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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

Xi



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

16



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 in the South China Sea. More broadly, the
tendency of Chinese leaders to conform to international
norms and to comply with international law offers a very
different prospect for China’s relations with peripheral
states compared to the relations with those states only a few
years ago.
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Military-to-Military Contacts with Regional States.

The White Paper asserts near the beginning of the
chapter on International Security Cooperation:

China has placed the development of military contacts with
adjacent countries in a prominent position..., especially
contacts on the senior level. In 1996 and 1997 alone, China sent
more than 100 military delegations to most of its adjacent
countries, and hosted over 130 military delegations from such
countries.”

Beijing considers these contacts, which it terms military
diplomacy, as an important component of China’s overall
diplomacy. It is noteworthy that, in addition to the highly
publicized visits by PLAN combatant ships to North and
South America in the spring of 1997, similar PLAN visits
were made at the same time to the Philippines, Malaysia,
and Thailand. Beijing asserts that its military contacts have
fostered “mutual understanding and trust between the PLA
and other armed forces” and have contributed to keeping
regional peace.

Summarizing Beijing’s Proclamations on Regional
Security.

Beijing’s stated overall approach to regional security
relations as the new century begins might be summarized
as follows:

Increased attention to its peripheral environment,
primarily because China needs regional stability to
continue national economic development.

More effective, but gentler, assertion of China’s role as
a pre-eminent power in the Asia-Pacific region and as
the appropriate permanent pillar of regional stability.

Pursuit of the conviction that China’s national power
Is primarily a function of economic development
rather than military capabilities.
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A new acceptance of, even a budding preference for,
use of multilateral means and international law to
settle disputes—but a hardening of opposition to
alliances.

This is the picture painted by Beijing’s own brush
strokes, some meant to be seen by the world as new and
others as a consequence of China’s style. It is a picture at
variance with Beijing's traditional bullying and blustering
behavior toward its neighbors, and it is very different from
what many mightanticipate as China’s approach to security
relations with the peripheral states in the coming years. It
Is, of course, not possible to forecast with confidence how
Beijing will proceed. Nevertheless, it is possible to apply
this purported approach to an examination of China’s
relations with its various neighboring states, test how
Beijing is now proceeding by looking at current events, and
thereby speculate in a more informed way about what the
next century will bring with respect to the Chinese military
and the peripheral states.

A cautionary note is in order at this juncture, however.
Neither the 1998 White Paper nor other Chinese
statements and actions, official or otherwise, suggest that
the “Taiwan problem” can be pursued along the lines
suggested above for handling regional security
relationships and resolving disputes with neighboring
countries. Taiwan is painted as an internal, not a regional,
iIssue. Similarly, Beijing would not consider that matters of
contention concerning Tibet, Xinjiang, or Inner Mongolia
would fall within the rubric of disputes “between China and
neighboring countries.” Beijing sees all these as internal
matters, about which its attitudes have changed not at all
and for which significant change is not now foreseen.

The View into “West Turkestan.”
When thinking of China’s peripheral states, Westerners

often tend to think last about the countries of the former
Soviet Union that lie to the northwest of China, the newly
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independent nations of Central Asia borderig\g China’s
restive Xinjiang Uighur Autonomous Region. = This area
across China’'s far northwestern border, composed of
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan, is certainly not
overlooked by Beijing. Historically, it was known as West
Turkestan. The adjacent area within China that is now
Xinjiang (meaning “New Territories”) was formerly known
as East Turkestan and is populated largely by the
Turkic-speaking Uighur Muslim minority. The Uighurs are
far from content with their economic and political status
and receive sympathetic support from fellow Uighurs in the
Central Asian Republics, especially Kazakhstan. Thereis a
small, but active, cross-border Islamic independence
movement. Border disputes between China and the Central
Asian states, carried over from the Soviet period, have been
an additional complicating factor.

Xinjiang has been and remains a hotbed of anti-Beijing
unrest, especially in recent years. This Muslim dissent is
fueled by exacerbating factors such as the conspicuous
transition to independence of the Turkic Central Asian
nations, the rise in the region of Islamic fundamentalism,
and unhappiness with Beijing’s domestic policies for the
“autonomous” region—one of five such regions in China. In
addition 1o the very large and aggravating influx of ethnic
Chinese, ™ for which Beijing is sharply criticized, Uighurs
feel that other Chinese policies or failures to act are keeping
them in poverty. The Hans are perceived as reaping most of
the benefits of exploitation of Xinjiang’'s considerable
natural resources and profiting from the growing economic
links with the neighboring countries. Beijing’'s poverty
eradication measures are viewed with disdain and
considered a meager, token effort. Not surprisingly, some of
the same complaints about Beijing's policies are heard from
Tibet.

Bombings, rioting, and assassinations by separatists
have been met by Beijing with police raids, very large-scale
arrests, and numerous executions of Uighurs—all in an
attempt to curb terrorist actions and crush the
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independence movement. Some of the Uighur terrorist
incidents and killings were provocatively timed to coincide
with the funeral in February 1997 of former paramount
leader Deng Xiaoping and the visit to China in June and
July 1998 by U.S. President William J. Clinton. Reports of
the frequent killing by separatists of police in cities near the
borderg, continue, with eight such deaths alleged in August
1998." Harsh action in Xinjiang by Beijing may have
included use of armored PLA units in addition to the
People’'s Armed Police (PAP). Stringent security measures
have been instituted to prevent further unrest and have
even spread to western Beijing where thousands of Uighurs
live. Although the number of actual separatists in Xinjiang
appears to be relatively small, resentment among the
minority population is widespread. The Uighur population
as a whole bridles under the restrictions and opposes
Beijing’s actions. The many highly resented Han Chinese in
Xinjiang remain fearful for their personal safety.

Neighboring countries' support for the dissidents is
significant. Kazakh activists have accused Beijing of
persistent human rights violations in Xinjiang and of
repressing their fellow %Jighurs. A pro-separatist
organization in Kazakhstan ~ named the United National
Revolutionary Front calls for the removal of Han Chinese
from Xinjiang and the establishment of an independent
Islamic Republic of East Turkestan. Beijing feels that moral
support, sanctuary, and arms have been provided by
sympathizers in the bordering Central Asian countries.
Separatists supported in this way are seen by Chinese
leaders as menacingly, and increasingly, well-armed and
financed.

Despite its heavy-handed security and military actions
within Xinjiang, China has met the threat from Kazakhstan
and its Central Asian neighbors with a diplomatic and
economic offensive. In April 1996 in Shanghai, President
Jiang Zemin signed an agreement with Russia,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan on security and
confidence-building measures on their borders. The
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(significantly) multilateral agreement is designed to reduce
border tensions although no clashes had occurred in some
years, but it also serves to make clear to Washington the
nature and range of Beijing’'s options and influence. The
three Central Asian states signed the agreement despite
protests by the Uighur minorities in their countries. These
opponents argue that China is trying to obliterate or
neutralize Uighurs in Xinjiang. The specific provisions of
the treaty require the parties to inform each other about
military exercises within 100 kilometers of the borders, ban
military exercises directed toward another party, and state
that military forces of the five states will not attack one
another.” The treaty, it should be noted, also serves to
establish solid links between Beijing and the Central Asian
capitals for cooperation in quelling cross-border Uighur
dissent.

A year after that agreement, in April 1997, following
serious unrest in Xinjiang in February 1997, the presidents
of these five countries concluded another treaty, this one
signed in Moscow. It provides for troop reductions on
China’s borders with these countries of the former Soviet
Union. In an especially noteworthy step toward
transparency and confidence-building, the pact limits forces
within 100 kilometers of the borders and provides for
mutual inspection. The agreement was also pointedly
described as a lasting model for regional security
arrangements, pointing up China’s verbal campaign
against alliances. Former Foreign Minister Qian said:

We have tried alliance, and we have tried confrontation. Both
did not work, and now we must find something else. Our
relations are not confrontational, but they are not an alliance as
well.”’

Several months later, as unrest in Xinjiang simmered,
Chinezggand Kazakhstan signed a $9.5 billion oil and pipeline
deal.”” The arrangement was evallzjgated by Western
specialists as economically infeasible. ™ Beijing, however,
was undeterred by this projection. China’s purpose went
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beyond development of oil fields and pipelines; the Chinese
economic offensive also had as its target fostering Kazakh
cooperation in curbing Uighur separatist efforts and other
Muslim dissent.

More recently in July 1998, the “group of five,” as the
gathering of the five countries was called informally, met in
Almaty (still the commercial center of Kazakhstan, with the
new capital being Astana) and agreed to collaborate on
fighting organized crime and political separatism. On the
margins of that meeting, Chinese President Jiang and
Kazakh President Nazarbayev signed an agreement
settling border disputes, described as the final document
concerning borders between the two countries. The
resolution reportedly slightly favored the smaller country,
with Kazakhstan gaining undisputed possession of 53
percent of the disputed areas. Of greater consequence was
agreement between Jiang and Nazarbayev to develop a
15-year economic program, including a proposed
automobile plant in Kazakhstan, electrical transmission
arrangements, Chinese investment in the country, and
construction work by China in the new capital. — Also of
significance was further confirmation by the two leaders of
the September 1997 oil production and transport deal,
although Western executives conti3qued to express doubts
about the viability of the proposal.

These diplomatic and economic undertakings by Beijing
suggest that in this pesky situation China is far more ready
to employ military force within its borders than without.
This seems to be the case although the small countries
involved would not likely be able to repel a PLA force
dispatched to “assist” in crushing the Uighur movement in
Kazakhstan, for example. Certainly, there are many good
reasons for Beijing to refrain from the use of force in such
situations with a neighbor. However, its readiness to
employ force in 1962 against India, in 1979 in Vietnam, and
on other occasions against Vietnam in the South China Sea
cannot be ignored in contemplating which options Beijing is
prone to select. It appears there was not even the threat,
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direct or implied, of the use of the PLA in the difficulties,
which spanned a number of years, which were designed to
undermine Chinese sovereignty in Xinjiang, and which
included efforts to embarrass Beijing on the world scene.

Instead, Beijing has cast its lot in the direction of
cooperative arrangements with these comparatively tiny
neighbors. In its effort to cement bonds with the Central
Asian states, Beijing took full advantage of the good will
engendered by settling border disputes and then went so far
as to hold out the promise of sweeping economic ties.
Consequently, it seems the most likely role at the beginning
of the next century for the PLA in this troublesome region
for China will be to safeguard pipeline construction as much
as to back up the PAP and the Public Security Bureau forces
in their activities within Xinjiang.

Looking Northward to Russia: Strategic Partner or
Potential Threat?

