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INTRODUCTION

James R. Lilley

The debate about China and Taiwan is re-emerging in
the United States. The accidental bombing of the Chinese
Embassy in Belgrade, of course, put on the front burner the
way that nationalistic fervor has grown in China, at least
some of it as a result of manipulation by the Communist
Party. President Lee Teng-hui's comments about
state-to-state relations between Taiwan and the mainland
raised the temperature of relations across the strait and
among the three concerned parties (China, the United
States, and Taiwan). China threatened, China postured,
and China ran political campaigns against the United
States and Lee. But the questions of military capability,
security policy, and intent are rarely treated seriously. This
book is a serious look at the armed forces of China and how
they will evolve.

The chapters in this volume were developed from papers
prepared for the eighth in a series of conferences on the
People's Liberation Army (PLA). The people at the
conferences were recognized experts on armed forces and
security matters in China and drawn from academe,
government, the military, and policy think tanks. Each
chapter's author was challenged to analyze some aspect of
the Chinese armed forces as they moved into the next
century. The goal was to contribute a realistic view of how
domestic and international pressures would shape both
Beijing's and Taipei's security environment. Over a 2-day
period at Wye Plantation, Maryland, each paper was
discussed and criticized by a wider body of participants and
then revised for publication. Not surprisingly, when a body
of experts of such high caliber is assembled and dialogue
flows freely, comments by participants at the conference led
to the development of two more papers. The first,
addressing strategic geography from Michael McDevitt,
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appears as Chapter 1. The second from Ellis Joffe,
summarizing changes in party-army relations in China,
appears as Chapter 8. The result is a highly readable and
relevant publication applicable to today's politico-military
environment.

One of the participants in this series of annual
conferences on the PLA refers to the event as an “azimuth
check of trends and ideas in the community of China
watchers.” To anyone who has had to navigate the land, sea,
or air by compass, the meaning of this analogy will be
instantly clear. It is difficult to move through uncharted
areas, where conditions change often and in unpredictable
ways, attempting to reach a common goal or objective with
others. This goal is even more difficult to reach because we
all travel on different intellectual paths. Therefore, from
time to time it is useful and necessary to confirm one's
course. This set of conferences served that purpose. In the
context of the PLA conferences held over the years, the
common objective is a realistic appreciation of the policies,
power, and operational dimensions and limitations of the
PLA. The majority of the participants in this effort came
from the United States, but all of them come from
democracies with important security interests in China and
Asia. Thus, the other common goal shared by the
participants is a strong desire to ensure that the security of
their own nation is not adversely affected by events in
China.

Readers of this volume should understand that
“checking one's azimuth” does not mean conforming one's
ideas to match those of others. The authors of the chapters
contained herein, and their interlocutors at the conference,
whose comments and critiques sharpened the chapters, are
independent thinkers. Still, the “azimuth” analogy holds,
since one must check from time to time whether one has
been blown or veered off course by an unperceived change in
external events. This book, therefore, is not simply an
exercise in recording “group think.” Each chapter differs in
tone and assessment, but the work is unified by a
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commitment to a realistic assessment of what the PLA and
China's security policies will look like in the coming years.

The need to arrive at some kind of common
understanding of what is happening in China is critical
today. The Congress, in the Committee Report on the Fiscal
Year 2000 Defense Authorization Act, has expressed serious
concerns about the types of military-to-military exchanges
conducted between the United States and China—Chapter 5
addresses that issue. In addition, in the same legislation, the
Secretary of Defense has been directed by Congress to
produce a report on the current and future strategy of the
People's Republic of China (PRC), including the probable
future course of military-technological developments, the
subject of Chapter 4 of this book. Thus, the publishers and
authors are able to provide some thoughts early that will
stimulate further thinking on these vital issues.

As noted earlier, Chapter 1 developed out of a comment
at the conference. Michael McDevitt reminds us in that
chapter that there is a permanent, predictable feature in
Asia's security landscape—geography. As he states it,
“China’s central position on the Asian mainland allows it to
command internal lines of communication on the
continent.” Combined with other factors, this makes China
“the dominant military power on the continent of Asia.” The
central question posed in McDevitt's reminder about the
influence of geography is whether China will choose to
expand its military reach beyond the continent in ways that
would destabilize the rest of Asia. McDevitt cautions
security analysts to distinguish between “token Chinese
military capabilities intended to show the flag . . . and an
attempt to create a truly dominant projection force.” He
concludes that with the “proper mix of United States forces
in the region, rimland and maritime Asia will always have
the ability to ‘trump’ Chinese projection attempts.”

