlook and determining their
potential combat effectiveness. As Peng Guanggian
and Yao Youzhi write in The Science of Military Strategy,
comprehensive national power is “the source of combat
effectiveness” and “the fundamental base for war
preparations.”? If a nation’s comprehensive national
power is strong, it can provide an effective deterrent
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against attack. But “a nation of minimal strength . . .
hardly can do something for crisis or war control, but
also often becomes the first target to be invaded and
controlled by hegemonists.”? Thus, while it is far more
than a military concept, it is very important in defining
China’s strategic outlook and determining its military
strategy.

The concept of comprehensive national power
originated in 1997, when the Chinese government
set up a research group comprised of more than 100
scholars to calculate the comprehensive national
power of various countries. The group’s calculations
determined that China ranked seventh in the world in
its comprehensive national power. The more important
conclusion derived from these calculations, though,
is that the Chinese ranking will continue to ascend.
As Li Zhongjie, director of the Central Party School’s
scientific research department, concluded from these
results, “China’s political status and influence in the
world is constantly on the rise.”%

Meanwhile, China’s influential elite see an America
that is losing some of its overwhelming advantage in
comprehensive national power (it is ranked number
one) as it pursues unpopular unilateral actions and
isolates itself from the world community. China’s
influential elite often refer to the conceptof “softpower.”
This is an American concept, but one that is similar
to comprehensive national power in recognizing the
importance of economics and diplomatic cooperation
in addition to military power. The elites quote other
scholars (often American) who recount the decline in
America’s soft power. Much of this decline, as China’s
influential elite sees it, is due to the perceived trend
towards multipolarity in the world. So as China’s
stature and willingness to cooperate increase in the eyes
of other nations, and the U.S. stature and cooperation
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declines, China’s comprehensive national power
will only continue to rise while America’s stagnates.
Chinese scholars project that these changes will occur
in the next 10 to 20 years—the period of “strategic
opportunity” for their country.

This concept of strategic opportunity is the most
important idea to grasp if we are to understand
Chinese threat perceptions. It is this idea, that there
is a brief window of opportunity in which China can
maximize its circumstances (or its shi), that makes
Chinese perceptions of threat so wide-ranging. The
Chinese government has held fast to the proposition
that “peace and development are the main themes of
the era” ever since Deng Xiaoping proclaimed it as
such in the 1980s. This enduring strategic judgment
led to the declaration from the 16th Party Congress
that the first 20 years of the 21st century are “a period
of important strategic opportunity which China must
tightly grasp and in which a lot can be achieved.”
China’s official national security concept thus stresses
capitalizing on it as much as it stresses sovereignty and
territorial integrity, and it emphasizes economic and
financial threats as much as military ones. As stated in
the 2004 Defense White Paper:

Proceeding from the fundamental interests of the country,
China’s national defense policy is both subordinated to
and in service of the country’s development and security
strategies. Firmly seizing and taking full advantage of
the important strategic opportunities presented in the first
two decades of this century, China sticks to keeping its
development in pace with its security and makes great
efforts to enhance its national strategic capabilities
by using multiple security means to cope with both
traditional and non-traditional security threats so as to
seek a comprehensive national security in the political,
economic, military, and social areas.® (italics added)
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China’s national security concept thus is very
comprehensive. It still includes sovereignty and
territorial integrity as primary concerns. But American
intervention in the Taiwan Straits or rising dissent in the
countryside are not the only threats to China’s national
security. Anything that stands to impede the country’s
continued steady economic growth or its social and
political transformation also is considered detrimental
to China’s stability and security. Even further, any
threat to China’s “national dignity” and “status of
equality in the international community” is considered
to endanger the country’s security.”® Consequently,
perceived threats to China’s national security include
an over-dependence on foreign resources, America’s
increasing disregard for multilateralism, and China’s
own population’s inability to get past historical
disagreements with and hatred for Japan. Security is
no longer limited to issues of sovereignty and territory.
Economic and financial security and even international
prestige are now just as important.* To be sure, China’s
influential elite say that the country is more stable and
secure than at any time in the country’s history. But
given this broad, comprehensive view about what
constitutes a threat to their nation’s security, the
Chinese have much to be concerned about.

China’s Security Situation: Traditional
and Nontraditional Threats and a Comprehensive
Security Concept to Address Them.

One member of the influential elite summarized
China’s security environment this way:

Many hotspot problems are located close to China, and
the variables in China’s peripheral environment have
increased. Objectively speaking, at present there is no
threat to China of large-scale invasion by an external
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enemy, nor will China easily become involved in
conflicts and disputes in its peripheral regions, hence,
China’s security environment can in general be described
as relatively good. However, taking a general look at
the great powers in the world today, which country is
facing such a complex and fragile peripheral security
environment as is China (Russia is the only rival); from
Kashmir and Afghanistan in the west to the Korean
peninsula in the east, and then to the South China Sea and
Taiwan strait, all the relevant problems are characterized
by being hard to resolve over a long period and also by
the possibility of breaking out at any time, and moreover
all of them are closely connected to China’s national
security; what particularly merits attention is that “the
American factor” is behind all these problems; of course,
the existence of the American factor is not completely
negative, and in many circumstances the American
factor may be the constraining force preventing these
crises from exploding.®

According to China’s influential elite, the new
security situation — the one that has arisen since the end
of the Cold War and during China’s era of reform and
opening —has several characteristics. Many of them
are illustrated by the quotation above. First, China’s
security situation is more complex and unpredictable
than at any time in its history. While there is relative
peace and “more factors for stability than instability,”
there also are a number of complicated, intractable
problems on its periphery and a new interdependence
with the rest of the world that makes China wary.*
China has 15 neighboring countries, many of which are
stillundeveloped. China’s relations with themincludea
“complexinterweavingofborder disputes; cross-border
ethnic and religious problems, which are sure invi-
tations to terrorism, extremism, and separatism; and the
collusions among drug-trafficking, arms-trafficking,
and transnational crimes.”* East Asia is considered a
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region fraught with “hot spots” —including a nuclear
crisis on the Korean peninsula, simmering tensions in
Kashmir, fragile political stability in Central Asia, and
a Japan seeking “normalcy.” Almost all the members of
the world nuclear club are present in the region, not to
mention those countries that strive to possess nuclear
weapons, thus forming a “concentrated nuclear circle”
around China.*

Another factor for unease stems from China’s new
interdependence with the rest of the world as a result
of its opening up and the ramifications of globalization.
Because it still lacks a solid economic structure, China
is “vulnerable to the impact of international monopoly
capital expansion,” while its dependence on foreign
funds, technology, resources, and markets has made it
“subject to the embroilment into the outside economic
situation and the risks of manipulation and restriction
by outside forces.”*” The Director of China’s Center for
Contemporary International Relationsreferred to thisas
China’s “reliance problems.” He adds that “China relies
quite a bit on foreign resources, on foreign markets,
on the international situation and on the security and
stability of the environment on China’s periphery, and
on domestic stability, too.”*® China cannot control the
myriad factors that may cause instability and insecurity
in the international marketplace, which contributes
to the newly challenging and unpredictable security
environment.