In April 1996, erstwhile antagonists China and Russia
unveiled what they termed a strategic partnership for the
future. On that occasion in Shanghai, President Jiang said,
“China is not posing, and will not pose in the future, any
threat to Russia.” President Boris Yeltsin, with customary
unbridled enthusiasm, said, “lI view the Sino-Russian
partnership . . . as a model for relations between two
countries. . . . I can't name a siggle guestion on which we
would have different opinions.” Near the end of 1997, both
Moscow and Beijing reportedly described the Sino-Russian
relationship more fully as “constructive cooperation aimed
at strategic partnership in the twenty-first century.” = Over
the more than 2 years since the term “strategic partnership”
was introduced, various versions of the description have
been employed. It has been called a “strategic cooperation
partnership” and a “strategic coordination partnership,”
the latter expression thought by some to be favored by the
Chinese. An April 1997 Sino-Russian joint statement that
might be seen as a definitive definition of the concept used
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the words “strategic partnership of equality aaqd mutual
trust,” omitting the much-discussed adjectives.

Regardless of the precise wording of the description of
the bilateral arrangement, its mere existence and other
pertinent factors reveal at the very least a desire in Beijing
and Moscow to demonstrate to Washington and others
considerable confidence that the bilateral relationship is on
a firm footing for the future. First and foremost, there is the
repeated attention to extolling the virtues of the
purportedly new form of relationship. Other relevant
factors are that Presidents Jiang and Yeltsin (despite the
Russian’s bad health) have conducted six summit meetings
in recent years and that there have been numerous bilateral
and multilateral security undertakings and bilateral
economic undertakings. This apparent mutual confidence
in a stable, positive relationship is not something to be
taken for granted. Recent history (certainly on the Chinese
time scale) has witnessed abrupt swings in relations
between Moscow and Beijing.

Obvious to all was the very close Sino-Soviet cooperation
in the 1950s, which gave way to animosity and distrust in
the early 1960s, with good relations resumed in the 1980s.
Less obvious is that at the end of the 1980s, when
then-President Mikhail Gorbachev visited a China on the
brink of the Tiananmen Square debacle, the Soviet Union
was coasting economically, and the Soviet Communist
Party seemed to have found a way to achieve reform and
remain viable. Now, the situation is quite different. With
Russia's political and economic reform in peril, unresolved
by the recent International Monetary Fund (IMF) bailout,
China can gloat over the status of its economy and a
Communist Party that has stayed in power through
flexibility and adjustment during a time of great change in
Chinese society. China smoothly effected the transition of
national presidents, with Jiang Zemin consolidating his
own power as he replaced Yang Shangkun, and of premiers,
with Zhu replacing Li. In contrast, the Russian transition
from President Gorbachev to President Yeltsin was
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tumultuous. With respect to prime ministers, Russia has
also experienced turbulence, shifting from Viktor
Chernomyrdin to Sergei Kiriyenko and then to temporary
limbo, all inamatter of 5 months. Itis now the lot of Russian
leaders to be envious; yet neither that emotion nor Chinese
crowing has been evidentas an irritant in the relationship.

The Economic Victors and Vanquished. Another
pertinent aspect of these events not lost on Chinese leaders
Is that national economic developments, not comparative
military prowess, have been instrumental in the reversal of
roles between China and Russia. The change in the military
condition has been an indirect consequence of economic and
political developments in both countries. Significantly, as
the foreign ministers of China and Russia met in Beijing in
July 1998 specifically to discuss security issues and prepare
for another meeting between their presidents, they ignored
the IMF flurry and deteriorating political environment in
Moscow and talked of ways that their countries could
cooperate to achieve a breakthrough in the Asian financial
crisis. This makes it clear that the regional security tools
that are most appealing to China and Russia are economic
and not military. Foreign Minister Yevgeny Primakov
reinforced that instinct among Chinese leaders Whgn he
effusively praised China’s economic successes.  The
contrast between the countries could hardly be more stark:
Russia’s economic crisis deepens, and China, even with
weakening economic growth prospects, seems to be
weathering the Asian crisis better by far than almost all its
neighbors. China has achieved a secure relationship, even
something that can be termed a strategic partnership,
almost completely through its national economic progress.
All the while, the bested partner, Russia, is benignly
cooperating with China in challenging the U.S. role in the
region. Many in Beijing must feel that they have succeeded
in subduing the bear and that China can be much more
secure when it looks northward.

America Bashing. Challenging the United States is
another important aspect of the solidarity between Beijing
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and Moscow that has enhanced the partnership. The
bilateral bonds have been strengthened by the perception of
having a common adversary on an important matter. Both
capitals have taken great satisfaction in directing barbs at
Washington. In December 1996, Premier Li Peng and
President Yeltsin candidly vowed to forge closer military
and economic ties to counter the influe3rgce of the United
States in the post-Cold War world.” Washington is
characterized by these partners as coveting its superpower
status in a unipolar world, clinging to Cold War thinking,
and pursuing confrontation in its relations with China,
while Beijing and Moscow show the world a new model for
peaceful relationships. The April 1997 China-Russia joint
statement on the bilateral arrangement expresses grandly
that the purpose of the partnership is “to promote the
multipolarization of the world and the establishment of a
new world order.” With evident reference to the United
States, it explains,

The establishment of a just and equitable new international
political and economic order based on peace and stability has
become the pressing need of the times and the inevitable
necessity of history. . . . No country should seek hegemony,
practice power politics, or monopolize international affairs.

Of course, international economic disparities are not
overlooked. On this issue the joint statement reads:

It is imperative to eliminate discriminatory policies and
practices in economic relations and to strengthen and expand
on the basis of equality and mutual benefit exchanges and
cooperation in the economic, trade, scientific, technological
fields with a view to promoting common development and
prosperity.®’

With respect to political aspects of the partnership,
Beijing supported Moscow’s early opposition to the
eastward expansion of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO). The April 1997 statement said:
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Both sides stand for the establishment of a new and universally
applicable security concept, believing that the “Cold War
mentality” must be abandoned and bloc politics opposed.

The differences or disputes between states must be settled
through peaceful means without resorting to the use or threat of
force. Dialogue and consultation should be pursued to promote
mutual understanding and build confidence, and peace and
security should be sought through coordination and cooperation
at bilateral or multilateral levels. . . .*®

Returning the political favor, Moscow offered its
confirmation that both Tibet and Taiwan are inseparable
parts of China. Russian Defense Minister Rodionov
reportedly went so far in an April 1997 speech in Beijing at
the Academy of Military Science (AMS) as to express
readiness to support China in an armed conflict on the
Korean Peninsula. He blamed the potential for conflict
there on alliance arrangements and said, “Russia will not be
able to remain aloof.”

Maligning Alliances. Amidst all this blatant rhetorical
bashing of Americans, one detects a good measure of smug
passion for this aspect of the collaboration. Moreover, there
Is in all this a campaign to discredit alliances, especially
alliances involving the United States, as alluded to by
Rodionov in his speech at the PLA's AMS. The 1997
Sino-Russian joint statement contains these words:

It constitutes an important practice toward the establishment
of a new international order for the two countries . . . to forge a
partnership that is characterized by good neighborliness and
friendship, equality and trust, mutually beneficial cooperation
and common development, in strict compliance with the
principles of international law and formulation of a new type of
long-term state-to-state relationship not directed against any
third country.*

The Roots of Partnership. China has cultivated in Russia
an excellent partner for the future: partly Asian, until
recently communist, residually authoritarian, presently
nonthreatening, and ready to criticize and even challenge
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Washington. The question is whether this marriage is one of
convenience or whether there are qualities in the
relationship that will endure into the next century. Already,
the amount of attention given by Beijing and Moscow to
touting the partnership seems to have waned significantly.

The Role of Arms and Technology Transfers. There is,
however, one area of unguestioned substance and apparent
durability in Sino-Russian relations: arms sales and
military technology transfer, which pre-dates the formation
of the partnership. Three months before the partnership
was announced, Russian Deputy Foreign Minister
Aleksandr Panov said that connections with the PLA and
cooperation on armaments manufacture “are being
developed and will be developed.” He noted the importance
of China as a market for the deteriorating Russian arms
industry. Russia's goal under the 5-year military
cooperation agreement it signed with China in 1993, Panov
said, was to promote the sale of Russian military eqmpment
without upsetting the military balance in the region.

Taking a jab at Washington, the Russian minister said,
“We do not see anybody objecting to such cooperation
between Russia and China or fearing it," noting pointedly
that “it was deemed normal for Taiwan to get hundreds of
aircraft.” Actually, the initial Su-27 deliveries occurred
before the decisions by Washington and Paris to sell Taiwan
F-16s and Mirage 2000-5s. Panov asserted that Washington
had been consulted and would not be concerned if the scope
of the cooperation Was not great and remained within
“definite limits.” = Washington acknowledged the
conversation but said that U.S. officials were informed,
rather than consulted, about the sale of additional Russian
Su-27 fighter aircraft to China. An unnamed State
Department representative said, “[Pangl\é] neither sought
nor did we convey to him any approval.”

Although arms sales and military technology transfer
seem clearly to be the most active and conspicuous aspect of
the strategic partnership, problems remain in that area.
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Since the mid-1990s, Moscow has pressed Beijing hard
for payment in hard currency rather than largely in
barter—as had been the case prior to about 1994.
Reportedly, in 1994 Beijing and Moscow signed an
agreement to transition to payments in hard currency, but
the degree of success of that arrangement is not yet clear to
outsiders. Price, form of payment, and financing methods
between the two countries remain troublesome.

In March 1998, unofficial but well-connected sources
believed that contract arrangements had not yet been
concluded for the licensed production in China of 200 Su-27
fighter aircraft, despite reportszmconcerning provisions for
assembly in Northeast China. ~ Thus, 2 years after the
licensing arrangement had been revealed and a total of
more than 6 years since Beijing had begun pressing Moscow
to allow Su-27s to be assembled in China, payment methods
were still under discussion. A very reliable Chinese official,
with whom this author spoke, said that negotiations on
payment and financing of the Sovremenny destroyers were
still in progress. That was well over a year from the time
that the deal was made public. The PLAN also wants more
than the four Kilo-class diesel submarines that China has
purchased. It needs to buy more comprehensive training
from the Russian Navy for the crews of the delivered
submarines. However, the PLAN's hopes for more
submarines and more extensive training have foundered
because of the refusal of the Chinese government to provide
the needed hard currency. Looking across the board at arms
transfers, it is pertinent that only a fraction of the
innumerable expensive items mentioned by news reports
and by observers in the West has actually been delivered
from Russia to China. There are numerous explanations,
but prominent among them is the inability or unwillingness
of Beijing to pay for this equipment and technology in ways
acceptable to Moscow.