In Chapter 2, Eric McVadon examines the security
contacts and relationship forged or developing between
China's military and the states on its periphery. He opens
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with an analysis of China's two White Papers on national
defense, issued by the State Council, concluding that
Beijing has strong interest “in the security aspects of its
relations with neighboring countries.” Reinforcing the
“geographic ruminations” of Michael McDevitt in Chapter
1, McVadon also notes that China's 1998 National Defense
White Paper reminds the reader that China is a country
with enduring interests and a central position in the
Asia-Pacific. McVadon raises another issue that will echo in
the other chapters of this book—the centrality of economic
factors, including oil, for China's future development and
military power. He reminds us that for Beijing, economics is
the “most important component of China's comprehensive
national power.”

Michael Pillsbury, in Chapter 3, critiques methodologies
to make assessments of the PLA and provides a framework
for a more objective “net assessment” of China's military
forces. He also makes a major contribution to our
understanding of how the PLA evaluates itself with an
extensive review of internal writings on security and
defense from the Chinese armed forces. Following up on his
earlier work in other books, Pillsbury makes accessible to
those who cannot read Chinese critical military-strategic
writings from institutes of higher learning in the PLA.
Pillsbury's earlier works are seminal contributions to our
understanding of how the PLA evaluates itself and thinks
aboutits future, again particularly for those who do not read
Chinese. In this chapter, he synthesizes that work and
cautions the reader that a number of analysts of Chinese
military capabilities inside and outside of government, for a
variety of reasons, make the dangerous mistake of
systematically minimizing the war-fighting abilities and
the military-production capabilities of China. Pillsbury
warns us of the danger of such an approach, pointing out
that many Chinese military thinkers see strengths in the
same characteristics that Western analysts characterize as
weaknesses. Therefore, Pillsbury concludes, under-
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estimating the PLA or China's defense industrial capacity
may be a fatal mistake for the United States.

Bernard Cole and Paul Godwin, in Chapter 4, apply a
unigue methodology to an assessment of the PLA's
advanced technology acquisition and development
priorities for the future. Cole and Godwin first assess the
national military strategy of China, and then they apply
that assessment to a broader overview of the ability of
China's high-technology and defense-industrial complex to
develop and produce what the PLA needs. The yardstick
used by these two authors to determine what is critical for
future high-technology-based warfare is the Militarily
Critical Technologies List developed by the U.S.
Department of Defense in concert with other agencies and
departments of the U.S. Government. Cole and Godwin
conclude that the shock of the allied (particularly the U.S.)
defeat of Iraqgi forces in Operation DESERT STORM showed
the PLA just how far it had fallen behind when compared
with the capabilities of the world's advanced industrial
powers. The ambitions of the PLA in technology acquisition,
according to Cole and Godwin, are outlined clearly, and
these ambitions clearly parallel the military doctrinal
thinking discussed by Michael Pillsbury in Chapter 3.
However, Cole and Godwin do not anticipate any rapid,
across-the-board “great leap forward” in China's
military-technical revolution. Instead, they expect Beijing
to stumble through what might be an “erratic expansion” of
the capabilities of China's military-industrial complex.

Chapter 5, by Larry Wortzel, focuses on military-
to-military relations between the United States and China.
Like Michael McDevitt, Wortzel first focuses on geography
and the relationship between geography and strategy,
concluding that Beijing sees itself as the central power in
Asia, which must be considered in any geo-political and
military equation. But Larry Wortzel is not sanguine about
the future U.S.-China military relations. He predicts
competition, tension, and conflict, and this prediction was
made well before the accidental bombing of the Chinese
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Embassy in Belgrade and the statements by Taiwan
President Lee Teng-hui about “state-to-state” relations
between China and Taiwan. Wortzel believes that the PLA
Is working very hard to prepare itself to “fight against
American tactics and equipment, whether employed by
Taiwan, any other nation, or the United States.” That said,
according to Wortzel, China's preparations do not
necessarily mean that there must be a war. He also
examines shared interests between the United States and
China, such as participation in the United Nations and
other international organizations, trade, and a desire for
regional stability and economic growth. Mistrust between
the two countries contributes to this climate of tension and
strategic competition, and only some form of continued
contact can alleviate mistrust. But in Wortzel's view, this
military-to-military contact should not do anything to
improve China's ability to project force against its neighbors
or Taiwan, especially since China will not renounce the use
of force to reunite a democratic Taiwan with the mainland.