Another characteristic of China’s security situation
is a growing appreciation for the interconnectedness
of internal and external security. The two influence,
constrain, and permeate each other. As one of the most
preeminent members of the influential elite said, “The
factors that seriously may threaten China’s national
security are those problems that are capable of turning
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‘external worries’ into ‘internal troubles.””** Prior to
China’s opening, the country was relatively insulated
from the world’s geopolitical fluctuations and did
not have to consider international opinion when
formulating domestic policy. As it continues to open,
however, internal issues have increasing international
consequences and vice versa. As one scholar described
it, there is an “internationalization of China’s domestic
security” and a “domestication of international secur-
ity”:40

China’s domestic policies (including its development
strategy, military strategy, nationalities policy, religious
policy, and even social system and human rights policy)
will be even more closely watched by the international
community . . . . At the same time, certain domestic
security issues not only affect domestic security and
stability butalso directly impact China’s security relations
with other countries and regions involved. Examples
are the Taiwan question, the Falungong issue, religious
and ethnic contradictions, the adjustment of the national
economic structure, political reform, strategic petroleum
reserve, large projects with environmental impact, and
the development of oil and natural gas resources in
the East Asia Sea. No longer are these issues merely
domestic issues, but they also significantly constrain
the development of China’s relations with a number of
countries.*

Further, there is a growing number of factors that
pose a threat to the existence and development of
China other than traditional military threats from other
nations. There is a consensus among the elite that the
likelihood of traditional military conflict has decreased
and has been successfully managed through military
deterrence.Itisthenontraditional threatssuchasenergy
insecurity, environmental degradation, proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), terrorism,
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transnational crime, drug-trafficking, piracy, and the
spread of disease that increasingly are threatening to
China due to their potential to impede progress during
China’s period of strategic opportunity. Nontraditional
security threats are thus of just as much concern, if not
more, than traditional ones, in China’s new security
environment.

Perhaps the most worrisome characteristic of
China’s current security environment is the possibility
for a confluence of traditional and nontraditional
threats. There is an oft-stated concern that traditional
and nontraditional threats will coincide or enable one
another:

Inparticular, weshould be on guard against the possibility
that nontraditional security threats, having built up over
a long period of time and lacking an effective resolution,
may lead to military, political, and diplomatic conflicts of
the traditional variety, thus jeopardizing overall national
security. The mishandling of traditional security, in turn,
will enable unstable factors that are domestic in nature
or that exist between two countries to cross national
borders and become magnified through globalization,
becoming a nontraditional security issue for the entire
international community.*

China’s arms control White Paper also warned
of the intersection of traditional and nontraditional
threats:

The world is far from tranquil as traditional security
issues persist, local wars and violent conflicts crop up
time and again, and hot-spot issues keep emerging.
Nontraditional security threats such as terrorism,
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD),
transnational crimes, and infectious diseases are on
the rise. The intertwined traditional and nontraditional
threats pose severe challenges to international
security.®

19



The potential for economic warfare to lead to
military warfare, or for external instability to fuel
internal instability, or for any other convergence
of traditional and nontraditional crises, is one of
the biggest threats perceived by China’s influential
elite. Such a perfect storm would threaten not only
territorial integrity and sovereignty, it would push back
economic and democratic reforms, diminish China’s
international stature, and threaten the very survival
of the Communist regime. Several of the biggest
traditional and nontraditional threats are examined
one at a time, but it is important to keep in mind that it
is the potential for them to feed one another and thus
snowball that is of the utmost concern.

The development of China’s new security concept
can be traced back to the Asian financial crisis of 1997,
a seemingly internal problem that had wide-reaching
international repercussions. It was at this time that
China began to redefine its national security concept
to include economic and financial security. The 2000
Defense White Paper advanced the policy of “mutual
trust, mutual benefit, and mutual cooperation,”
recognizing that common interests and cooperation
were the only defense against such events in the
future. The security concept was defined further in a
policy statement to an Association of Southeast Asian
Nations (ASEAN) forum in 2002, again emphasizing
“dialogue and cooperation as its main characteristics.”*
In addition to the concept of mutual benefit and
common development, the policy now elevated the
importance of nontraditional security: “Apart from
the traditional security fields of preventing invasion
by external enemies and safeguarding territorial
sovereignty and integrity, attention must be paid to
focusing on striking at terrorism, transnational crime,
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and other nontraditional security fields.”* The 2004
Defense White Paper elevated nontraditional issues even
further, stating that “traditional and nontraditional
security issues are intertwined, with the latter posing a
growing threat.”*¢ An entire section of the White Paper
was dedicated to highlighting cooperation China has
undertaken in the nontraditional security field.

Thus, China’s “new” security concept has evolved
in response to its increasingly complex, interconnected
security environment. China’s policymakers have
determined that the only way to address such a wide-
ranging and unpredictable panoply of traditional
and nontraditional threats is through increased
international interaction. After all, these are issues
that China cannot resolve alone or through the tried
and true method of military deterrence. This is why
China’s foreign policies focus on trust, engagement,
and cooperation to an extent never seen before.

As stated in the introduction to China’s 2004
National Defense White Paper:

A panoramic view of the present-day world displays
the simultaneous existence of both opportunities for and
challenges to peace and development, and of positive and
negative factors bearing on security and stability. The
opportunities cannot be shared and the challenges cannot
be overcome unless diverse civilizations, social systems,
and development models live together harmoniously,
trust each other, and engage in cooperation. . . .’

The White Paper goes on to declare China’s modern-
ization during its period of strategic opportunity as the
country’s primary strategic goal:

The development goal for China to strive for in the first two
decades of this century is to build a moderately prosperous
society in an all-round way. As a large developing country,
China has before it an arduous task for modernization, which
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calls for prolonged and persistent hard work . . . . China needs
a peaceful international environment for its own development,
which in turn will enhance peace and development in the
world.®

Chinese perceptions about its security environment
are thus well-enunciated in official policy. Its policies
also make clear both China’s strategic goal —a peaceful
environment for development—and its policy for
achieving it—cooperation and engagement. There
is an array of traditional and nontraditional security
issues that threaten the realization of the strategic goal.
Policies to address such threats are focused largely
on increasing cooperation and engagement, working
together in areas of “mutual benefit,” and achieving
a “win-win” solution. There also is an important
element of military modernization in China’s national
security strategy, declaredly to deter aggression
and independence movements by Taiwan and other
“separatist forces,” as well as to assure maritime secu-
rity. Since this subject receives appropriate scrutiny
elsewhere, this monograph will not attempt to treat
the extent or intent of China’s military modernization
specifically.

Rather, toreiterate, thismonograph will examine the
multitude of threats to national security as perceived
by China’s influential elite. And in so doing, it will
indirectly shed some light on the intent of China’s
military modernization, as well as on the motivations
behind decisions and actions of the Chinese leadership
more broadly. Taking a distinctly Chinese perspective
will allow us to appreciate the array of traditional and
nontraditional issues that threaten to adversely affect
China’s sovereignty, continued economic and social
development, and growing influence on the world
stage. As will be seen, the threats are numerous and
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varied, while mitigating them requires cooperation,
diplomacy, and serious internal reforms. The security
environment the Chinese perceive is a complex and
dangerous one. And in order to ensure China’s security
and stability, the Chinese government has a lot of work
to do.
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CHAPTER 2

TRADITIONAL SECURITY THREATS

Traditional threats, while never defined precisely
by China’s influential elite, are characterized loosely as
threats to a nation emanating from other nations, and
involving a military component. To begin examining
China’s traditional security threats, it is necessary to
start with the most pervasive and enduring traditional
threat to China’s perceived territorial integrity —
Taiwan. As stated in China’s National Defense in 2004,
“The separatist activities of the “Taiwan independence’
forces increasingly have become the biggest immediate
threat to China’s sovereignty and territorial integrity
as well as peace and stability.”*’ The subject of Taiwan
is the first talking point in any Chinese discussion of
national security. But in a 2004 survey of government
officials and experts conducted by Beijing University,
a Taiwan crisis was ranked last in a long list of
possible crises to occur before 2010.*° So while there
is considerable discussion about the Taiwan issue,
the possibility of a crisis is not likely in the minds
of China’s influential elite. As this monograph will
show, there are many other more immediate and
likely concerns for China’s influential elite to entertain.
Further, the cross-Strait situation has been analyzed
thoroughly by both Chinese and American scholars
and, except the 1996 incident, the situation has actually
been managed successfully. Thus, despite Taiwan’s
rhetorical prominence, the Taiwan issue is not the
highest concern of China’s influential elite. Given the
situation’s perceived improbability and the sufficient
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attention otherwise given to it, Taiwan will not be
covered here.