Russia’s deepening financial crisis is an additional
complicating factor. China, in coming years, will be no less
inclined to seek favorable terms, but Russian officials are
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not likely to become any more generous, and they may well
make greater demands for payments in hard currency and
for “normal” financing terms. On the other hand, Russian
arms industries will likely become more desperate for
markets abroad. Russian research scientists, technicians,
and others with specialized knowledge of value to the PLA
and China’s defense industries will be more inclined to
accept paying work in China, temporarily or permanently.
Regional neighbors and others, including the United States,
will have heightened concerns; however, because Moscow
and Beijing are now more linked to their neighbors, both
will take those neighbors' concerns into account in decisions
about arms sales and technology transfers.

All these factors will introduce strains into the
Sino-Russian military cooperative arrangements. In light of
these factors, one cannot help but wonder how Beijing views
the military supply relationship. Does Russia appear
reliable in the eyes of the PLA leadership as a supplier of
technology, training, and weapons? The PLA has sound
grounds for at least some measure of concern. It was badly
burned by the dissolution of the arms and technology
transfer relationship with the Soviets around 1960. The
PLA was emphatically reminded of that peril again in 1989
by the imposition of sanctions by the United States after its
Tiananmen Square intervention—rupturing a budding
military supply and technology transfer relationship of
great value to the PLA. From a broader perspective, it
simply cannot be assumed that the flow of arms from Russia
to China will remain a major feature of their bilateral
relationship. It is highly likely, but hardly assured.

Other Ties That Bind. Some less conspicuous aspects of
the strategic partnership appear to be quite solid.
Long-standing border disputes have been resolved through
multilateral agreements. Many of the disputes over specific
border areas were extremely difficult to resolve with
considerable strong feelings on all sides, especially between
the Russians and the Chinese. On one occasion, President
Yeltsin, just before a visit to Beijing, had to intervene
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angrily to squelch objections by Yevgeny Nazdratenko,5
governor of the far eastern Primorsky region.
Nevertheless, both capitals had the will to resolve the
contentious border problems. There have been regular
biannual meetings of a high-level defense commission. By
September 1996, there had been 20 rounds of talks on
reduction of military forces in border areas, with successful
results. The first secure telecommunications hotline
between Beijing and a foreign capital was established with
Moscow in May 1998. These seem to add up to a significant
bank of goodwill that can be drawn on in the future.

What does all this portend for security relations in the
21st century between the world’'s largest nation and the
world's most populous nation? Regardless of whether their
strategic partnership truly takes on the mantle of a
“universal security concept that would promote world
peace,” as Xinhua termed it last year, the most pertinent
aspect is what this partnership means for Sino-Russian
bilateral relations and the effects that has on regional
security. In the early 1990s, one could not go very long in
discussion with Chinese security specialists without
hearing about the potential threat from a reawakening
Russian bear. Now, in place of fears of Russian
unpredictability, much is heard about equality and trust in
the relationship. Admittedly, the tone and frequency of such
pronouncements give reason to wonder whether this is
whistling in the dark. Does Beijing truly see Moscow as a
regional security partner in Asia? Or is Russia perceived as
seeking to protect from the Chinese hordes its troubled
expanses of Siberia and the Russian Far East? Or is Moscow
simply a convenient partner used by Beijing to challenge
Washington and its alliances at a time in history when
China’s other neighbors are not inclined to do so? There are
no ready answers to these questions, but this is one of those
situations where knowing the questions is of considerable
value.
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Eastward to Japan: Squinting into the Rising Sun.

The Reciprocal Context. Despite a quarter century of
normalized relations, the security intercourse between
China and Japan remains complex and uncertain. Each
fears the economic and military rise of the other, yet does
not wish the other to falter or fail. Before trying to piece
together the puzzle from the Chinese perspective, it is
helpful first to recollect the security context in which Japan
contemplates China. There are, of course, all the very
well-known major concerns including military
modernization, to be covered later, but there are also other
concerns and irritants that privately trouble Japanese
analysts.

A Cataclysmic China? Some Japanese fear that China,
by virtue of its size and relative backwardness, could
become an Asian nightmare in ways beyond the current
anxiety about China's devaluing its currency and thereby
exacerbating the Asian financial crisis. A fractured China
rocked by social and political disorder would have major
repercussions for Japan and others in the region. China’s
huge population, under conditions of domestic chaos or
ferment, could boil over its borders and encroach upon its
neighbors, even reaching Japan. If its scattering population
did not engulf neighboring countries, then its spreading
uncontrolled pollutants, corruption, and other contagion
might. In another scenario, a swelling China might become
the scourge of Asia as it encounters some desperate
agricultural or energy crisis. Itis very difficult to determine
how many Japanese still seriously harbor such concern
about the consequences of an overpopulated and
underdeveloped China, but the sentiment lingers.

The Chinese Attitude. Whatever the nature of other
latent feelings, the Chinese do unabashedly hark back to
World War Il with a firm dislike and distrust for Japan.
These feelings have apparently lessened little, if any, even
In the generations born after 1945. The Chinese feelings
about the Japanese have been maintained through
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continued reference to the horrific events from 1931 to 1945
and by Japanese reticence over the decades to acknowledge
full culpability. When Americans witness demonstrations of
this profound animosity, there is the temptation to consider
the strong statements from China as displays exaggerated
by emotions or possibly even staged to make some point.
One might, for example, attribute the frequent voicing of
hateful anti-Japanese rhetoric to an attempt to disparage
the close American links with Japan (and the relationship of
that to the Taiwan issue), suggesting that Washington is
being duped by the cunning Japanese. However, the depth
of feeling displayed by many otherwise measured Chinese
scholars, officials, and military officers seems to contradict
that possibility. Chinese antagonistic attitudes toward the
Japanese seem to be deeply rooted, passed from generation
to generation, and certain to remain a persistent feature of
the bilateral relationship well into the next century.

These strong feelings do not keep China from accepting
Japanese investment, financial aid, and loans of various
sorts, but this investment has not erased Chinese dislike
and distrust. In many cases, the Japanese commercial and
financial presence is accepted grudgingly or even with
loathing. Some Chinese resentfully call it “economic
imperialism.” Chinese do business with the Japanese
because they feel they have no choice. The billions of
Japanese yen lavished on China are not buying Chinese
forgiveness for past transgressions.

Mutual Military Concerns. Tokyo watches carefully the
direction that Beijing takes in modernization of the PLA.
There is general concern about incipient Chinese
aspirations to regional hegemony. China’s potential role
with respect to the Korean Peninsula is an abiding concern.
Enhancements to the PLAN and the Strategic Rocket Force
are specifically troublesome and viewed as potentially
threatening or challenging by Japan. The Chinese,
however, turn this issue on its head and pose the question:
How can Japan justify fear of some future specter of Chinese
military power? Japan, they remind, is the demonstrated
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colonizer and aggressor of Asia and could succumb to the
temptation once more. China, Beijing argues, is neither
expansionist nor threatening and has no reason to become
so. Nevertheless, Chinese concerns about potential
resurgence of Japanese militarism are mirrored by
Japanese concerns about Chinese development of a
power-projection capability.

Like the persistent Chinese enmity for Japan, the
Chinese nourish the conviction that Japan is truly a
potential military threat to its Asian neighbors. Even on
decorous occasions, pointed reminders can be expected. In
1996, when then Japanese Prime Minister Ryutaro
Hashimoto was taking office, the People's Republic of China
(PRC) Foreign Ministry spokesman offered congratulations
but quickly added that Japanese wartime actions must not
be glossed over. The spokesman said, “Mr. Hashimoto . . . is
an old friend with whom we have had contact for many
years.” But noting Hashimoto’s reputation for nationalist
leanings, he remarked, “We hope Japanese politicians can
have real foresight and sagacity,” and that Japanese
politicians should “lead the Japanese people to treat history
correctly, learn the lessons that should be Iearnegl1 and
continue to walk the path of peaceful development.”

A good measure of China’s penetrating gaze toward
Japan consequently dwells on the constraints on, and
actions of, the Japanese Self-Defense Force (JSDF). There
are no stronger advocates than the Chinese for strict
Japanese compliance with Article 9 of its national
constitution, the article that prohibits both Japanese
participation in wars and the establishment of armed
forces. Of course, Beijing would not like to see that article
permissively revised, as some have suggested might occur.
Beijing sounds the alarm each time it sees the roles of the
JSDF apparently expanded to any extent whatsoever. The
dispatch of JSDF forces for peace operations in Cambodia
and Mozambique and the deployment of Maritime
Self-Defense Force (MSDF) minesweeping ships to the
Persian Gulf gave rise to great concern. With respect to the
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Cambodia and Mozambique operations, Japan took pains to
have its troops transported part way on Russian Air Force
transport aircraft. Nevertheless, these minor troop
movements outside of Japan were very unsettling for
Beljing.

Japanese Pacifism Doubted. Most Chinese do not believe
that post-World War Il pacifism is deeply ingrained among
Japan’s citizenry. Many are convinced that the
often-mentioned social and constitutional constraints on
Japan’s building a full-fledged set of armed forces might be
quickly overwhelmed or eliminated by militarists, who, the
Chinese would stress, already show their true jingoistic
colors in such adventures as the recurrent spats over the
Senkaku Islands (Diaoyutai in Chinese). = There are,
however, diverse views in China about the seriousness of
the threat of resurgent Japanese militarism. Some consider
it unrealistic that any Japanese government could override
international and domestic forces and restraints and
develop the political will, the military forces, and the
defense industrial base necessary for a military that would
seriously threaten a steadily strengthening China.

New Defense Guidelines—and Unintended Con-
sequences? Others analyze the prospects for a remilitarized
Japan from a different perspective. They fear the
unintentional effect on Japanese militarism of the recent
tinkering with the U.S.-Japan security arrangements.
These Chinese strategists consider that the primary
concern China should have about this enhanced
U.S.-Japanese security cooperation is the potential it
fosters for more capable Japanese forces with expanded
roles—rather than a more direct concern about Japanese
support of U.S. forces in a conflict involving China. There
have been intense exchanges since 1996 among China,
Japan, and the United States as new defense guidelines
were being considered for the U.S.-Japanese security
alliance. As part of this debate, Liu Jiangyong, the director
of Northeast Asian Studies at the Chinese Institute of
Contemporary International Relations, said in 1997 that
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U.S. pressure for Japan to shoulder more responsibility
could lead to Japan’s bursting its constitutional shackles
and developing essentially unrestrained military strength.
He suggested that expanded guidelines for security
cooperation would serve as justification for the expansion of
Japan’s military strength in Asia and asserted such a move
created more uncertainty concerning regional security.