This is a book about China's armed forces, not only the
military forces of the PRC. Chapters 6 and 7, therefore,
focus on military and national security reform in Taiwan. In
Chapter 6, Arthur Shu-fan Ding and Alexander
Chieh-cheng Huang provide an in-depth analysis of the
transformation that is taking place in Taiwan's armed
forces. First, the Taiwan military has abandoned its
Bolshevik-inspired ideology, converting itself from an army
loyal to a single political party into the defender of a
democratic state with a popularly elected government.
Second, there is a serious structural reform taking place in
the military, with a view to creating a more effective joint
armed force. Meanwhile, constitutional reform is
converting civil-military relations in Taiwan. These
pressures challenge Taiwan's military modernization
plans. Thus, as Ding and Huang tell us, the future of
Taiwan's civilian-controlled military rests “less on the
acquisition of new hardware and more on such ‘software'
Issues as strategies, missions, doctrine, education, and



training.” June Teufel Dreyer continues the discussion of
the transformation of Taiwan's military in Chapter 7. She
notes that challenges stemming from a combination of
procurement scandals, recruiting shortfalls, and a
vulnerability to missile attack have created serious
problems for the Taiwan armed forces. The major challenge,
however, according to Dreyer, is the ability to counteract
pressures from Beijing, especially pressure on the United
States to cut off arms sales to Taiwan under the auspices of
the Taiwan Relations Act.

In the concluding comments of the book, Ellis Joffe, in
Chapter 8, discusses party-army relations in the PRC. In
Joffe's view, the PLA is a pivotal player in Chinese
leadership politics because of the internal role in the
military of Jiang Zemin. By encouraging military
professionalism and getting the military out of business
activities, Jiang distanced military chiefs from the political
arena. His posts as general secretary of the Communist
Party, chairman of its Central Military Commission, and
President give him power and keep him in the public eye.
The result is a mutually beneficial arrangement between
military and civilian leaders that probably can only be
changed by military intervention in politics, according to
Joffe.

In the 1997 book from that year's conference, Crisis in
the Taiwan Strait, | said that the events of March 1996,
when the United States sent two aircraft carrier battle
groups to the region, might repeat themselves. In 1999, the
events almost did exactly that. In this volume, the authors
have taken a serious look at the future. They have written a
book designed to wrestle with questions of what sort of
military force might be fielded by Taiwan and China and
what security policy and structures these two armed forces
might operate under. There is no “group think” involved
here. The reader should know that there was serious,
spirited debate about these chapters when they were
drafted, and the authors continue to debate the issues
today. Indeed, the goal of the publishers is to stimulate
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wider debate. Our Congress has recognized the need to
further explore Chinese grand strategy, security strategy,
military strategy, and operational concepts for the next 20
years, and this book is offered as a means to do so.
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CHAPTER 1
GEOGRAPHIC RUMINATIONS

Michael McDevitt

Because it is so well understood among China experts
and East Asian strategists, discussions regarding China
and the future of the People's Liberation Army (PLA) in the
21st century often neglect the most predictable feature of
Asia’'s security landscape. 1 am referring, of course, to

geography.

In Roosevelt Hall, home of the National War College in
Washington, DC, an enormous map of the world hangs in
the main stairwell. Below this map is a plaque with a
cautionary reminder for potential strategists. It reads,
“Everything changes but geography.” Applying that wisdom
to Asia, it is important to visualize and then reflect upon
Asia's distinctive geography. For me, the three most
striking features of that geography are (1) the vast
distances involved, (2) the number of significant states that
are totally, or very nearly, surrounded by water (Japan,
Taiwan, the Philippine Islands, Indonesia, Singapore,
Malaysia—connected to the continent only by the slender
Isthmus of Kra—Australia, Papua New Guinea, and New
Zealand), and (3) the geographic centrality and physical
enormity of China. These three features, really geographic
facts, interrelate in ways that both facilitate and limit the
strategic choices, in fact, the strategic circumstances, facing
China.

What are those circumstances? Starting with the last
point made, the centrality and enormity of China, | will
briefly comment on China's strategic geography. This
discussion is based primarily on capabilities and is in no
way intended to suggest China's intentions. The purpose is
to illuminate an often overlooked feature of security
planning and dialogue and to add a geographic context to



these discussions. China's central position on the Asian
mainland allows it to command internal lines of
communication throughout the continent. This central fact,
plus the military protection afforded by the Himalayas and
the deserts of western China, the improving militarily
useful infrastructure (roads, airports, communications
media), a large modernizing army, the demonstrated ability
to absorb punishment and keep on fighting in the guerrilla
or People's War tradition, an enormous population, and a
strong sense of national identity, leads one to the conclusion
that China is the dominant military power on the
continent of Asia.