We will begin instead with the United States, which
pervades nearly all discussions of the security threats
facing China today, and which is perceived as both a
stabilizing and destabilizing factor in the region. The
results of a 2005 public opinion poll, conducted by the
Global Times with the help of the Institute of American
Studies at the China Academy of Social Sciences,
reflected both the positive and negative perceptions of
the United States held by the Chinese public. Nearly
half of the Chinese polled considered the United
States as their main rival. Almost 60 percent thought
the United States was doing its best to contain China.
Simultaneously, those polled pointed to the United
States as a model for China to learn from, admitting
that good Sino-U.S. relations have contributed to
China’s economic development.” These results reflect
how complicated and multifaceted the Sino-U.S.
relationship is. (It also reflects the reality of the dialectic
approach that allows Chinese to be comfortable
holding multiple and conflicting viewpoints.) Because
the United States is such a prevalent force in China’s
security considerations, the threats perceived from the
United States will be considered first. We then will
turn to the most prominent and enduring regional
threats — those emanating from Japan and India. What
is common to all of these traditional adversaries is their
potential and their perceived willingness to contain
China. Interestingly, it is the threat of economic and
diplomatic containment more than the threat of
traditional military containment that is most troubling
to China’s influential elite.
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I. THE UNITED STATES: THE HEGEMONIC
THREAT

As the public opinion poll mentioned above
demonstrated, there are mixed feelings about the
United States in China. But among China’s influential
elite, there is near unanimity on one point: America’s
global strategy is hegemony. Virtually every Chinese
American scholar and news article regarding the
United States begins with this statement of perceived
fact. Below are just a few examples of this viewpoint,
from several of China’s leading America scholars:

The core content of US global strategy since the 20th
century has been to establish and consolidate its world
leadership status, or in other words, to contend for and
maintain its world hegemony status.

Liu Jianfei, Professor,
CPC Central Party School>

By analyzing the words and deeds of America’s political
leaders as well as the trends in the news media, we see
that the United States has made the maintenance of its
hegemony the goal of its global strategy now and for a
long time to come.

Ruan Zongze, Deputy Director and
Research Fellow
China Institute of International Studies™

Generally speaking, the national strategic goal of the
post-Cold War United States has been relatively stable,
that is, to maintain the U.S. “world leadership status” for
as long as possible.

Jin Canrong, Vice President and Professor

School of International Relations, Chinese
People’s University™
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The United States is the sole superpower in the post-
Cold War world, and will be the only nation with the
capacity and the ambition to exercise global hegemony
for quite a long time to come.

Wang Jisi, former Director,
Institute of American Studies,
Chinese Academy of Social Sciences™

Hegemony is a concept that permeates Chinese
thought. As far back as the Warring States period, rulers
were seeking hegemony over “all under heaven.”*® The
Chinese characters, ba quan, taken separately meanright
or authority (ba) and rule by might rather than right
(quan). The Modern Chinese English Dictionary defines
ba quan this way: in the realm of international relations,
to use force or power to control or contain another
country. It also is translated as supremacy.”” The term
is never so clearly defined when it is used by China’s
influential elite; but this definition demonstrates why
the word carries such a negative connotation. To the
Chinese, a hegemon is a country that uses force to
control or contain another country —thus interfering
in other countries” internal affairs. Hegemonism is
to blame for China’s “century of humiliation.” Thus,
the Chinese aversion to hegemony is rooted deeply in
their historical experience and national psyche and is
not easily overcome.

The characterization of the United States as a
hegemon pervades all Chinese perceptions about
America today. From this, the Chinese influential elite
draw two conclusions about the United States. First,
they conclude that the United States feels threatened
by any country that challenges their hegemony, and
they will thus take action to contain any country that
does so. A China rising in power and influence is just
such a threat and thus the United States will act to
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contain China . . . while it still can. America’s policies
regarding China and its recent military, diplomatic,
and economic actions in East Asia all prove this point
in the eyes of the Chinese elite. The writings of their
counterparts in the United States, American China
scholars, also support the containment conclusion.
The second conclusion drawn from the hegemonic
characterization of America is that the United States
wants to continue to expand and solidify its supremacy
in the international arena. America is thus striving for
a new, America-centric world order. This is evidenced
by America’s foreign policy of promoting democracy,
unilateralism, and preemption. This threat, of a new
international order, will be examined first. Treatment of
the threat of containment will follow, as will the threat
perceived from the unpredictability and conservatism
of American politics.

The Threat to the Current World Order.

From listening carefully to what American
leaders are saying in official policy documents and
in person (through speeches, interviews, testimony,
etc.), China’s influential elite find their fears about
America’s hegemonic nature confirmed. America’s
global war on terror, commitment to spreading
democracy, and doctrine of preemption are perceived
as evidence not only of America’s intent to maintain
global predominance, but to remake the world order
with itself at the center. The current strategic balance
has provided China the opportunity to open and grow
amidst relative peace and stability; any upset to this
balance thus is considered a threat to China’s continued
development.

Many of China’s influential elite see the war on
terror as America’s current instrument to uphold and
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extend U.S. hegemony. It is under the pretext of the
war on terror that American military power extended
into Afghanistan, Central Asia, and the Middle East.
Liu Jianfei, professor at the CPC Central Party School,
believes the war on terror has come to be a convenient
means to reach America’s desired hegemonistic end:
“If the Afghan war was focused on fighting terrorism,
and promoting hegemony was a case of ‘incidentally
hitting a rabbit while raking the grass’, the Iraq war
was to a very great extent fought in order to promote
hegemonist strategy, and fighting terrorism and
preventing proliferation just became a pretext for
launching the war.”®

To the influential elite, the recent U.S. national
security strategies exemplify America’s intent to
redefine the international order. China’s influential
elite find the 2002 and 2006 versions threatening for two
reasons: First, the emphasis they place on spreading
democracy; and, second, the latitude they provide the
United States in acting preemptively —or, in China’s
view, interfering in other countries” internal affairs.
The focus on democracy emphasizes the ideological
differences between the United States and China that
had decreased in significance as China’s economy
opened, and our economic interests converged. But the
Bush administration’s strategies put the issue back in
the spotlight. As Liu Jianfei observed:

Proceeding from the U.S. national security strategy,
the United States “hopes” that China can speed up its
“democratization” process, butChina’sreality determines
that it cannot copy western models of democracy, and
in addition it must follow a path of gradual progress.
There is quite a bit of distance between China’s reality
and America’s “hope.” This will affect U.S. China policy
and will easily make Americans hostile toward China.*
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Wang Pufeng, a senior officer with the Academy
of Military Science, sees America’s national security
strategy as threatening because of the leeway it
provides America in invading China.