The Ineluctable Taiwan Factor. There is, of course, a
much more obvious aspect of Chinese concern about the first
revision since 1978 of the so-called defense guidelines for
the U.S.-Japanese security alliance: the issue of the
applicability of the treaty to a conflict in the Taiwan Strait.
This process of revising the guidelines began with the
reaffirmation of the alliance by President C(:)Imton and
Prime Minister Hashimoto in April of 1996, the month
following China’s second round of launching ballistic
missiles to intimidate Taiwan after President Lee Teng-hui
visited the United States. Although the timing of the
U.S.-Japanese declaration on alliance affirmation was
largely coincidental and despite visits by U.S. officials to
Beijing in advance to explain the guidelines, the impact on
Beijing was undiluted. The Clinton-Hashimoto meeting
followed several difficult years in U.S.-Japanese trade
relations and the eruption of significant concerns in
Okinawa about the presence of U.S. forces there. Beijing
might have hoped, under these circumstances, for tepid
results from a U.S.-Japanese summit at that time. Instead,
the meeting provided renewed momentum for ideas dating
back to 1994 about changes and clarificatiogls that might be
appropriate for the defense guidelines. ™ The Chinese
reaction was prompt and pointed, the first serious concern
expressed about the U.S.-Japanese alliance since the end of
the Cold War. The day after the Clinton-Hashimoto
reaffirmation statement, PRC Foreign Ministry spokesman
Shen Guofang said:

The Japan-U.S. treaty on the guarantee of security is a
bilateral arrangement left over from history. And such an
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arrangement should not go beyond its bilateral dimension,
otherwise it would complicate the situation in the region.>?

China then had a year and a half to chafe and protest as
the revised guidelines were discussed, drafted, and finally
presented in September 1997. As mentioned, there were
concerns expressed by the Chinese about the revised
guidelines providing license for the JSDF to become a
threatening military force. However, the most intense
exchanges concerned the geographic scope of the security
arrangements. The United States said that there had been
no change and that the alliance was not aimed at any
country. The Japanese prime minister and a senior
spokesman created consternation in Beijing by suggesting
that the alliance could be considered applicable not only to
the Taiwan Stra|t3and vicinity, but also all the way to the
South China Sea.” During a visit to China, Prime Minister
Hashimoto masterfully employed ambiguity on this issue.
He assured then-Chinese Prime Minister Li Peng that
Japan would continue to be constrained by its constitution,
that it would be transparent about revisions to the security
pact with the United States, and that the alliance was not
aimed at s ecific countries but rather at threatening
situations.” Hashimoto told Li that the review underway of
U.S.-Japanese military arrangements was not basesd on
geography but on “the nature of the situation.” ™ He
dismissed %uestlons about Taiwan as “totally
hypothetical.”

The Japanese leader admitted at the end of the visit that
he had failed t(g7dispel Chinese concerns about the alliance
and Taiwan. Nevertheless, the Chinese leaders,
interestingly, did not press the matter |n80rd|nately
choosing not to create ariftin the relationship. ™ Maybe itis,
as some analysts suggest, that China expects Japanese
support of U.S. forces in a Taiwan intervention action. After
all, in March 1996, the U.S. battlegroups sent to the Taiwan
Strait were, in part, based in Japan. Many Chinese leaders
also expect that the support might extend to the use of the
Japanese MSDF in some role, large or small. Depending on
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the interpretation one prefers, Hashimoto had either made
it clearer that Japan would act in concert with the United
States over Taiwan or added another little piece of strategic
ambiguity for Li Peng and Jiang Zemin to contemplate as
the Japanese-U.S. security alliance nears its 40th
anniversary and moves into the 21st century.

Alliance Bashing. The day after President Clinton and
Prime Minister Hashimoto issued the “Japan-U.S. Joint
Declaration on Securisté/—AIIiance for the 21st Century” in
Tokyo in April 1996, Clinton presented his view of the
future in the first speech to the Japanese Parliament by a
U.S. President since the one given by Ronald Reagan in
1983:

As the world's two largest economies, and two of its strongest
democracies, Japan and the United States must forge an
alliance for the 21st century.®

Beijing was listening, as would be expected. However,
Chinese leaders must have anticipated this message. On
precisely that day, April 18, 1996, Beijing, preparing for the
visit of Russian President Boris Yeltsin, announced its new
form of model bilateral relationship meant to supersede
alliances. Foreign Ministry spokesman Shen Guofang said:

We have established a new type of good neighborly relations
between China and Russia which are not based on
confrontation or alliance. [The relationship would] serve the
interests of the people of the two countries and contribute at
the same time to peace and stability in the region.”

China marshaled its assault on alliances and by a year
later had developed a broader attack. In the spring of 1997,
Zhao Jieqi, research fellow and former deputy director of the
Japanese Studies Institute of the Chinese Academy of
Social Sciences (CASS), said:

The short-term goal of the [strengthened U.S.-Japan and

U.S.-Australia] alliances is to deal with the “instability” in the
Taiwan Strait, the South China Sea, and on the Korean
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Peninsula. The long-term goal is to deal with the imaginary
“troubles” made by an economically and militarily stronger
China.*”

Liu Jiangyong, director of the Department of Northeast
Asian Studies of the China Institute of Contemporary
International Relations (CICIR), amplified the concept:

The structure [of U.S. alliances] is said to aim to maintain the
peace of this region. But it sowed seeds of friction and
instability.... It is sure to create tension among Asian
countries.®

What Beijing Wants Now and What It Dreams Of for the
Future. China, no doubt, is unhappy as a general matter
with U.S. alliances in Asia and enamored of its touted new
concept of security without confrontation and absent
alliances. Nevertheless, a distinction should be made
between Chinese aspirations and efforts to achieve a distant
goal on the one hand and the more pressing combination of
realistic expectations and short-term concerns on the other.
Does China really want Japan “loosed on Asia,” as those
who fear Japan the most might put it? And there are more
pointed questions that an increasingly realistic and worldly
Chinese leadership must have begun to ponder: Is an
American-Japanese-South Korean-Australian entente, or
some permutation thereof, against China realistic under
any scenario short of the most abominable actions by China
against its neighbors? Do not Chinese leaders understand,
even if they cannot say so, that none of these alliances would
act against China unless Beijing essentially forced them to
do so? Furthermore, there have been private reports that
the current Chinese leadership gives at least some credence
to the assertion that the U.S. military presence in the region
has been beneficial, if not instrumental, both to regional
stability and economic development, including that of
China.

Americans in Asia Forever? Beijing is not pressing
Washington to beat a hasty retreat from East Asia. Looking
at the long term, Beijing is less tolerant of a seemingly
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interminable U.S. military presence, but it expects that
U.S. forces would be reduced or withdrawn deliberately, so
as not to precipitate a crisis or foster regional instability—
such as a dramatic increase in Japanese military capability
or confrontation on the Korean Peninsula. Chinese leaders
recognize that achieving severe reductions or complete
withdrawal of U.S. forces, while avoiding these pitfalls,
would be a tricky proposition. This is reflected in the
manner in which Beijing in 1996 and 1997 simultaneously
handled its proposal (in concert with Moscow) that new
security relations should eschew alliances and yet did not
call for the dismantlement of the U.S.-Japanese alliance.
Beijing wishes to milk alliances for their merit for Chinese
interests in the short term but work deliberately toward a
time when China, not the United States, is seen as the pillar
of East Asian security. That vision of the 21st century, as
Beijing sees it, does not feature security alliances.

Some in China who have confidence in China’s ability to
become a relatively stronger economic and military power in
Asia think it might be preferable in the next century to have
Japanese forces alone to confront in the region, rather than
a combined and well-coordinated U.S. and Japanese force.
“Who's afraid of the big, bad Japanese?” these more
optimistic analysts seem to say. The view is also offered that
the U.S. presence in Japan will increasingly be seen by all
parties, including the American public and Congress, as an
anachronism. Moreover, some suggest, Japan will
subordinate itself to the United States for only so long. In
other words, China need only be patient, and the Americans
will either leave of their own volition, be asked to leave, or be
ejected. These offerings might be seen as efforts by some
Chinese strategists to cover all the bases, end up on the
“right side of history,” or just as wishful thinking about an
Asia for Asians, with commensurate elevation of Beijing’s
position; but they offer insights into the Chinese view of the
future.

China’s Future Place in Asian Security. The matter to be
considered for the future is that China wants what it
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perceives as its rightful place in the framework of Northeast
Asian security. That central place for China in the
architecture is something Beijing can seemingly never have
as long as the U.S.-Japanese alliance retains its status as
the keystone of regional security; and there is the
implication that one of the roles of the alliance is to keep
China in line—or knock it back in line if it strays. China
wants its enhanced status in the region, its improved
international posture, and its potential for far greater
power to be accepted and to be prime considerations with
respect to regional security in the 21st century. Put another
way, the obverse of alliance bashing in this context is China
“dignification.”

The Ballistic Missile-Theater Ballistic Missile Defense
Imbroglio. There is a far cruder, but very specific, way in
which China is attempting to ensure its relevance in
regional security. The PLA excels in very few warfare areas,
but one of them is its arsenal of short- and medium-range
ballistic missiles—primarily (but not necessarily) tipped
with conventional warheads. By some definitions, this is
one of the asymmetric means that China can bring to bear to
overcome U.S. and Japanese technological advantages.
Chinese leaders expect that these missiles would have a
deterrent effect on any Japanese proclivity to get involved
with the United States in a Taiwan intervention. Beijing
does not want Tokyo (and certainly not Taipei!) to attain the
capability to neutralize the threat of that force—either
alone or in concert with the United States. China has offered
almost every conceivable argument against the
development and deployment of theater ballistic missile
defense (TBMD). Beijing is also allegedly working in more
sophisticated ways behind the scenes to undermine support
of the program with the Japanese public, Ieglslature and
government to reinforce existing opposition.  Japanese
Defense Agency (JDA) Director General Kyuma said in
early 1997 to acommittee of the Diet: “We won't be able to go
ahead with the program without taking into account the
costs, the benefits and the accuracy [of the missile system].”
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Other Japanese officials said their participation in a
regional missile defense system could be interpreted by
nations such as Crgina as upsetting the regional military
balance of power. ~ Beijing does not wish to enter into a
confrontation wherein it would launch missiles against
Japan or U.S. bases in Japan, with all that might imply for
the future of China and coveted Chinese economic growth,
but it wants the concern about that threat to remain
undiminished in the coming years. Beijing wants Tokyo,
Washington, and Taipei to worry.

One of the earlier Chinese lines of reasoning against
TBMD, used sparingly recently, has been called the “shield
and sword” argument: Japan, behind the shield of ballistic
missile defense, could develop in a very short time the sword
of nuclear weapons and the missiles to deliver them.
Although the shield and sword argument may be heard less
now, Beijing is no less determined than in the past to
preclude Japanese development of nuclear weapons. China
calls attention to Japan’s technological prowess in the
nuclear field and notes that its more than 50 nuclear power
plants, producing over a third of the country’s electrical
power, are also a supplier of plutonium that can be used in
weapons. Japan has rejected suggestions that it reconsider
its ambitious nuclear energy program, heightening
Beijing’s anxiety. The issues of the potential deployment of
theater missile defense and the development of nuclear
weapons will remain crucial, and possibly explosive,
matters in China’s perspective of its security relationship
with Japan and the bearing that relationship has on
regional security in the coming years.