When one considers the nations with which China
shares a common land frontier and mentally calculates the
“comprehensive national power” of North Korea, Vietnam,
Laos, Burma, Bhutan, Nepal, India, Pakistan, Tajikistan,
Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, Mongolia, and Russia, it is clear
that China need not worry unduly about the threat of
invasion from a neighboring state. Today there are no
serious continental military threats—save for nuclear
weapons which China deters with her own nuclear
weapons—to China's continental predominance. Being
secure against invasion is only part of the continental
dominance equation. Being able to intimidate continental
neighbors with the capability to invade is the other side of
the dominance coin.

This capability exists, but with some important caveats.
Although Vietnam gave China a bloody nose in 1979, the
operational capabilities of the People's Army of Vietnam
(PAVN) and PLA have gone in opposite directions since that
time. The PAVN is a shadow of its former self while the PLA
has continued to gradually improve. If China chose to
invade Vietnam and to pay a heavy price, Vietnam would
lose. It is hard to imagine how India and China could find
enough suitable terrain to get at one another in a militarily
decisive way. They can punish but not conquer one another.



To a degree, the same situation exists between China
and Russia. But if we consider just the Russian Far East,
the balance tips decisively in favor of China. The Chinese
could seize much of the Russian Far East and hold it for a
very long time. The threat of nuclear war obviously makes
this a fanciful proposition in terms of intentions—but the
capability is there. An important exception to being able to
intimidate militarily its continental neighbors might be a
united Korea. It is possible to imagine a united Republic of
Korea (ROK) Army dug in along the Yalu and Tumen, with
the United States alongside, holding off a Chinese attack.

With this possible exception, this brief analysis appears
to confirm the truth of the observation that China is the
dominant power on the continent of Asia. While this power
Is real, it is also limited by the other realities of the
geography of Asia. The vastness of the East Asian regionisa
major limiter, as is the fact that many of the most important
countries of Asia, in terms of wealth, resources, technology,
and military capability, do not abut China. They are on the
rimland of the Asian continent or are island and
archipelagic states. They are beyond the direct grasp of
China's single most important military capability: its huge
army.

Geography limits the ability of China to be militarily
preeminent in all of Asia because the PLA is woefully
unbalanced in terms of military capability. Its ability to
project militarily decisive force beyond China's immediate
neighbors is almost non-existent. The sort of military
capability required to accomplish a projection mission,
principally naval and air forces, is in most cases either
rudimentary, obsolete, small, or nonexistent. Forces to
control the sea and airspace around and over a
non-contiguous objective, to lift large numbers of troops by
sea or air, to conduct surveillance around “maritime Asia,”
and to conduct sustained long-range bombardment from the
air are not in the PLA inventory. (The PLA's conventional
ballistic missile force is an obvious strength and exception
to this litany.)



There are good and sensible, as well as uniquely
Chinese, reasons why the PLA developed as it has. The
threat, Japanese or Nationalist, was in China; manpower
was abundant, but technology and modern equipment were
not; the very nature of a revolution means that the decisive
military action takes place on the ground; and the fact that
in Chinese military history, at least until the 19th and 20th
centuries, threats have come from the north.

Military historians and geo-strategists can also discern
some more universal factors at work when they compare
China and traditional European “continental” powers.
Certainly Germany, Russia, and, for much of its modern
military history, France have also neglected maritime and
force-projection capabilities and lavished resources and
prestige on ground forces. Like China, these historically
army-dominated military cultures developed because of the
geographic circumstances of the respective nations. But,
unlike China, none of them had the luxury of militarily
dominating their continent except for fleeting periods under
Napoleon, Hitler, and Stalin.

Throughout modern history the successful domination of
Europe by a single power has been seen as very destabilizing
and worth fighting unlimited wars to prevent, while China's
implicit domination of Asia today is greeted with near
equanimity—certainly in the United States. (The closer
geographically to China, the less equanimous, particularly
if aterritorial dispute is involved.) The fact that Chinais the
dominant military power on the Asian continent is not
considered destabilizing and has not triggered an arms
race. Continental neighbors, following the withering of
Communist solidarity, have not sought collective security
regimes to balance China's dominance, although one can
make the case that Vietnam's eagerness to join the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) was as
much driven by strategic interests as by economic
considerations. Vietnam is an exception to the rule precisely
because China has been militarily assertive about
competing claims in the Tonkin Gulfand South China Sea.
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Another reason for equanimity in the face of continental
dominance is because so many of Asia's most important
nations lie beyond China's military reach on the continental
rimland or are separated from the continent by expanses of
open ocean. Because of geography and the U.S. military
presence, Asia is considered stable today, despite the very
real concerns over conflict in Korea or between China and
Taiwan. Beyond these two pieces of unfinished Cold War
business, one other action could destabilize Asia. That
would be an attempt by China to grow from a continental to
a region-wide “suzerain.”