Right-wing personalities have contracted a stubborn
case of “Cold-War thinking” and “they firmly believe
that the values of China’s social system and pursuits
are fundamentally different than U.S. values.” The swift
growth of China’s economy, its abrupt political rise, and
its national defense modernization building inevitably
will influence and hinder the power and pace of the U.S.
leading the world. The way they consider China to be
a potential enemy cannot be changed. Once Sino-U.S.
relations become strained, it cannot be ruled out that the
U.S. may wantonly find an excuse and carry out a “strike
first” attack against China.®

General Wang’s concern about preemptive U.S.
military action against China is not shared widely. (His
position within the Chinese military establishment
likely explains his focus on this possibility.) Most of
the Chinese influential elite do not believe a military
attack by the United States to be likely. What they
do worry about, however, is the broader threat that
this policy poses to the international order. From
the Chinese perspective, the international order is
governed by international institutions that afford all
countries equal footing and an inalienable right to
sovereignty. It is characterized by a strategic balance
that requires multilateralism. At an experts’ forum
sponsored by the China Institute for Contemporary
International Relations in 2003, all of the participating
Chinese scholars from a wide range of research
institutes agreed: There was “change brewing in the
international order.”® Those changes were attributed
almost exclusively to American actions. Ruan Zongze,
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representing the China Institute for International
Security, called the U.S. approach to national security
a “grim assault on and challenge to the existing
international order.” He described the assault this
way: “In the eyes of the United States, international
treaties, mechanisms, and security arrangements get
in the way of its right to act on its own. The Iraqi war
shows that the modern international order, represented
by the United Nations (UN), has become a constraint
on America’s pursuit of its single-pole strategy.”
Gu Dexin, the director of the International Relations
Studies Office at China’s National Defense University,
believes this negation of existing international norms
rises to a “U.S. strategic concept,” which he termed the
“sole hegemonist” strategy. Instead of the UN-centered
system, the United States is pursuing a new security
structure with itself at its center. In this new structure,
cooperation would revolve around the United States
and its “mission-based” alliances.®® It is “a so-called
security system based on a coalition of the willing.”**

This American quest for a new security construct
also was enunciated by then U.S. National Security
Advisor Condoleezza Rice at a speech she gave in 2003
at the International Institute of Strategic Studies in
London. While her words in English did not carry this
meaning, Wang Yusheng’s translation of her remarks
had Rice urging everyone to “lay aside the quest for
a multiplicity of new ‘poles’ and unite within the
sphere of America’s ‘one pole” of freedom, peace, and
justice.”®

While American policies promoting democracy,
unilateralism, preemption, and the war on terror are
not policies directed against China (in fact, one could
argue China hardly is even considered when making
these decisions), from a Chinese perspective, they are
a threat. That holistic Eastern perspective described by
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Nisbett seems an apt explanation for this perception.
China has staked its continued development to the
current multipolar, cooperative, peaceful, international
order. It is within this current international order that
China found relative stability, comfort, and room
to pursue both its economic modernization and an
increasing role in the international arena. The U.S.
strategies of unilateralism and preemption threaten
to destabilize this system, producing unpredictability
for China’s security environment.* Thus, U.S. national
security doctrine not only confirms U.S. hegemonic
intent, it threatens the international balance of power
on which China’s continued stability, growth, and
rising international stature depend.

The Threat of Containment and the
“China Threat Theory.”

China’s influential elite coined a phrase that is
used regularly in their writings, capturing both the
American suspicion of a rising China and Chinese
suspicion of American containment efforts: the
“China threat theory.” Calling it a theory indicates
that the influential elite believe it is not a reality but
a hypothesis, concocted and propagated to breed fear
and mistrust about China’s intentions. While Japan is
sometimes credited with creating the theory initially,
China’s influential elite attribute the theory’s recent
resurgence to the United States. “The United States
has whipped up an evil wave of the ‘China threat
theory” domestically and internationally, which has
caught the widespread attention of the international
community,” wrote Qian Wenrong in the journal
published by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.®” Chinese
publications describe the theory as one that has been
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around since the Cold War, but its prominence ebbs
and flows depending on the international situation and
changes in Sino-U.S. relations. An editorial in a journal
for mid-level party officials noted, “The new round
of the ‘China threat theory’ bore down menacingly
early this year, and it has gradually intensified,
turning into the most “all-round” anti-China wave in
the United States since the end of the Cold War.”® The
reason cited for the theory’s resurgence varies. Some
attribute it to “antiterrorism fatigue,” while others
blame the influence of neoconservatives on the current
administration.®” Regardless of its origins, the spread
of the China threat theory in itself is a threat to China.

The China threat theory is menacing to China
for several reasons. First, the “theory” may gain
traction, allowing the United States to define the
world’s perceptions of China as an aggressor, instead
of the image that Beijing is working assiduously to
promote of a China as a peaceful, cooperative, and
responsible international partner. If the theory is
believed, China’s recent diplomatic drive to build
trust and cooperation — through ASEAN, the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization, the Six Party talks —would
be impeded. China’s neighbors, already suspicious
of China’s intentions in the region, would only grow
more wary, setting back substantial progress made
in resolving historical border disputes and lingering
grievances. The vigor with which China’s “peaceful
development” has been promoted (it even merited a
Chinese government White Paper in December 2005)
demonstrates the importance the Central Government
has attached to countering the theory of the China
threat. The promise that “China will unswervingly
follow the road of peaceful development” is an
unequivocal response to American and international
concerns about a threatening China.”
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Second, if this aggressive image of China takes hold,
then China becomes the strategic rival of the United
States. This is not a role in which China wants to be
cast because it means that America will, in its classic
Cold War fashion, take whatever actions are necessary
to contain and defeat China. The influential elite often
refer to this threat of the “Cold War mentality” and
the danger it poses with its outmoded, zero-sum
assumptions.”

While most of China’s influential elite recognize
that America’s China policy is a mixture of both
containment and engagement, their concern is that
a spreading China threat theory affects that mixture,
leading the United States to enact more policies
of containment and less of engagement. This fear
is confirmed as China’s influential elite look to (1)
American policy statements; (2) military, diplomatic,
and economic actions that the United States has taken
recently; and (3) American academia. The view of each
of these from the influential elite’s perspective will be
examined in turn.

America’s China Policy — Proof of the Threat Theory’s
Strength. While the broader U.S. national security
policies of unilateralism and preemption are seen as
evidence that America’s grand strategy is hegemony,
policies, and statements relating specifically to China
demonstrate that there is not such a clearly defined and
coherent China-specific strategy. Because the United
States lacks a clear and consistent policy regarding
China, the influential elite watch official speeches,
statements, and reports closely to determine just what
U.S. policy toward China is or will be. What they see is
substantial proof that U.S. policymakers have widely
accepted the “theory of the China threat.” What is so
frustrating to China’s influential elite is the lack of
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evidence on which the widespread acceptance of the
China threat theory is based.

Former Secretary Rumsfeld’s June 2005 speech to
the Asian Security Conference in Singapore often is
cited as an example of the threat theory’s dissemination
and acceptance by America. In China’s backyard, to an
audience of its neighbors, Secretary Rumsfeld labeled
China’s military buildup “a concern,” questioning
whether China really was facing any threats that
would justify its military modernization.”? To a country
surrounded by fledgling states, historical invaders,
nuclear powers, and in addition grappling with issues
of terrorism and proliferation just as the United States
is, this remark was considered insulting by Chinese
news media and thinkers.