Military Relations. Tokyo has recently made overtures
to Beijing for better military-to-military relations between
the two former adversaries. There have been noteworthy
exchanges in recent years, including the April 1997 visit to
Japan of Chinese Defense Minister General Chi Haotian,
the first such visit in 13 years. Chi proposed that the
director general of the Japanese Defense Agency visit
China. Before that could occur, Prime Minister Hashimoto
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went to China in September 1997 to mark 25 years of
normalized bilateral relations and attempt to ease Chinese
concerns about the revised U.S.-Japanese defense
guidelines that were about to be presented. While there, he
complained that the military contacts between Japan and
China were “insufficient” compared to the burgeoning
economic, political, and cultural ties. It seems his concern
was listened to politely.

When JDA Director General Kyuma, acting on Minister
of Defense Chi’s earlier invitation, went to China in May
1998, his visit to PLAN facilities there was made
memorable by the simultaneous sailing of a Chinese marine
research ship into waters off the Senkaku Islands claimed
by Japan as well as by China. The Cfg;nese ship defied
warnings by the Japanese coast guard. It was not clear
whether this untimely rekindling of the Senkakus spat was
coincidental, but personal conversations by the author with
Japanese defense specialists clearly conveyed the
Impression that Japan’s overtures for military-to-military
contacts were being rebuffed. When the matter was raised
by the author with a knowledgeable PLA officer specializing
In politico-military affairs, the officer said unequivocally
that the PLA does not want to proceed with such contacts.
He explained that there were questions about how much
China might gain from such contacts, but the more
Important reason, according to this officer, was that hatred
of the Japanese military persisted to such a degree in China
that most PLA officers did not want to participate in such
discussions. There was ample reason for Japan to be
mistrusted—a lesson that had apparently been wasted on
Americans, he added, warming to his subject.

Trilateral Track Il Talks. China has rejected proposals
for official trilateral (PRC, United States, Japan) security
talks based, in part, on insurmountable dislike and distrust
of the Japanese. No doubt, Beijing was also loath to face two
treaty allies. However, Beijing did accept a proposal early in
1998 for Track Il talks among civilian scholars. The first
session was held in the summer of 1998. Chinese
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participants did not use the meeting as a forum to attack the
Japanese, and there were no PLA officers present.

Shaping Future Sino-Japanese Security Relations.
Japan will almost certainly begin the next century worrying
about and watching a growing Chinese presence
increasingly dominating the western horizon. China will
squint back, continuing to covet the best that the
relationship with wealthy Japan can bring to China and
fearing the worst that Japan might bring about. What is
now competition between Asia’s richest and largest
countries will shift toward competition between two rich (or
at least developed) countries, one very large and the other
not so large. That change in China's status may assuage to
some degree the animosity and envy that China harbors for
a country it feels is morally undeserving of good fortune.

A continued exchange of visits of senior officials may
make China more tolerant of Japanese actions that it
currently considers unacceptable, such as visits by cabinet
officials each year to the Yakusuni shrine where Japan’s
war criminals are honored. The Japanese foreign minister
was in China in August 1998, a visit surprisingly free of
rancor. Ostensibly, the worst floods in half a century in
China recently caused the indefinite postponement of the
scheduled September 1998 visit of Chinese President Jiang
Zemin to Japan. (Suspiciously, the postponement was
announced just after Tokyo had rebuffed a reported Chinese
request to echo the “three no's policy” concerning Taiwan
that President Clinton elected to state publicly near the end
of his June-July 1998 visit to China.) ~ According to the
Japanese foreign ministry, that would hggve been the very
firstvisit to Japan of a Chinese president! ~ There have been
and will be other visits of varying import, such as the
little-noticed meeting of the leaders of the Chinese and
Japanese Communist Parties in April 1998, the first
meeting in 32 years after party ties were broken during the
Chinese Cultural Revolution. If both countries weather the
ongoing Asian financial crisis without suffering economic
devastation, trade and investment will continue to bond the
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two countries and on balance be a positive factor in the
security relationship. In all these aspects, the overall
bilateral relationship is on a generally upward trajectory,
even if the slope is hardly steep.

The picture is far less certain with respect to
military-to-military relations. Intransigence by the PLA
might wane with future generations of PLA senior officers
who will be younger, better educated, more worldly, and
more professional officers. They may conclude that
sustaining the intense hatred for Japan and its armed
forces does not serve China’s interests. For now, however,
the PLA tradition of hating the Japanese seems to be
surviving. This emotional feature of the relationship blocks
communication and consequently may be retarding
developments that might otherwise have taken place by this
time.

The Taiwan Fulcrum. Two other factors examined
earlier matter greatly: (1) Chinese concerns that Japan will
build a powerful military, and (2) what Japan would do if
China used military force against Taiwan. The former is
likely to simmer through the early decades of the next
century, but the latter may boil over at any time and reduce
East Asia to a battleground. There is ample reason to be
relatively sanguine about keeping the lid on Japanese
military expansion. It could be very much harder to keep the
lid on a Taiwan crisis if the cross-strait situation really
becomes roiled. No expenditure or exercise of prudence,
sagacity, caution, and preparedness are excessive to avoid
this outcome. No decisions with respect to U.S.-Japanese
security cooperation, TBMD, or U.S. military commitment
in the region can ignore the Taiwan issue. It boils down to
this: currently the only truly critical factor in China’s
security relationship with Japan is Taiwan, and the United
States is right in the middle. With resolution of the “Taiwan
problem,” as it is often referred to on the Chinese mainland,
the hue of security relations between China and Japan will
shift from dark and ominous tones to a much warmer glow,
even if hardly rosy. Then the more fundamental problem
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will appear in even more vivid hues. As long as China
remains the outsider in the framework of East Asian
security, it will be a troublemaker, seeking what it sees as
its rightful place as a major part of the architecture.

Korea: Seeing Double and Enjoying the View.”?

Chinese leaders are cautious about the process of change
on the Korean Peninsula and the implications of that
impending change for China. Despite outward composure,
Beijing is increasingly concerned by the developments in
North Korea, a concern undoubtedly intensified by the
history of disruptions to China’s security and stability that
have originated in Korea. Chinese leaders are troubled that
Pyongyang remains deaf to its suggestions for reform and
more rational conduct—advice given with Asian gentility in
the hope that it can be accepted more readily than if
delivered with Western bluntness. However, most Chinese
who follow the issue do not believe that collapse of North
Korea is imminent or that reunification or reconciliation is
inevitable. Some accuse the South Koreans and Americans
who forecast an early demise of North Korea of engaging in
wishful thinking. Although many observers believe China
favors the indefinite division of Korea, it is not clear that
Beijing has made an unequivocal choice of a preferred
outcome of a change in status on the peninsula. However,
Beijing objects strenuously to being publicly lumped into a
box with Japan and seen as preferring permanent division
of the peninsula in order to keep Korea weak and
nonthreatening. Instead, Beijing suggests that the focus
should be on preserving stability, not effecting change, and
that a slow, deliberate course to some form of reunification
in the distant future, possibly 20 to 50 years from now,
would be reasonable.

Delicately Balanced Dual Relations. Beijing has been
particularly attentive to, and ingenious in, its relationships
with its two near neighbors, the Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea (DPRK) and the Republic of Korea (ROK).
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China has skillfully contrived a way to preserve good
relations with its fellow communist (more fashionably
referred to as socialist) state and yet proceed outright to
establish dynamic economic and political relations with the
South. There are many complexities, inequalities, and
sensitivities to be dealt with carefully in this peculiar pair of
relationships between such dissimilar countries, and
Beijing must devote considerable attention to the task.
Possibly the only aspect of the relationships that smacks of
unity of view is the intense degree of dislike for Japan
shared by all three. In this decade, first with burgeoning
trade relations and then diplomatic relations in 1992,
China’s preference with respect to the two Koreas has
undeniably shifted to place South Korea foremost. As might
be expected, Beijing’s careful choice of Seoul as the favored
partner was done primarily for economic reasons.
Somehow, however, China’s leaders have met the
extraordinary challenge and kept things reasonably cozy
with North Korea while snuggling up to the South.

Nuclear Weapons in Korea—and the Japan Link.
Chinese officials say that China wants a stable, nonnuclear
Korean Peninsula. Beijing has expressed a preference for a
Korean Peninsula nuclear-free zone. It wants a peninsula
void of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and the means
to deliver them. Further, Beijing does not want suspicions
about Korea to serve as an incentive or excuse for Japan to
develop its own nuclear weapons, which would foster
Beijing’s abiding fear, the resurgence of military capability
in Japan.

Reunification: Whether, When, and How. By reason of
geographic proximity and political, social, and economic
vulnerability to the potential repercussions, China has a
vested interest in the outcome of change on the peninsula.
Among the reasons Beijing is in no hurry for reunification or
reconciliation is the recognition that precipitating a change
between the Koreas has high risk, both for the Koreas and
for China. Beijing does not want circumstances to arise in
the Koreas that ultimately will threaten the Chinese
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Communist Party. Questions of reunification and its timing
are often finessed when raised with Chinese officials, but it
Is clear that China seeks a Korea that leans more toward
Chinathan toward the United States or Japan. Both Beijing
and Pyongyang consider a lopsided reunification process
done on Seoul’'s terms unappealing. Unification is a
desirable goal, Chinese officials say, but left unsaid is that
for now a North Korea that is troublesome and distracting to
Washington is not altogether a bad thing for China. Beijing,
naturally, wishes to avoid social and political tumult just
across the Yalu and Tumen Rivers. It also does not want
Seoul’s attention and South Korea's resources drawn from
China and redirected to resolving the problem of a
collapsed, or maybe just helpless and hopeless, North
Korea. Peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula are
describgd as essential to China’s continued economic
growth.

Military vs. Economic Considerations. Without saying
so, China recognizes that the real potential for trouble on
the Peninsula lies with Pyongyang, and that neither
Washington nor Seoul is inclined to start a war. It has
worked diligently to discourage foolhardy military
adventures by North Korea and has retained at least the
semblance of a security pact with Pyongyang. However, the
primary focus of China’s Korea policy has been on
cultivating economic and other relations with the part of
Korea that really matters to China: the prosperous and
progressive South. This outlook has been blurred slightly as
a consequence of the ROK’s severe economic problems
during the ongoing Asian economic crisis, but China can see
that South Korea will come out of the crisis with its
workforce, intellectual capital, infrastructure, and
democratic methods largely intact. That is the aspect of the
Korean Peninsula for which China now has affinity.