Geography and China's economic development now
present China with a strategic dilemma. Should it take
advantage of its continental dominance and the absence of a
serious neighboring threat to reallocate defense resources
in a fundamental way toward redressing the projection
shortfalls it has? Or, does it accept the fact that important
countries of Asia will remain beyond its ability to influence
through military intimidation? Certainly, were China to
make a choice to become truly serious about developing a
region-wide projection capability, those countries currently
beyond China's reach would attempt to restabilize the
situation through the development of counter-projection
military capabilities, e.g., submarines, surveillance, air
defense, and local air superiority, or through alliance with
the United States, or both.

We see hedging by rimland and maritime Asian nations
in this direction today. But realistically, it is important to
appreciate that it would take decades for China to develop
such a capability. Security analysts must be able to
differentiate between token Chinese military capabilities
intended for prestige and showing-the-flag, for example a
single medium-size aircraft carrier, which has no real
strategic weight, and an attempt to create a truly dominant
projection force. The most immediate example that comes to
mind of the latter would be Wilhelmine Germany's attempt
to outbuild the British Royal Navy. China has apparently
decided not to take this destabilizing road. Hopefully this is
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because it has no desire to seek such a military
predominance, but also presumably because it can
appreciate that, with the proper mix of U.S. forces in the
region, rimland and maritime Asia will always have the
ability to “trump” Chinese projection attempts.



CHAPTER 2
THE CHINESE MILITARY
AND THE PERIPHERAL STATES!
IN THE 21st CENTURY:
A SECURITY TOUR D’HORIZON

Eric A. McVadon

Mankind is about to enter the 21st century . .. . At the turn of
the century, an important historical period, China is devoting
itself to its modernization drive. China needs and cherishes
dearly an environment of long-term international peace,
especially a favorable peripheral environment?
[Emphasis added.]

Thus begins the White Paper on China’s National
Defense, issued by the State Council in July 1998. In
contrast, the November 1995 Chinese White Paper included
these words sprinkled through its foreword:

China needs a peaceful environment in order to be able to
devote itself completely to its socialist modernization
program. It resolutely . . . seeks to actively develop good
relations with neighboring nations . . . China does not seek
world or regional hegemony?

What conclusions might we draw from this conspicuous
emphasis given to the peripheral environment in the most
recent White Paper? Care should be exercised, of course, in
assigning great import to the difference in wording between
1995 and 1998, especially as the 1995 paper was primarily
focused on arms control matters. However, it might be
safely noted that the drafters and senior approvers of the
July 1998 White Paper, cognizant of the wording of the
earlier seminal paper, included prominent reference to the
peripheral environment in the fourth sentence of the
English version of the document. Beijing’s interest in the
security aspects of its relations with neighboring countries



Is certainly not waning. That fact is clear from the words of
this and other official documents and statements and also
from China’s actions, as this chapter will examine.

The 1998 White Paper on China’s National Defense
contains many direct and indirect references to China'’s
regional security policy. The document is a propitiously
opened window through which we may scrutinize Beijing’s
view of prospects for security relations with peripheral
states in the 21st century—or at the very least the view that
Beijing wishes us to see. It includes the following broad
official statement of Beijing’s regional security policy:

As a country in the Asia-Pacific region, China places great
importance on the region's security, stability, peace and
development. China's Asia-Pacific security strategy has three
objectives, i.e., China's own stability and prosperity, peace and
stability in its surrounding regions, and conducting dialogue
and cooperation with all countries in the Asia-Pacific region.*

The statement above begins with what might seem a
gratuitous “geography lesson,” as if it were necessary to
remind others that China is a country in the Asia-Pacific
region. The drafters may, appropriately in their view, have
directed those words toward the American audience, an
audience that Beijing believes often forgets that China has
more enduring and profound interests in Asia than does the
United States. Of course, that opening phrase is also a
reminder to its neighbors that China is a major (and
arguably the major) country of the region—and that it will
always be such. The implied message for China’s neighbors
Is that the United States (and almost all others) does not
have anything approaching that status, and that
Americans, despite their current interests and military
presence, should not be looked to and trusted over the long
term for support. There is the further suggestion that Asian
matters should properly be handled by Asian nations, by
nations that understand “Asian values” and Asian methods.
This statement starts, therefore, with the point that China



wants to be recognized as a major player in regional
security.