Another American policy considered rather
insulting by China’s influential elite is the publication
of the Pentagon’s Annual Report to Congress: The Military
Power of the People’s Republic of China. The existence of
this report is the most widely referenced example of the
propagation of the China threat theory and is credited
in both scholarly writing and the news media for the
theory’s “comeback.”” The report, which is mandated
by Congress and has been published yearly since
2000, analyzes China’s military modernization and
spending. The report submitted to Congress in July
2005 found that the “pace and scope” of China’s military
modernizations is “ambitious” while its motivations
are unknown.” The report concluded that China is at a
“strategic crossroads” —facing a choice between a path
of “peaceful integration and benign competition” with
the world or a less peaceful, more aggressive one.”” The
2006 Report, submitted to Congress a short 8 months
later, again commented that “China’s leaders have
yet to adequately explain the purposes of desired end
states of their military expansion.””
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That the report is written at all is seen as evidence
of American’s adherence to outdated and dangerous
Cold War thinking, trying to paint China as the
strategic rival that the Soviet Union once was. Major
General Peng Guangqian of the Chinese People’s
Liberation Army’s (PLA) Academy of Military Sciences
noted that there have been only two instances where
a government has publicly published reports on the
military power of another country: the U.S. reports on
the military strength of the former Soviet Union, and
the current reports to Congress on China’s military
strength. He continues, “Cooking up this kind of report
on the military power of the so-called major opponent
or potentially major ‘challenger” of the future reflects
typical Cold War thinking.””” While the report is no
different from a standard intelligence assessment on
foreign capabilities that most countries produce, its
unclassified nature and broad distribution does make
it unique. And the fact that the United States does
not publish such assessments on any country besides
China is telling about our own threat perceptions.

Beyond the report’s publication, China’s
government finds the content of the report to be an
unfounded and unwarranted exaggeration of their
military modernization. Beijing’s official response to the
2005 report, delivered by Vice Foreign Minister Yang
Jiechi, was that the report “groundlessly criticizes”
China’s defense modernization and seriously violates
“basic norms governing international relations.””® The
official response in 2006 was similar. Commenting on
the Pentagon’s “Cold War mentality” and continued
propagation of the “China threat theory,” China’s
Foreign Ministry spokesman noted that China was
“strongly resentful and firmly opposed” to the report.”
In light of America’s own military strength and
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considerable defense spending, the report is viewed as
an exaggeration. Major General Peng commented that
the report “has more subjectivity than objectivity, more
illusions than facts, and more bias than rationality.”*
The Chinese influential elite look at the technological
and budgetary superiority of the U.S. military and
question how America can possibly feel threatened by
China.

The People’s Daily, the Communist Party’s
newspaper, makes the following comparison about
defense spending in an article titled “Pentagon’s ‘China
Threat” Paranoia”: China’s military expenditure was
about $25.5 billion in 2004, while the U.S. figure was
$455.9 billion, 17.8 times that of China or 77 times on a
per capita basis. China defends a territory largely the
same size as the United States with military spending 6
percent that of the United States. How can China pose
a threat to the US?”#! The numbers are broken down
in a variety of ways, all of which demonstrate the vast
disparity between military spending in China and the
United States. One compares the amount of money
spent per square kilometer: China spends $2,645 per
square kilometer on defense, while the United States
spends $52,000. Another comparison: China spends
$11,374 per service member, while the United States
spends $350,000 per service member. #> These numbers
imply a degree of precision that cannot be confirmed;
the exact amount China spends on national defense
is not available publicly.®* The point, however, is still
valid: The United States spends far more on defense
than China does—and will continue to do so, even as
China’s defense spending increases.

Another legitimate and oft-made distinction be-
tween the U.S. military and China’s is the disparities in
overseas troop deployments and military technological
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advances. As an editorial in the People’s Daily pointed
out,

The United States has troops stationed in well over 130
countries and regions and several hundred overseas
military bases; while China does not have a single soldier
stationed overseas. . . . The U.S. Army has realized
mature mechanization and has initially completed
information-oriented transformation; while the Chinese
Army is far away from having gone through the road to
mechanization, and it has just taken the first step toward
information-oriented construction.®

It is such disparities in money, intent, and capa-
bilities —in addition to the existence of the Report to
Congress—that lead the Chinese to conclude that the
United States is “paranoid” for buying into the “theory
of the China threat,” and is stuck in an outdated Cold
War mentality. The “only military superpower in the
world” cannot truly feel threatened by a less capable,
technologically inferior force.* Thus, China’sinfluential
elite conclude that there must be another reason for
America’s declared concern about China. The Chinese
news media offer several possible explanations for the
publication of the Pentagon’s Report to Congress. One
perceived explanation: it is part of a plan to foment
dissent and anti-Chinese sentiment in the Asia Pacificin
order to maintain American power in the region. Other
explanations are more profit-oriented. For instance, a
modernizing Chinese military provides justification for
continued and increasing arms sales to Taiwan as well
as continued development of theater missile defense.
Yet others point to the report and the “threat theory”
as U.S. justification for intervention in China’s affairs,
for instance in negotiations for arms sales to China by
the European Union (EU) and Israel.®
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Surely the intent of the report is hardly so nefarious;
the real reason it is published is the congressional
requirement to do so. And Congress and the Pentagon
certainly have reason to be concerned about China’s
growing military power and the lack of transparency
in its motivations and intentions. But Chinese reaction
to the report and to American concern over the so-
called China threat also is understandable. As they
are quick to point out in a variety of ways, America
has an overwhelming military advantage and is more
inclined to utilize it. To Americans, the Pentagon’s
report provides evidence of the China threat. To the
Chinese, the report serves as proof of an American
Cold War mentality and paranoia—a mindset that not
only threatens further efforts to modernize the Chinese
military but threatens to place the country in direct
opposition to and competition with the United States
for world status and state survival.

Because China’s influential elite pays close attention
to U.S. policymaking regarding China, they understand
that the Pentagon report is not a complete reflection of
U.S. policy toward China. Elements of both containment
and engagement exist, depending on American
interests. China’s influential elite commonly refer to
this combination of containment and engagement as
“hedging.” Most recently, the influential elite have
paid particular attention to a speech given by former
Deputy Secretary of State Robert Zoellick, which
leaned toward engagement. Titled “Whither China:
From Membership to Responsibility,” the speech
urged China to become a “responsible stakeholder”
in the international system.*” A rather vigorous and
sophisticated discussion about just what this speech
meant ensued in China. It has since gained traction in
both American and Chinese policy. Whether the United
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States and China agree on what exactly it means to be a
“responsible stakeholder” is yet to be seen.

Since America’s China policy is such a confusing
and contradictory mix of containment and engagement,
China’s influential elite also look to just how these
policies are implemented. Unfortunately, American
actions are perceived as even more threatening than
declared policy.

American Actions — Speaking Louder than Words. To
the influential elite, the exaggeration of the China threat
and the move to contain China evident in U.S. policy
are confirmed in American actions. The changing force
disposition of the U.S. military, the diplomatic efforts
the United States has made in the Asia Pacific region,
and the political interference allowed in economic
affairs all validate China’s perception that the United
States is seeking to contain China.

Militarily, changes to United States force disposition
lead the Chinese influential elite to conclude that the
United States is shifting its focus to the Asia Pacific
region. The American military physically surrounds
China, with troops in Afghanistan, Kyrgyzstan, Japan,
and Korea. Qian Wenrong, in the journal published by
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, described U.S. military
activity in the Asia Pacific this way:

The United States has taken further steps to build an
even tighter strategic ring of encirclement in China’s
neighboring regions. Over the past more than 1 year,
the United States has significantly strengthened its
network of military bases in the Asia Pacific region
and its alliance relationship with China’s neighboring
countries; further strengthened the U.S. Pacific Fleet;
and established forward military bases in Central Asia,
which is contiguous to China’s Western region, in the
name of counterterrorism.®
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Further, the United States is expanding its military
cooperation with Japan as the two countries redefine
their strategic security agreement. This compounds the
perceived threat posed by a militarily resurgent and
increasingly nationalistic Japan. (Threat perceptions
relating to Japan are addressed in the next chapter.)