South Korean investment in and trade with Shandong
Province, jutting out eastward to less than 250 miles from
Seoul, and with China’s economically needy northeastern
provinces, adjacent to the Korean Peninsula, have provided
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considerable benefit where it was needed most. " By 1996,
South Korea had invested $830 million in Shandong and
$516 million in the rust belt of Northeast China. Two-way
trade totaled almost $20 billion for 1996. As a consequence
of this important investment and trade, China now has
considerably greater anxiety over the full recovery of its
important economic ties with South Korea than it does
about the presence of American troops in the ROK or even
the future presence of U.S. forces there. Military matters
concerning the South are simply not on the front burner for
China.

With respect to North Korea, China views that security
relationship largely in economic terms as well. Ties between
the PLA and the North Korean People’s Army (KPA) persist
but are neither close nor flourishing. Beijing’'s very
long-term vision for North Korea, separate or unified, is
that of an economic partner with China’s neighboring areas.
The Chinese envision mutually beneficial trade and
investment relations with the North. Chinese interlocutors
dismiss suggestions that preservation of another socialist
state or having a buffer zone between China and U.S. forces
in South Korea is of any consequence. They call these
notions outdated remnants of “Cold War thinking.” In other
words, Chinese officials assert that China’s approach to the
matter of reunification is largely an economic issue.
Consequently, the modalities of reunification or
reconciliation, in Beijing’s view, should be governed by their
implications for the South Korean economy (in the near
future) and the North Korean economy (in the quite distant
future). Whether others see it as naive or not, China dreams
of a Korea where prosperity is contagious and readily
spread to neighboring parts of China.

China’s Actions in a North Korean Crisis. This attitude
on the future of North Korea is reflected in Chinese
assertions that Beijing will attempt to stay out of the fray in
a political crisis or societal collapse in Pyongyang, and it
expects the United States to do the same. The theory is that
Chinese intervention would mean that Beijing would be
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mired in a mess without a visible end and burdened with
Pyongyang’s intractable political, economic, and social
problems. Moreover, Beijing insists that its dictum
concerning no foreign forces in another country applies to its
own forces as well. Also at play is the fact that China wants
its own reunification process with Taiwan to be free of
outside interference. Setting a contrary precedent by
“interfering” in North Korea would be strongly resisted. On
the other hand, if Beijing sees imminent DPRK economic
collapse, supposedly it will “pull out the stops” and attempt
to help Pyongyang overcome the crisis by whatever means
prove necessary.

Of course, these Chinese assertions, despite determined
efforts to make the positions sound plausible, are suspect.
Some observers doubt whether China would restrict the
PLA to blocking the border in order to control refugees and
keep military forces out of North Korea. Questions arise
about China’s likely response in the event of a fractured
DRPK, if for instance a rump government in Pyongyangor a
faction there asked for PLA support to bring order or to
deter movement north by ROK forces. Doubts are even
greater in a scenario where U.S. forces might move
northward. Beijing surely does not want U.S. forces near its
border. Surely if Washington should ask Beijing to exercise
restraint in a Korean crisis, Beijing is virtually certain to
ask much of Washington—probably with respect to Taiwan.
It might seek stronger assurances concerning curbing arms
transfers to_Taipei and may demand a “fourth

. e . .
communiqué.” " Despite these doubts, there is some solace
to be taken from any assurances from Beijing about the
reluctance to use the PLA as a means to try to solve
problems in North Korea. There is merit in having Beijing
repeat these assurances to international interlocutors.

There are also doubts about the asserted Chinese
commitment to go to almost any lengths to avoid economic
disaster in North Korea. Beijing has been all too ready
essentially to buy as scrap or at bargain prices North
Korea's dismantled industrial complex—loaded onto trucks
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and trains and carted north across the border. Further,
Beijing has appeared quite reluctant to toss money down
the black hole of the North Korean economy. Given its direct
interests, China has appeared as rather miserly in the
provision of emergency food aid, from time to time sending
tens of thousands of tons of corn and small amounts of other
grain when the needs were many times that. Other Chinese
goods have been sold to North Korea when it might have
been appropriate to provide these items free to its “socialist
brethren.” Often the prices have been concessionary, but
equally often the demanded terms have been for cash
transactions and not barter. As mentioned, Beijing has been
disappointed and frustrated that Pyongyang has not
instituted economic reforms. The alternative has been for
China to continue patronizing trade subsidies and other aid
that have kept North Korea alive but have not succeeded in
correcting structural problems or contributed to a long-term
solution. How hard China is really trying is an open
guestion.

It also remains open to question how far China would
really go to aid North Korea if Pyongyang were acting even
less responsibly than at present and showed no inclination
to change. The answer may well be that Beijing has not
seriously confronted that question because most Chinese do
not think the collapse of North Korea to be a likely scenario.
They profess to believe that the North Koreans are highly
resilient, possibly more capable of enduring hardship than
even the Chinese themselves. To illustrate the point, the
Chinese recall times of great difficulty in China, including
the Great Leap Forward and the Cultural Revolution, that
did not result in national collapse. This logic may be less
compelling to many, but such convictions in China are
probably strengthened with each successive year of severe
hardship in North Korea that passes without the
catastrophic results that many Westerners forecast. While
China talks about saving the day if the North begins to go
under, it largely looks to South Korea, Japan, and the
United States to provide the major funding for such things
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as the fuel oil and light water reactors being provided under
the October 1994 Agreed Framework. As the next century
begins, China will continue to urge Washington to ease or
eliminate restrictions on trade and investment and
facilitate American business in the North. It will perpetuate
the status quo by patiently continuing to provide moderate
amounts of food aid and significant trade subsidies and to
conduct “commercial transactions.”

Learning to Like Multilateralism. In April 1996, Seoul
and Washington proposed talks to include North Korea,
South Korea, China, and the United States. Beijing was
initially quite reticent about these Four-Party Talks, as
they came to be known. Eventually, Chinese leaders urged a
reluctant Pyongyang to accept the proposal and agreed to
participate themselves. China’s participation in the
Four-Party Talks was another signal that Beijing has come
to accept that its interests can be served by a multilateral
approach. The prospects are now greatly increased that
China will be a regular participant in talks of this nature.

Living With But Not Liking Alliances. As with the
Japanese-U.S. security alliance, Beijing has elected not to
challenge directly the South Korean-U.S. alliance. Instead,
China maintains a balanced policy toward the Koreas.
Utterances from Beijing emphasize its own concept for
international security, without confrontation or alliances,
that Beijing has established with Moscow. There are
obligatory statements opposing foreign forces stationed in
another country, but responsible Chinese officers say that
Beijing will not oppose the continued presence of U.S. forces
in Korea or the existence of the alliance, even after
reunification, as long as that is the desire of the Korean
government and people. In May 1998, a Chinese diplomat
said forthrightly that Beijing was taking a more conciliatory
position on U.S. forces. Beijing would not oppose their
continued presence if they were welcomed by the host
country a7gd if their use were limited to only “bilateral
matters.” ~ Despite the Taiwan issue, China was conceding
that a U.S. presence in Korea after unification was not
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anathema. Beijing’s concern focuses on the purpose for the
forces rather than whether they should be there.

In any event, Beijing has currently come to accept that
the 37,000 U.S. troops in South Korea are tolerable. Beijing
also seems to recognize that the American presence serves
as a deterrent to imprudent action by the North and as a
brake on actions by Seoul that might create instability or
bring demands from Pyongyang that China act in its behalf.
Chinese officials describe their treaty with Pyongyang as
sufficiently ambiguous that Beijing can interpret the pact
as it wishes. Further, Beijing seems to have made it clear
that it will not come to North Korea’s aid if Pyongyang
initiates hostilities. Beijing frequently reminds Seoul that
South Korean intervention in the North would likely
exacerbate rather than resolve the problem.

Beijing’s positions with respect to its treaty with
Pyongyang and the presence of U.S. forces on the Korean
Peninsula reflect some nuances of China’s abhorrence of
alliances. With respect to the pact with Pyongyang, the
Chinese have essentially chosen to abrogate what might
have been viewed under other circumstances as a firm
commitment to come to the aid of North Korea in the event
of hostilities. The Chinese did so because they (1) found
Pyongyang to be an unreliable partner, (2) did not wish to
have another government in a position to obligate China to
enter into an armed conflict, and (3) did not want to have to
cope with the complications inherent in alliance and
coalition relations. In other words, China finds alliances to
be encumbrances rather than advantages.

Beyond all that, China wants the freedom to condemn
alliances on the basis that they tend to target some other
country. In Asia, China feels that it has been an unspoken
target of U.S. alliances, particularly in the post-Cold War
environment. To the degree that Beijing can discredit and
diminish the solidarity of alliances and appear to be taking
a moral high road, the Chinese think they can diminish the
threats they face in the region and enhance China’s
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reputation as a responsible and forward-thinking member
of the community of nations.

With respect to the South Korean-U.S. alliance, Beijing
recognizes that strident objections to a continued U.S.
presence on the peninsula would most likely be either
ignored or counterproductive. Strong Chinese objections
could arouse suspicions about why a purportedly peaceful
China was protesting so vociferously. Further, China does
not want to appear to be interfering in the internal affairs of
another country by dictating to the South Korean people
how they should arrange for their own security. In sum,
China wants to distance itself from alliance entanglements,
eliminate or neutralize alliances against China, and rid
itself of the more subtle but troublesome complications that
the existence of alliances in the region produce for it.

Prognosis. China expects to enter the next century with
a divided Korea composed of a crippled North and an
economically recovering South. It expects that the Chinese
economy will continue to benefit from trade and investment
from South Korea. Beijing does not expect North Korea to
move militarily against the South because without the
support of the PLA, an attack would be tantamount to
suicide for both the North Korean state and the regime. By
the time there is reconciliation or reunification, well into the
future by Chinese calculations, Beijing strongly hopes that
the security framework for the region will have been altered
so that China will be able to see itself as an integral part of
the Northeast Asian security architecture, not a target of
alliances and no longer treated as a troublesome outsider.
In that situation, the presence of U.S. forces in Korea and
Japan will either be of little concern to China, or the forces
will have been withdrawn because of domestic and political
pressures in Japan, Korea, and the United States.

Taiwan Complications Intrude Again. As in so many
other aspects of China’s regional security situation in the
coming years, the issue of Taiwan is inescapable. If the
Taiwan issue remains unresolved, and especially if it
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remains volatile, Beijing will be less likely to consider U.S.
forces and alliances in Asia a matter to be accommodated.
Moreover, the PRC threat to Taiwan will be seen by other
countries as a demonstration of Beijing's will to resort to
force. This will provide a justification to keep capable U.S.
forces in the region. While it is hard to justify the cost of the
U.S. presence by a vague reference to preserving stability
and reacting to unidentified future contingencies, a
continuing PRC threat to Taiwan obviates the need to
contrive some compelling new justification for U.S. forces to
be in Asia, regardless of how valid the new reasoning might
prove to be in the long run. The Taiwan problem, once more,
serves as the spoiler for China’s aspirations and as a major
complicating factor in devising a new security architecture
for the region, even when the issue seemed to be Korea.