Although the English syntax in the translation is
labored, this meaning is made clear in other words from the
same chapter:

The countries in the Asia-Pacific region rely more and more on
each other economically, and, to solve their disputes by
peaceful means, to stress the search for the meeting points of
their common interests and to strengthen cooperation and
coordination are becoming the main current of the relations
among the countries of the region.®

The 1998 White Paper emphasizes Chinese advocacy of
regional security dialogue and cooperation at various levels
and in different ways, implying that the methods China
advocates are superior to those employed by others,
especially outsiders to Asia. As might be expected, phrases
like “participation on an equal footing,” “reaching
unanimity through consultation,” and “seeking common
ground while reserving differences” are included. China’s
active participation in official and “Track I1” forums is
touted. Beijing uses the White Paper to argue forcefully, if
not persuasively to all, that China is a responsible and
reasonable force in regional security. In apparent
recognition that many will doubt or question this assertion,
there is the unspoken suggestion that those who previously
saw China in another light should alter their opinions.

Pre-eminence of Economic Concerns.

It is noteworthy, but certainly not surprising, that
economic factors are featured very prominently in this
thoroughly internally coordinated 1998 statement
concerning security relationships with regional countries.
Although the 1995 White Paper’s words on regional security
were very near the end of that long document, there was
only sllghtly less prominence given to regional economic
matters. Economic considerations with respect to regional



security might be conveniently divided into two categories:
(1) the relative national priorities assigned to the
development of national economic power and to the
development of military power and (2) economic security
and economic interdependence as key factors in security
relations with neighboring countries.

With respect to the first category, both White Papers,
and particularly the more recent document, clearly
demonstrate Beijing's view of the relative importance
assigned to economic development compared to defense
modernization. First, there is the obvious fact that China
over recent decades has achieved far greater success in its
national economic development than in its military
modernization. One of the reasons for this is that both
Chinese policy pronouncements and practical emphasis
have been directed to the pre-eminence of national economic
development. The foreword of the 1998 White Paper
essentially repeats the wording of the 1995 document in
stating:

Chinaunswervingly ... keeps national defense construction ina
position subordinate to and in the service of the nation’s
economic construction. . . .

Whether or not such statements are accepted by outside
observers, they appear in the 1998 White Paper altogether
too many times to ignore. One may argue, for example, that
economic success is the most important factor in fueling
modernization of the People's Liberation Army (PLA). On
the other hand, it is obvious that the PLA does not get all
that it wants and that economic (budget) considerations are
a major factor in procurement decisions. A well-connected
and well-informed PLAN officer has stated bluntly, “Ifthere
were enough money, the PLAN would have a carrier now.”

Although some may quibble about the practical
application of this oft-stated priority of economic
development over building the military, it is clear that this
category of economic consideration is a primary factor in
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China’s regional security. The PLA has been constrained
both by direct budget limitations and by its inability to
acquire and assimilate technology rapidly—in significant
part a function of inadequate funding for research and
development. Consequently, Beijing necessarily views its
rise to the status of a regional (and prospective global)
power more in terms of economic development than military
capabilities. An excerpt from Chapter | of the 1998 White
Paper supports the point, albeit in a slightly oblique
Chinese way (by referring to others when meaning itself):

The political security situation in the Asia-Pacific region is
relatively stable. The development of the trend toward
multipolarity in this region is being quickened. . . . Despite the
emergence of a financial crisis in Asia, the Asia-Pacific region
remains one of the areas with the greatest economic
development vitality in the world, and developing the economy
is the most important task for each country.’

Although the partially modernized PLA is without
guestion a formidable regional military force, it is not as
modern, as large, or as threatening as it might have been
had Beijing given high priority to developing a more
powerful force. The regional security situation would have
been markedly different if China had devoted greater
attention and resources to the PLA and if the PLA had been
able to absorb the systems and technologies it might have
received (a very big “if”).