The buildup of theater missile defense (another
example of military cooperation with Japan) also
is seen as an effort to contain China. Xin Benjian, an
instructor at the PLA Foreign Language College,
wrote in Contemporary International Relations that the
Americans and Japanese have “reached consensus
on the excuse (guarding against Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea [DPRK]) and real cause (China) of
deploying theater missile defense (TMD) and already
have begun joint research and development of the
system.”®

America’s growing diplomatic engagement in the
region also is seen as an effort to contain China. Most
threatening is the strengthened alliance with Japan,
which for the first time engaged in the Taiwan debate,
agreeing with the United States to treat the defense
of Taiwan as their “common strategic objective.”*
Strengthened relations with Australia, Thailand,
the Philippines, Vietnam, and India also are seen
by China’s news media and scholars as part of the
containment plan. The involvement of the United States
in dissuading the EU from lifting its arms embargo and
discouraging Israel and Ukraine from selling weapons
to China is yet another example of American efforts to
spread the China threat theory and contain China.

The actions that the United States has taken in
the economic realm are most convincing to China’s
influential elite that American policy is more concern-
ed with containing than engaging China. As Yu
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Yongsheng notes, “Economically, from crude treatment
of the textiles dispute to exerting strong pressure
for yuan revaluation, and to excessive concern over
Chinese enterprises buying American businesses,
each drip reflects the U.S. strategic intention to guard
against and contain China.””* The pressure to revalue
the RMB and the restrictions on trade are not new to
Sino-U.S. economic negotiations. But the extent of
political involvement in the so-called free marketplace
is new. Congress recently passed a foreign aid bill with
provisions that ban U.S. banks from granting loans to
American companies that build nuclear power plants
in China.” Both houses passed resolutions preventing
the sale of Unocal to China’s National Offshore Oil
Corporation. Fu Mengzi commented on the impact—
and irony — of these actions: “Ordinary Chinese people
see a business environment full of hostility in a country
which advocates a free market.”*

These actions seemingly to constrain China’s
economic growth are perhaps the most threatening
of all of America’s policies and actions. They signal to
China’s influential elite that slowing China’s economic
rise is how U.S. policymakers will pursue containment.
One American scholar (John Mearsheimer, discussed
below), who is outside of the government and arguably
has minimal direct influence over official U.S. policy,
has been a vociferous advocate of just such a policy of
economic containment. Such thinking outside of official
government channels is seen by China’s influential elite
as mainstream acceptance of the China threat theory
and of the containment policy. China’s influential elite
devote considerable time and effort to understanding
their American peers for this reason. An examination
of what the influential elite of China see when they
look at America’s influential elite follows.
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Proof from Peers. It is interesting to note the
frequency with which China’s influential elite turn to
their American counterparts and cite them as evidence
of what the Chinese assume is the U.S. leadership’s
intent and motivation. It may be an indicator of the
significant influence the Chinese elite have on their
own leaders.

That there are voices outside of the government that
opine about the threat of China is construed as highly
relevant by China’s influential elite. It is evidence that
the “theory of the China threat” has gained intensity
and validation in mainstream America. “Whereas
the previous clamors about the ‘China threat theory’
mainly came from non-mainstream figures, this
time round we can find the voices of mainstream
figures, from Congress to government, from the
nongovernmental sector organizations to the news
media, and from academic circles to think tanks,”
observes Yu Yongsheng.* Fu Mengzi, writing in World
Affairs, also sees who is talking about the China threat
as evidence of its strength. He notes that the “creators
and supporters of the new round of the ‘China threat
theory’” come from a wide range of think tanks,
interest groups, university scholars, and individuals in
the Pentagon. “Their number is considerable . . . and
they are continually expanding.”®* Yu concludes that
such a wide array of theory proponents means that a
push for containment policies will be very strong.

AU.S. scholar who receives an inordinate amount of
attention from Chinese scholars is John Mearsheimer,
a professor at the University of Chicago. As a political
scientist who has spent his career in academia, without
experience in an official government capacity and with
less exposure in American mainstream news media
than he seems to receive in China, Mearsheimer’s
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name may be more widely known in that country
than in the United States. He is the originator of the
school known as “offensive realism,” believing that
“the ultimate goal of every great power is to maximize
its share of world power and eventually dominate
the system” —in other words, to become a hegemon.*
From this theory, Mearsheimer concluded that China
and the United States are “destined to be adversaries”
as China will try to dominate Asia the way the United
States dominates the Western Hemisphere.”” Thus,
the United States should not act to engage China (a
“misguided” policy), butact to contain —and weaken —
China. In his book, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics,
Mearsheimer argued: “A wealthy China would not be
a status quo power but an aggressive state determined
to achieve regional hegemony . .. so it is not too late for
the United States to reverse course and do what it can
to slow the rise of China.”*®

Mearsheimer thereby validates both of the Chinese
perceptions about the United States: (1) the United
States seeks hegemony (because all states do), which
means (2) the United States seeks containment of
China. And containment, according to Mearsheimer,
is not achieved through military policies, but through
economic ones: “The United States has a profound
interest in seeing Chinese economic growth slow
considerably in the years ahead.” It is this—the
threat to its continued economic modernization and
development—that concerns China the most.”

Robert Kaplan, author and essayist, is another
civilian commentator referenced frequently by both
the state news media and the scholarly elite. The story
he published in the June 2005 issue of Atlantic Monthly,
“How We Would Fight China,” is considered one of
the most overt propagations of the China threat theory.
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Zhang Jiye and Chen Wenxin summarized the article
by saying that Kaplan, “in all apparent seriousness,
claimed that China would be a more powerful military
opponent to the United States than the [former]| Soviet
Union.”'™ The refrain, “in all apparent seriousness,”
goes to show the extent to which they believe the China
threat is simply a theory.

In true dialectic fashion, Chinese authors also find
voices within the American academic community
that are not proponents of the China threat theory.
Tao Jiyi, a professor at Jinan University, wrote: “At
the same time that the right-wing conservative forces
are exaggerating the ‘China threat,” the United States
actually has a number of fair-minded scholars who
consistently refute and rebut the ‘China threat’” theory
so prevalent in U.S. society.”’™ China’s scholars often
remind their readers of Joseph Nye’s 1995 warning,
“If we see China as an enemy, China actually may
become one.”'” Nye, who was serving in the Pentagon
when he issued that warning, continues in academia
today to take not only the military, but the economic
and political arenas, into consideration when assessing
China. He is an advocate for engagement with China
and thus is often referenced by Chinese scholars.

Zbigniew Brezinski, Henry Kissinger, and Samuel
Huntington also are commonly cited. Labeled realists
by Zhang Liping, a Chinese expert on American
politics, they also are seen as American scholars who
refute the China threat theory. Their belief in power
politics supports the perception that America’s goal
is hegemony, but they also focus less on ideology and
the spread of democracy and conclude that China is
not a threat to the current balance of power. Thus, they
represent the middle road between neoconservatives
like Mearsheimer and liberalists like Nye, advocating
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a combination of containment and engagement (or the
“hedging” policy).'®

It is important to note that this ability to point
out more conciliatory, pro-engagement scholars is
representative of the dialectic approach taken by many
of China’s scholars. The concerns about containment
raised by China’s influential elite, validated by
American policies, actions, and academic theorizing,
often are balanced with more optimistic assessments.
While many of the elite fret about the possibility of
containment, they also conclude that the Sino-U.S.
relationship is better than ever, and there is more
opportunity for cooperation than ever before.