Over the Boundary-Bothered South China Sea to
ASEAN.

Beijing’s motives with respect to the South China Sea
may be questioned, but its increased attention to its
southern periphery is clear. The most conspicuous example
of that attention is China’s presence and participation in
ASEAN and the %SEAN Regional Forum (ARF) as a
“dialogue partner.”~ Some accuse Beijing of participating
in bad faith and argue that China does not intend to
compromise on its disputes with ASEAN countries,
especially with respect to sovereignty claims in the South
China Sea. These voices also suggest that the PLAN is
waiting over the horizon. In 1997, Carolina Hernandez,
president of the Institute for Strategic and Development
Studies (ISDS) in the Philippines, said, “You cannot
discount the possibility that [China] will exercise the rights
of a Middle Kingdom.” She went on to refer to lingering
doubtsin AS;EAN “about the possibly hegemonic ambitions
of China. Discussions by the author with officials from
ASEAN countrles reveal concerns that China’s aspirations
for big-power status are fueled by its increasingly close
relations and summit meetings with the United States. All

56



the while, ASEAN interlocutors note, China is pushing for
disbanding alliances and the reduction of the stabilizing
U.S. influence. At the very least, there is no common view
among ASEAN nations that China’s role in the region will
be favorable.

Mischief Reef: Part of the Pattern? Though striving to
foster a reputation as a partner and good neighbor to the
ASEAN nations, Beijing nonetheless built structures on
Mischief Reef in the eastern part of the Spratly Islands near
the Philippines. Following the February 1995 discovery of
the Chinese intrusion on the islet claimed by both China
and the Philippines, an international row ensued. Beijing
asserted the structures there were to shelter fisherman and
monitor weather conditions. Manila said they were to
support PLAN operations. Chinese interlocutors have
suggested that the construction was purely a military move
and locally directed, i.e., that Beijing was not to blame.
China has gone so far r8ecently as to offer use of the facilities
to Filipino fishermen. ~ After 31/2 years, in November 1998,
Manila once more complained of Chinese activity there.
Beijing responded with the same disingenious explanations
about facilities for fishermen.

Since 1995, other minor spats that smack more of comic
opera than serious conflict have ensued around a couple of
islets and reefs. China has backed off each time, suggesting
that local forces may act out of turn but that cooler heads in
the central government will prevail. Meanwhile, over the
years Beijing has offered to negotiate Spratly Islands issues
multilaterally and proposed to put aside sovereignty issues
and proceed with joint economic development in the area.
Even so, the other claimants remained unconvinced of
China’s long-term intentions.

Renunciation of Force. To some observers, China’s
efforts appeared to be just more rhetoric from Beijing.
However, at a December 1997 meeting in Kuala Lumpur
(the first such meeting between just China and the ASEAN
countries), then Chinese Foreign Minister Qian Qichen
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announced that all claimants had agreed to put aside
regional differences and pursue joint development. Qian
said:

There is no tension in the South China Sea despite the realities
of our differences born from our historical legacy. But through
regional cooperation, we have agreed to put aside the issue of
sovereign claims and pursue joint development.”

Malaysian Prime Minister Mahathir, who had earlier
expressed reservations about the Chinese proposal, said:
“Everybody agreed that any dispute should be settled
through negotiations in a friendly mannesrowithout threator
use of force. So I think that is progress.”  Disbelievers still
abound, but Beijing is trying very hard to convince ASEAN
and the outside world of its good intentions with respect to
cooperative economic development in the South China Sea.

A New Approach by Beijing? One factor fueling the
disbelief is concern about the ultimate resolution of the
disputed claims. There is an ominous note in China’s
formulation that the disputes will be shelved while
economic development proceeds, and Beijing has not made
definitive moves to ease those concerns. Indeed, a March
1998 article by Professor Ji Guoxing of the authoritative
Shanghai Institute of International Strategic Studies
restated the basis for China's claims:

China stands for the settlement of the disputes in the Spratlys
in accordance with international law and the U.N. Convention
of the Law of Sea. When ratifying the U.N. convention, China
stated it would negotiate with its neighboring countries “for the
delimitation of each other's maritime jurisdiction on the
principle of equity in accordance with international law.” Now
that the countries concerned have a common basis and a unified
criterion for the settlement, they could engage in friendly
negotiations, taking the related stipulations in the Convention
for an equitable, objective and workable formula of settlement.
In seeking an equitable solution to the disputes, all
relevant factors such as historic title, island
entitlements, continental shelf rights, proportionality,
geomorphological features, and economic interests
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should be balanced in the delimitation. [Emphasis
added.]*

As the fourth anniversary of the Mischief Reef incident
approaches, China continues naval operations in the South
China Sea and persists in consistent protests of perceived
violations or disregard of its claimed sovereignty,
conceivably to strengthen its claims under international
law. However, China has not built structures on other reefs,
set up new outposts or troop garrisons, or challenged the
small garrisons of other claimants. China has not
threatened to use force or refused to renounce the use of
force in the South China Sea to protect its asserted
sovereignty. Beijing's most outrageous recent actions have
been to propose, in April 1998, the development of a tourist
resort on Yongxing, the largest of the Paracel Islands (less
than 150 miles southeast of Hainan), and to repair or
rebuild the structures on Miészchief Reef—after notifying
Manila of its intention do so.  The first action, involving
Yongxing, evoked a sharp re%gke from Hanoi, which
continues to claim the Paracels. =~ The PLA is not likely to
relinquish easily its valuable foothold there, especially
given the military airfield it built on Woody Island.

The more intriguing issue is whether, if challenged
somewhere in the South China Sea, Beijing will adhere to
its commitment to abjure the use of force. This test will be all
the more meaningful because China, alone among the
disputants, has the forces needed to carry out an
island-grabbing action in the South China Sea or dislodge
an occupying force. If China does not use force in such a
situation, it will almost certainly reflect a decision by
Beijing that China’s best interests are served by pursuing
solutions through other means or by avoiding confrontation.
The trend may be in that direction. Over the last few years,
China has pursued an agenda of broad cooperation with the
ASEAN countries rather than winning isolated spats over
islets by employing heavy-handed military means.
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Evolving Perceptions of China. Chinacontinues to seek a
pre-eminent role in Southeast Asia, as elsewhere in East
Asia. Beijing, however, abhors having the term hegemon
applied to it and strives to employ its size and influence in
ways that accomplish the purpose but avoid the appellation.
China’s cooperative participation in the various ASEAN
fora seems to have produced some results. Certainly
ASEAN considers Beijing before it acts. In January 1996,
Singapore’s former Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew opposed
India’s full membership in ASEAN on th8e grounds that
China would “resent” the move by ASEAN. = The following
month, Lee said if the United States and its stabilizing
effect were gone in 20 years, “Asian leaders will take care
not to antagonize China.” Already by 1996 Beijing had
ASEAN countries exercising caution and expressing
concern for the effects on China of their actions. However,
China’s concerns were being taken into account by ASEAN
largely because it was to be feared. The sense was primarily
one of conciliation, hardly a partnership among equals.

In the following months, Beijing sought to mollify its
ASEAN neighbors, agreeing to multilateral negotiation of
Spratlys issues and cooperative measures concerning
navigation, shipping, and communications in the South
China Sea. Jusuf Wanandi, Chairman of the Center for
Strategic and International Studies in Indonesia, said in
mid-1997,

[China] still has to learn how to behave [in the region]. But I
don’t think, in the longer term, China will be a bully at all. With
her opening up and her integration into the society regionally
and globally, she will become an important and a responsible
partner.®

Optimism began to replace obligation as the theme in
ASEAN attitudes toward China, although there remains
considerable diversity among these nations with respect to
their views of Beijing's intentions.

Other events in mid-1997 contributed to a change of tone
in the relationship between Beijing and ASEAN. The
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ASEAN leaders, to the chagrin and dismay of American
officials and others in the international community, decided
to promptly admit Myanmar (Burma) to ASEAN. Chinaand
Myanmar were, of course, very close, and Beijing drove
home that point when in the same month it concluded a
broad economic and trade agreement with Yangon
(Rangoon)—very soon after U.S. economic sanctions had
. 6
been imposed on the unelected government of Myanmar.
ASEAN took an approach that undoubtedly pleased China
since Myanmar’s internal affairs and pressure from
Western dialogue partners did not stop membership.
Carolina Hernandez, president of the Philippine ISDS, said,
“We don’t want to be told by Western powers on what to do.
We feel we have earned a right to play an independent role
. . 87
in the region.” Through press reports, however, Beijing
was reminded that ASEAN membership was seen as a
means to draw Myanmar away from its close political and
arms relationship with China. Hernandez also commented
on this aspect of the decision to admit Myanmar: “It's
important in the view of ASEAN countries to have Burma
included so that the resources and capabilities of Burma do
not get under the control of only one power, and you know
Chinaisarising power.” "~ The admission of Laos to ASEAN
In the same year did not cause as much comment, but the
purpose was the same.

Beijing’'s Redoubled Offensive to Win Over ASEAN.
China’s most senior leaders then sought to convince ASEAN
of China’s good intentions. In August 1997, Li Peng, then
the Chinese premier, described five proposals for promoting
relations with the ASEAN countries: “respecting each
other, treating each other as equals, strengthening
dialogue, intensifying consultation, and seeking common
economic development.” Li said, “The potential for our
economic cooperation is indeed enormous, areas broad and
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prospects highly promising.” = A few months later, in
mid-December 1997, Chinese President Jiang Zemin
proclaimed “the beginning of a new stage of development in
China-ASEAN relations.” “China will never seek
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hegemony,” Jiang said. “China will forever be a good
neighbor, a good partner and a good friend with ASEAN
countries.” He went on to urge the leaders of the nine
ASEAN countries to “give priority to our economic relations
and trade, scientific and technological cooperation between
our two sides.”

ASEAN is an important target for Beijing's efforts. With
nine natigqns as members and Cambodia soon to be
admitted,  itrepresents all the countries of the subregion, a
half-billion people, compared to a bit over the one-third
billion people in the European Union. g!ts total economy is
roughly two-thirds that of Japan's.” There are other
reasons for Chinese interest in ASEAN. Put bluntly, it is
hard for Chinese leaders not to love an organization that
shares Beijing’s views on avoiding intrusions in the internal
affairs of other countries. ASEAN endeared itself to Beijing
when it ignored widespread disapproval and brought
Myanmar into its fold, ignoring U.S. and international
pressure over Yangon's authoritarian actions. “The purpose
of ASEAN is not to bring nice guys into a club. The purpose
of ASEAN is to live at peace among ourselves,” is the way
Dr. Tan Sri Noordin Sopiee, chairman of the Malaysian
Institute of International and Strategic Studies, put it in
response to criticism of ASEAN at the time of the decision on
Myanmar. At the July 1998 ASEAN foreign ministers
meeting in Manila, the policy of noninterference in the
internal affairs of member states was reaffirmed when a
Thai proposal for “flexible engagement” was rejected. The
ministers agreed on “enhanced interaction” on drug
enforcement, the spread of smoke from fires, and terrorist
activities. Undoubtedly, Beijing, once more, was happy with
ASEAN's rejection of the Thai proposal.