The second category of economic consideration
encompasses both economic security and economic
interdependence. When Beijing views its regional security
relations, it sees them more and more through an economic
lens. China, in an increasingly sophisticated way that has
been further intensified by the Asian economic crisis, looks
beyond the stark outlines of military confrontations and
threats when it contemplates its neighbors, as illustrated by
this excerpt, also from the first chapter in the White Paper
entitled “The International Security Situation.”
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Economic security is becoming daily more important for state
security. In international relations, geopolitical, military
security and ideological factors still play a role that cannot be
ignored, but the role of economic factors is becoming more
outstanding, along with growing economic contacts among
nations. The competition to excel in overall national strength,
focused on economy and science and technology, is being further
intensified; globewide struggles centered on markets, natural
resources and other economic rights and interests are daily
becoming sharper; and the quickening of economic globalization
and intensification of the formation of regional blocs render the
economic development of a country more vulnerable to outside
influences and impacts. Therefore, more and more countries
regard economic security as an important aspect of state
security. The financial crisis in Asia has made the issue of
economic security more prominent, and has set a new task for
governments of all countries to strengthen coordination and
face challenges together in the course of economic
globalization.™

In other words, China’s regional security relationships
cannot be framed in traditional military security terms.
Economic considerations, even if not seen as replacing
military means, are given priority over military
development considerations. Moreover, economic factors
are seen as more important than conventional threat
analysis and force comparisons or balances. Economic
security has top priority, and economic interdependence is
seen as aprimary tool in managing regional security. Thisis
not because China has become benevolent or ignores the
utility of military forces in the region, although those forces
have been assigned a clearly subordinate, albeit still
significant, status. It means at least that the PLA cannot do
all that China might wish of it, and that other means—
economic and political—must be relied upon, at least in the
short term. This further suggests that these may be seen by
Beijing as the preferable means for the long term as well.
China cannot compete with Japan or even a weakened
Russia, for example, and excel in a specifically military
sense, especially with U.S. forces present in the region, but
it can lean much more heavily on the economic aspects of
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overall national power. It can make the most of its economic
ties and work to minimize economic tensions with its
neighbors, all the while pursuing modernization of the PLA
at a pace that places minimal drag on the national economy
and is not unduly upsetting to other nations.

Over the longer term, China could eventually become a
much more formidable military power, especially
regionally. There could be temptation to re-emphasize
military means in regional security relations. Further, it is
hardly certain that the leadership in Beijing will recognize
fully the implications and opportunities of China as an
economic giant—and the implications of squandering those
opportunities and potential inamilitary adventure. Despite
appearances, it may not be understood or appreciated fully
in Beijing that greater economic clout concomitantly
implies that economic security is the overwhelmingly
iImportant consideration in China’s strategic relations with
peripheral states and the world at large. Beijing's rhetoric
still emphasizes force; so it is not a foregone conclusion that
Beijing will continue indefinitely down its present path. If
Beijing were to continue into the next century to rely
primarily on economic considerations, it would be because of
afuller appreciation by the Chinese leadership that China’s
true national power lies primarily in its national economic
development and regional economic relations rather than in
its military modernization and defense “construction.”
Already Beijing seems to have accepted that the penchant to
resort to hostilities is effectively deterred when regional
countries appreciate that the increasingly important
economic ties with neighboring countries would be severely
jeopardized or even severed were military forces to be
employed.

For now and for the future, the manner in which Beijing
incorporates this sort of thinking into its strategic calculus
will reveal the degree to which Chinese leaders truly
recognize that China’s interests are better served by
avoiding or resolving conflicts through economic power and
political maneuver rather than employment of military
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force. In the final analysis however, China is doubtless
seeking to gain what it sees as an appropriate mix of
economic, political, and military power. Of interest is
whether the relative priorities assigned these three kinds of
power will remain as they appear now, with economic
considerations having the greatest importance. This would
offer a welcome measure of assurance that Beijing means
what it says about a strong preference for relations based on
peaceful cooperation and friendship and that, as seems to be
the case, Chinese strategic thinking is profoundly and
permanently influenced in a favorable direction by the
economic considerations described.

Taiwan, of course, is a somewhat different matter—but
possibly less so than it might appear at first glance. There is
no question that Beijing gives full emphasis to its ability to
cope with the military forces of Taiwan and to deter,
discourage, and intimidate the government and populace.
However, even in this seemingly irreconcilable situation,
the enormous economic factors at play in cross-strait
relations raise at least the faint hope that as economic links
continue to gain importance, more traditional military
considerations will tend to wane even with respect to
Taiwan.

New Affection for Multilateral Contacts, Even
Confidence-Building Measures (CBMs); Abhorrence
of Alliances.