Another feature common to the assessments of
China’s influential elite is the rather comprehensive
perspective they take when examining U.S. policies,
actions, and academic statements. All of the statements
made by American government officials and academics
and all of the military, political, and economic actions
taken are seen by China’s influential elite as part of a
broad-based U.S. effort to contain China. As Nisbett’s
research indicated, Americans likely see all of these
events as individual incidents, with little consideration
or appreciation for how they bear upon one another.
The Chinese, on the other hand, are inclined to see
them as all interrelated components of a big picture.
From a holistic perspective, it is easier to understand
how China can perceive the United States as a threat
to their national security, peaceful development, and
place in the world.

This comprehensive perspective also provides the
influential elite an appreciation of other forces at work
in the American policymaking community —such as
politics. It is to their understanding of the U.S. political
realm and the threats it poses that we will now turn.
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The Threat of American Politics.

The attention China’s influential elite pays to
American politics and the understanding of its effects
on policymaking is notable. David Shambaugh, the
foremost American expert on Chinese perceptions
of the United States, asserted that China’s America
watchers between 1972 and 1990 did not understand
the United States very well. Their analyses were
“shallow” and lacked “subtlety and sophistication.”'*
This is no longer the case. Chinese America-watchers
today recognize that there are varying schools of U.S.
political thought and that the degree of influence these
schools have on policymaking depends on the party in
power, politics, and public opinion. They understand
that the Defense Department, Congress, interest
groups, and even the military-industrial complex have
competing priorities and agendas, and that, along
with the 4-year political cycle, all have an effect on
U.S. policy toward China. They understand that our
pluralist society encourages a vast marketplace of
ideas and they look to their counterparts, U.S. China
scholars, and to public opinion in order to understand
the marketplace’s broad array of ideas about China.
They understand that all of these forces make it difficult
for the United States to adopt a long-term, coherent,
and broad “China strategy” —and most believe these
forces are the reason the United States ends up with a
“vacillating” and even “self-contradictory” muddle of
policies, some of which promote cooperation and trade
with China, and some of which stifle it.1%®

The influence of politics on U.S. policy is not
itself perceived as threatening to the Chinese. The
threatening aspects of American politics are the up-
and-down unpredictability of the political cycle and
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the increasing influence of neoconservatives and
“hawkish” forces that are perceived to have a foothold
in the highest echelons of decisionmaking, especially
at the Pentagon. And because American politics is so
unstable and unpredictable, many of the influential
elite worry that the neocon influence, with its pro-
democracy, preemptive, and anti-China agenda, could
continue to increase.

The Threat of the “Neocon.”

There are generally three schools of American
political thought identified by Chinese scholars: the
hardline, “hawkish,” “neocon” influence thatadvocates
preemption, unilateralism, = democracy-building,
and containment of China; the globalist, left-leaning
“liberalist” position that advocates engagement with
China; and a middle-of-the-road “realist” position
which advocates a combination of these two. It is the
neocons, their demonstrated power within the Bush
administration, and their potential for future influence
that Chinese perceive to be the most threatening. As
scholar Jin Canrong stated, “There has always been a
strugglebetween’hawks’and‘doves’inU.S. diplomacy,
but it is extremely rare for the ‘hawks’ to hold such a
prominent position and have such great influence in
the society as they do in the Bush authorities.” % It is
the neoconservatives who are credited with America’s
increasing “reliance on military force and the adoption
of preemptive tactics.” Naturally, therefore “the
neoconservatives and their thinking which dominate
the Bush authorities” strategic readjustment” evoke
particular concern. '/

Chinese scholars are in agreement that the influence
neoconservatives have exercised on America’s China
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policy is considerable. Ruan Zongze, a scholar who
participated in the 2003 Contemporary International
Relations Expert Forum on “ Assessment of U.S. Global
Strategy,” noted that “the rise of neoconservatism is
an important factor shaping U.S. domestic and foreign
policies.”'® Wang Jisi, one of the most influential
Chinese America scholars, given his tenure as Director
of American Studies at the Chinese Academy of
Social Sciences, concluded that “conservative forces
represented by Republican hardliners are at the apex
of their power.”’ Zhang Liping, who conducted
a thorough study of the ideological influences that
shape U.S. China policy, described neoconservatives
as “nationalists and ideologists, convinced that the
U.S. values of liberty and democracy are the best in the
world.” Their emphasis on ideology makes them “anti-
China, anticommunist,” a position that Zhang believes
puts the United States and China on an inevitable
collision course.'"

Neoconservatives also are considered threatening
by China’s influential elite because of the perceived
influence they have exercised in the Defense Depart-
ment. This is where Chinese scholars find the highest
concentrationof“Cold War thinking” — thecontainment
philosophy that is the “trademark of American hawks”
and a hallmark of neoconservative thought.'! We
should note, of course, that with the U.S. November
2006 election returns and the resignations of Rumsfeld,
Doug Feith, and Paul Wolfowitz from the Pentagon’s
top echelon, the neocon influence may be waning.
The reports published by the Defense Department
on China’s military strength, which the elite believe
exaggerates Chinese military power and the threat it
poses to the United States, and the Nuclear Posture
Review, which they see as lowering the threshold for
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tactical nuclear use, are indications to the Chinese of
the extent to which the hardline, neocon influence has
pervaded the Pentagon in the past.

The potential for further neoconservative influ-
ence—and hence more anti-China policies —has been
reduced by the Republican Party’s loss of control of
both the House of Representatives and the Senate
in the November 2006 elections, but a Republican
administration remains. Wang Jisi perceived the
broader effects of Republican control: “The influence
of monopoly consortium corporations on economic
policy, the influence of military industry interest
groups on national defense policy, the influence of
the right wing on ideology and political life, and the
influence of so-called ‘neocon” hardliners on policy.”!!?
All of these factors are problematic for improved U.S.-
China relations.

From a Chinese perspective, big corporations can
adversely affect the U.S. economic policy toward
China, for instance, in promoting protectionist policies
that do not allow Chinese products to compete or
pushing currency revaluation onto the agenda. The
military-industrial complex, in pursuing profit and
budget allocations, also can negatively impact U.S.-
China relations. Defense contractors and the military
services stand to gain a greater share of the Defense
Department’s budget if China is considered a strategic
rival. PLA Major General Peng Guanggian noted in
an interview in July 2005 that “exaggerating China’s
military power and regarding China as a strategic
opponent can stimulate the research and development
of U.S. military industrial enterprises and win high-
profit orders for U.S. military industrial enterprises.”'*?
The military complex also has a profit interest in selling
arms and military technology to Taiwan—putting a
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long-term strain on the U.S.-China relationship."* The
ideological, humanrights, democracy-promotingforces
inU.S. politicsalsocancreatefrictionbetween the United
States and China by forcing China’s nondemocratic
practices onto the agenda. Interest groups such as
“AFL-CIO, human rights interest groups, right-wing
Christians . . . latch onto certain problems in Sino-U.S.
relations to create some noise.”’> So the greater the
impact that the corporate, military, and human rights
interest groups have on U.S. policymaking, the more
threatened China feels.