Chinese attitudes are changing in other areas. Beijing’s
favorable view of global multipolarity, as opposed to a
bipolar or unipolar world, is neither new nor surprising. The
1998 White Paper states:

The sustained development of the multipolarity tendency and
economic globalization has further deepened their [developing
countries’] mutual reliance and mutual condition and helped
toward world peace, stability and prosperity.™
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However, this Chinese fondness for what is termed “the
multipolarity tendency” has been accompanied by a
surprising abrogation of the traditional Chinese abhorrence
of multilateral means to handle problems. Beijing had, until
recently, fostered a reputation for pursuing bilateral
undertakings to the virtual exclusion of multilateral efforts,
feeling, according to most analysts, that China could best
utilize its size and weight to achieve its goals through
one-on-one methods. Further, CBMs and transparency
were seen by Beijing as means devised by outsiders to probe
China’s secrets and to reveal the PLA’s backwardness and
shortcomings. Recently, changes in these attitudes have
been seen. Later in the first chapter of the 1998 White Paper
are these somewhat unexpected words:

Various forms of regional and sub-regional multilateral
cooperation are constantly being developed, and security
dialogues and cooperation are being carried out at many levels
and through many channels.™

Chinese officials, including many influential PLA
officers, have reached at least tentative conclusions that
China’s interests are in some cases served by the
implementation of CBMs and that there is merit to gaining
trust from neighboring capitals through a significant
degree of transparency in military affairs. The White
Paper goes so far as to describe CBMs with neighboring
countries as “a new kind of security concept vigorously
advocated by China . . . [emphasis added].”

Many are not yet ready to accept these Chinese
assertions at face value. The issue of CBMs is illustrative.
The paper asserts that the agreements that China has
reached with neighboring countries on CBMs “embody some
principles and spirit of universal significance for
Asian-Pacific security dialogues and cooperation.”
Considerable attention is given in the White Paper to
China’s co-sponsorship with the Philippines of the
Conference on Confidence-Building Measures held in
Beijing in 1996. It is noted that during the conference
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foreign representatives were invited to visit PLA units and
observe exercises. However, according to personal reports
that came to the attention of the author, many participants
of the conference thought they were shown very little of real
interest during the visits.

Itis further asserted in the White Paper that China has
offered “constructive suggestions” in support of the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) Regional
Forum (ARF) exploration of confidence-building measures.
However, the areas of potential CBMs listed (e.g., “military
medicine,” the “science of military law,” high-level visits,
and port calls) fall well short of the type of substantive
CBM s that others envision. ™ This seems to leave open the
guestion of whether China is serious about proceeding with
worthwhile CBMs or whether its actions actually are
stalling tactics to put off indefinitely consideration of
meaningful measures. At least it can be said that the
expression “CBMSs” no longer causes PLA senior officers and
Chinese officials automatically to recoil.

There is yet something else important at work here. A
major component of China’s attitude toward regional
security is intensified opposition to military alliances,
primarily the U.S. alliance structure, which it sees as
pointed at China. Beijing in the White Paper alludes to
these bilateral alliances, without directly mentioning that
the United States is a party, as pacts that create
confrontations, and Beijing also condemns arrangements
“infringling upon the security interests of any other
nation.”” There is the further suggestion that in place of
such arrangements, there should be a new form of mutual
understanding and trust. The White Paper describes it as
follows:

Hence China devotes its efforts to promoting equal treatment
and friendly cooperation with other countries, and attaches
importance to developing healthy and stable relations with all
countries and all major forces in the region; actively participates
in regional economic cooperation and promotes an open type of
regionalism; insists on handling and settling disputes among
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countries through peaceful means; and takes an active partin
the dialogue and cooperation process aimed at regional
security."’

Further, Beijing recalls that China has sought to resolve
by nonmilitary means many of the enduring disputes that
have plagued it. Although many may justifiably view
Beijing’'s somewhat pompous proclamations with a measure
of cynicism, the following are the words of the White Paper
in this regard:

On the basis of equal consultation, mutual understanding and
mutual accommodation, China has solved in an appropriate
manner border issues with most of its neighbors. As for
remaining disputes on territorial and marine rights and
interests between China and neighboring countries, China
maintains that they are to be solved through consultation by
putting the interests of the whole above everything else, so
that the disputes will not hamper the normal development of
state relations or the stability of the region. China has clearly
stated that relevant disputes should be properly solved
through peaceful negotiation and consultation, in accordance
with commonly accepted international laws and modern
maritime laws, including the basic principles and legal
systems as prescribed in the United Nations Convention on
the Law of the Sea.*

Whether or not Beijing's assertions and commitments
concerning the proper manner for resolution of regional
disputes are accepted as presented here, the use of this
language affords others an opportunity to test Chinese
resolve to use peaceful means and international law, as
opposed to military means, especially as regards the
disputed claims i