Unpredictability: The Threat of the American Political
Cycle. Chinese news media and scholars appreciate
the ebb and flow of U.S. politics and find that, in
the long term, American politics has a tendency to
moderate itself. But the short-term political cycle
often is destabilizing: “It often happens that when
government power in the United States passes from
one party to another, there is quite a long period of
instability in Sino-U.S. relations.”'® The influential
elite correlate this instability with the cyclical nature
of American politics. Zhang Liping, a U.S. expert at the
China Academy of Social Sciences, believes that the
ups and downs of Sino-U.S. relations track the cycle of
presidential power shifts. She described the cycle this
way:

Because of the cycle of electoral politics, when a new
president comes to power, he always inclines to show
differences of policy, distinguished from the former
president. This is done out of the purpose of keeping
the promises made in the campaign and rewarding the
supporters and consolidating his political base. It is
done also for the sake of clarifying his political ideas.
Generally speaking, the first year can be termed the
“intern year,” particularly for a new president who lacks
in the diplomatic experience and cannot understand the
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complex][ity] of Sino-U.S. relations . . . The second and
third years can be called “the window of opportunity”
to improve the relations between China and the US.
During the period, the new president feels at home in the
White House and has accumulated some sense through
the summits. Now that his appointees have filled the
positions, he has access to information necessary to
decisionmaking. He then has a leeway power in handling
foreign policy. In the 4th year of the term, the president
has become “lame duck,” and he has fewer resources to
take the risky and aggressive maneuver. The president
who wants to campaign for reelection sometimes makes
“irrational” policy. As the head of the political party, he
must defend his policy and try to leave nothing wrong
for the challenging party to blame.'"”

Dr. Zhang’'s concern is that “the window of
opportunity to make sound U.S.-China policy does not
open wide frequently.”"® In an interview, Dr. Zhang
admitted that the reelection of George W. Bush in 2004
was better for Sino-U.S. relations than the election
of John Kerry would have been. Bush’s reelection
eliminated the destabilizing effects of the “intern year”
and opened wider the window of opportunity.'*

This perspective on American presidential politics
is interesting. While few Americans would consider
China a major political issue and would hardly cast a
vote dependent solely on a candidate’s China policy,
Chinese scholars examine candidate rhetoric regarding
China carefully and conclude that anti-China rhetoric
often is “a trick used by politicians of the two major
parties to win votes” in the run-up to a presidential
election.'®

In the long run, however, the Chinese elite find that
the political cycle allows for stabilization of U.S.-China
relations and a move toward the middle, away from
extremes on either end of the political spectrum: “The
United States is a country with a fairly strong capability
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to regulate itself.”'*" In keeping with their dialectical
approach to analysis, after sounding the alarm about
neoconservatives and the political cycle, the Chinese
influential elite also recognize the limitations on these
factors. For example, Ruan Zongze noted that “despite
the sound and fury of neoconservatism, already there
are signs it is overextended.”'? Tao Wenzhao, a U.S.
expert at China’s Academy of Social Sciences, wrote
an article in a Hong Kong paper chronicling the
“downhill” trend of neoconservatism of late. But he
ended by warning that such political thinking still has
influence; thus “we must keep our vigilance.”*? While
Zhang Liping noted how threatening neoconservative
thought was toward China, she also concluded that
“neoconservatism is too extreme, too belligerent,
and too inoperable in international political practice.
. . . Thus, Bush’s policy will continue to curb its
influence.”'** Zhang believes the liberalists, who tend
to promote engagement with China, and the realists,
who tend to promote containment toward China, will
continue to balance U.S. policy toward her country.
American public opinion also is seen by Chinese as
a force for moderation in the long run, but something
that can be unpredictable and manipulated in the short
run. Several Chinese authors concluded that it was the
fear generated in the public by the September 11, 2001
(9-11), terrorist attacks that allowed neoconservatives
greater latitude in the administration and the
opportunity to pursue policies of preemption and
military force. Shi Yinhong, a prominent Chinese
thinker, remarked that, in light of the nationwide
security panic triggered by the terrorist attacks . . . the
American public have so far given near ‘carte blanche’
support to an administration that . . . embraces an
‘offense-minded” . . . concept of international politics
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as well as strong nationalist, unilateralist, and even
militaristic sentiments.”’* Jin Canrong, professor at
China’s People’s University, observed both the long-
term moderating effects of public opinion and how it
can shift in the short-term, depending on events: “As a
pluralist society, it is relatively difficult to get the (U.S.)
public facing outward and to rally the whole country

. . . the neoconservatives can succeed for a time in
using people’s fear of terrorism to write preemptive
strike into U.S. global strategy, but in the end this will
be in contradiction to the long-standing U.S. tradition
of having the enemy strike first.”**

The consensus among Chinese thinkers and most
news media is that while neoconservative, hardline
forces that advocate containment of China do yield
influence in American politics, the moderating forces
of liberals, realists, and public opinion temper this
influence. They recognize that with “the variety
of political power centers in the United States, the
government’s stance is always greatly constrained
by other forces in society,” and there is “a very
big difference between the strategy sought by the
government and the strategy actually carried out.”'*
But they also recognize that if the party in power, public
opinion, and the political cycle all tend toward an anti-
China, pro-democracy, pro-human rights, preemptive,
containment philosophy, the threat to China’s economic
modernization and peaceful development during its
time of strategic opportunity could be significant.

Concluding Thought: Knowing Your Enemy.
Sun Tzu’s most famous pearl of wisdom is: “Know

the enemy and know yourself; in a hundred battles you
will never be in peril.”'® If the Chinese take this to be
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true today —and the countless journal articles paying
tribute to the revered ancient strategist indicate that
they do—their knowledge of the United States is an
indication that it is a threat. In contrast to Americans’
limited knowledge of Chinese history, culture, and
political decisionmaking, China’s influential elite
demonstrate a comprehensive, in-depth, and carefully
considered understanding of these aspects of America.
Of course, our limited knowledge of China is not our
fault alone. Chinese opacity and secrecy about their
political system and their limited freedom of the press
make understanding them much more difficult.

Chinese understanding of the United States has not
always been so thorough, either. The sophistication
of their understanding has emerged only in the last
decade or so, likely an outcome of burgeoning cultural
exchanges and a significant population of Chinese
scholars studying in the United States. An excellent
example demonstrating this knowledge of the United
States is an article written by Colonel Ren Ziangqun, a
researcher at the Military Science College. His article,
“The Influence of Mainstream Cultural Traditions on
U.S. War Decisions,” explored American Puritanism,
pragmatism, and social Darwinism, demonstrating
a nuanced and studied understanding of the role of
religion, enterprise, and individuality in American
culture that could be gained only through spending
time in the country and attempting to understand the
world through our eyes (which, as a reminder, is what
we are trying to do here with respect to China).'®

The attention to American policy statements and
maneuverings evident in the previous section and the
understanding of political realities and the span of the
political spectrum further exemplify the understanding
that the influential elite have of the United States.

56



The United States is a factor in all of China’s security
considerations—be it regarding Taiwan, Japan, or
issues of proliferation or terrorism. Because the
“ American factor” is so pervasive, it makes sense to
pay close attention to it."®* But the fact that China’s
influential elite “knows” the United States, especially
compared to Japan or India, both of which also pose a
threat (and will be examined in turn), is an important
indicator of where the United States ranks in China’s
national security concerns.

While the United States technically falls into the
“traditional” threat category, its military force is not
what is perceived as most threatening to China’s
national security. To be sure, America’s overwhelming
military power is feared by China, and much of its
military modernization is intended to deter the United
States from bringing its military power to bear. But
China’s influential elite areless concerned about a direct
military confrontation threatening China’s sovereignty
than they are concerned about the possibility of
containment. Moreover, the threat of containmentisless
of a military threat and more of a diplomatic, political,
and economic one. America’s perceived desire for a
U.S.-centric world order threatens the relatively stable
international environment in which China has been
allowed to