The ASEAN ARF, the organization’s body to discuss
security issues, is also important to Beijing. The ARF
planned at its 1994 inception to move from discussion of
defense matters, to preventive diplomacy, to conflict
resolution. But it has hardly gone beyond the first step. It
was not until mid-1997 that national defense officials began
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to participate with their foreign ministers in the
deliberations. At an ARF mid-year working meeting in
Beijing in early 1997, consensus could not be reached even
on whether bilateral 813lliances made a favorable
contribution to the region.” Chinese Vice Foreign Minister
Chen Jian’s words at a press conference following the 1997
meeting demonstrate how Beijing, through its dialogue
partner status, was able to promote its agenda of
disparaging alliances:

There were efforts made to have the meeting acknowledge that
such alliances play a constructive role in regional peace. . .. We
do not think it is correct to regard bilateral military alliances as
the basis for maintaining regional security or the ARF as a
supplement to such alliances.*

Beijing appeared to support the ASEAN concepts of mutual,
cooperative, multilateral solutions and to accept the idea
that security in the region could be a win-win proposition.

As a reflection of this, the consensus of the participants
at this meeting was that economic development had become
the focus of all countries and that expanding regional
economic and trade interaction would establish a strong

. - . 95 . ..
safety net for the Asia-Pacific region.  The economic crisis
hit only months later, undermining for a time the strength
of that safety net, but Beijing can still count on ASEAN
leaders, especially Malaysia’s Mahathir, to remind the
Americans of the value of ties among understanding Asian
nations and to join it in swipes at Washington. Foremost
however, China through its links with ASEAN and its role
in the ARF can exercise influence, consolidate opposition to
U.S. alliances and defense policy, promote its reputation as
a responsible member of the community of nations, and
represent itself as a constructive force in the region.

Burying the Hatchet with Vietham? Beijing's relations
with the capitals of ASEAN are diverse and complex. China
re-established diplomatic relations with Vietnam in 1991,
after a gap of more than a decade following the PLA’s
disastrous 1979 invasion to “punish” Hanoi. Exchanges of
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visits by senior officials and military leaders from the two
countries have become routine. Unquestionably, the most
spectacular of these was then-Premier Li Peng’s prominent
attendance at Vietnam’s Eighth Communist Party
Congress in June 1996. The following month Vietnam’s
Army Chief of Staff Lieutenant General Pham Van Tra
visited Beijing and discussed regional security and military
cooperation. In August 1996, the very next month, the PLA
Chief of the General Staff General Fu Quanyou returned
the visit. Then a month later, high-level talks were held in
Hanoi on border disputes and maritime area issues. In the
summer of 1997, Do Muoi, Vietnam'’s party chief and most
senior official, accepted President Jiang Zemin's invitation
to visit Beijing. In June 1998, the Vietnamese Army chief
again visited Beijing to talk with PRC Minister of Defense
General Chi Haotian.

Bilateral border disputes and tiffs over oil drilling and
fishing rights have continued between China and Vietnam,
but these disagreements have been handled routinely.
Regular talks on the land border issue are being held, with
an optimistic forecast that all issues will be resolved by
2000. China has withdrawn survey and fishing vessels from
disputed areas when Hanoi has protested through
diplomatic channels. This suggests that Beijing continues
to “test the waters,” but that China does not persist when
challenged. This approach resembles its reaction over the
last 3 years to complaints from Manila over South China
Seadisputes. One interpretation is that Beijing is not trying
to get its way in the South China Sea by throwing its weight
around. Another explanation is that, because of Vietham's
substantive claims, it is useful for China to begin seeking
negotiated settlements there. If China settles these claims,
then Hanoi might not lead a coalition of the other ASEAN
states. In any case, China is not pressing its claims by force
and gives the impression of being conciliatory.

Beijing Watches Jakarta. In mid-1998, political chaos
and rioting in Indonesia included mob attacks on well-off
ethnic Chinese, ~ repeating a pattern established 3 decades
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earlier. The question then became whether Beijing, with far
more capabilities at its disposal than in the 1960s, would
threaten or even hint at any action directed at Jakarta.
Apparently no action was contemplated, not even
evacuation by air or sea of those ethnic Chinese fearing
imminent murder, rape, assault, looting, and burning of
property. Beijing's constraint was punctuated by protests at
the Indonesian Embassy in Beijing, a reminder to Jakarta
that China was concerned. Demonstrations in Beijing are
not permitted without the approval of the Chinese
government. Mob action against ethnic Chinese in
Indonesia continued at least through November 1998, but
Beijing has stuck to its policy of noninterference, while
using demonstrations and protests to remind Jakarta it was
watching.

Beijing's passivity may not seem remarkable on the
surface. However, it is interesting to reflect on alternative
outcomes. Were Beijing in the mood to pursue territorial
claims to the area that encompasses the valuable Natuna
natural gas field north of Kalimantan, this period of chaos in
Indonesia would have been an opportunity to make a grab.
Indonesia’s military was distracted and unable to react
effectively to protect natural gas operations run by Esso in
an area claimed by Indonesia 150 miles east of Indonesia’s
Natuna Island. China might have concluded that its
interests would be served by confiscating facilities within
the limits of its historic claims, asserting that these assets
should be used to pay reparations for the heavy losses
sustained by ethnic Chinese abused in Indonesia. Perhaps
deliberations in Beijing do indeed contemplate economic
security considerations in the South China Sea in a
nonaggressive light. Although Indonesian oil production is
waning, Beijing almost certainly sees the advantage in
preserving its own access to oil imports and not creating
antagonism in the country that controls the straits through
which oil from the Middle East flows to China.

Beijing and the Indian Ocean. China and Myanmar are
very different in size and population but have much in
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common. The two “regained independence” in the late
1940s, have endured a history since then of social volatility
and authoritarian rule, have remained largely poor and
developing nations, and are forced to tolerate a nearby India
with which neither has particularly good relations. In
recent years, relations with India have been focused in a
debate over the nature of Chinese facilities on Myanmar’s
Coco Islands, between the Andaman Sea and the Bay of
Bengal less than 50 miles north of the India’'s Andaman
Islands. Allegations voiced by New Delhi and others have
ranged from the existence of a PLA surveillance station on
the island to the establishment of a naval base from which
the PLAN could conduct submarine or warship operations,
which would threaten India. Yangon and Beijing deny such
allegations but do not explain persistent reports about
Chinese military activity on Coco Island.

The PLAN has not demonstrated a capability to conduct
clandestine submarine operations from a base
approximately 2,500 miles from its nearest base in
China—the submarine base at Yulin on the southern tip of
Hainan. Nor is there evidence of support for such operations
by the presence of a submarine tender. However, electronic
monitoring of Indian naval and air operations, or a more
general form of electronic surveillance from Coco Island, is
feasible. Interestingly, the other countries of ASEAN have
not publicly objected or inquired about the alleged PLA
presence. Perhaps the ASEAN countries do not mind having
someone else big and with growing military sophistication
watch the flank that faces giant India.

As Beijing looks to the future regarding its interests in
the South China Sea and among the ASEAN countries, it
need not be pessimistic. It does not confront the prospects of
an inevitable and endless series of confrontations over
rocks, reefs, islets, and possible oil deposits. China seems
likely to remain the biggest frog in the South China Sea
pond, but for now it shares the pond. Moreover, it has used
the ARF as a forum to advance its views on economic
security, cooperative security, and the five principles of
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peaceful coexistence. As in its new relationship with Russia,
China has also found support among ASEAN nations for its
railings about the evils of U.S. hegemony and military
alliances that presuppose an adversary. This perspective on
China and ASEAN may not be the popularly accepted view
of the Chinese outlook, but it seems to make sense and to
serve Chinese interests far better than the assertive
alternative. Whether China will continue its moderate
position and realize its aspirations in the 21st century is an
open question, but Beijing seems to be committed to this
course.

Beyond the Himalayas to the Subcontinent: India
and Pakistan.

The May 1998 nuclear detonations set off by India and
Pakistan had at least one positive effect. If Beijing had any
serious doubts concerning the perils of proliferation, the
tests drove home the point that a nuclear arms race in South
Asia served no country’'s interests, especially not those of
China. Washington’s years of cajoling Beijing, imposing
sanctions on Chinese companies, and painfully extracting
agreements from Chinese negotiators could no longer be
dismissed by Beijing as efforts by the Americans to cram
their own concerns down Asian throats. China’s President
Jiang Zemin said, “This [the South Asian nuclear tests] will
inevitably endanger the peace and stability of South Asia
and the world at large and have a big impact on the
international non-proliferation regime. . ..” “I wish to point
out that nuclear testing is against international trends, no
matter whether the test is conducted by India or Pakistan,”
Jiang continued. He urged both countries to relinquish their
nuclear weapon programs and unconditionally accede to the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treai% (NPT) and Compre-
hensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT).

Amidst this supposed conversion from profligate
proliferator to ardent nonproliferator, it was easy to forget
the long road to Chinese accession to the NPT, a treaty that
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dates back to 1968. China became a party to it only in 1992.
Largely ignored in 1998 was the fact that China set off its
final detonation in July 1996, after the text of the CTBT had
been agreed upon. Further, China was among the most
obstinate of the CTBT drafters, throwing up one obstacle
after another as it all the while tested warheads for its new
missiles and assisted Pakistan. A statement from the
Chinese foreign ministry expressed outrage over India's
tests:

The Chinese government is deeply shocked by this and hereby
expresses its strong condemnation.... The international
community should adopt a common position in strongly
demanding India immediately stop its nuclear development
program. [The tests displayed] outrageous contempt for the
common will of the international community for the
comprehensive ban on nuclear tests."

The decision by Beijing to react harshly was not a
foregone conclusion. Beijing had spent years denying that it
has provided nuclear weapons and ballistic missile
assistance to Pakistan, denials which few accepted but in
which Islamabad and Beijing persist. Beijing had been
similarly attentive to finding ways to skirt commitments to
Washington and the world to do better with respect to
proliferation or to curb dubious sales of “dual-use” items by
Chinese entities to Pakistan. Neither India nor Pakistan, by
these nuclear tests, had violated international agreements
to which they were parties. Beijing’s decision about how to
react was made all the more difficult by the Chinese position
on interference in another country’s internal affairs. For 2
days or so, Beijing did not react to the Indian tests,
reflecting the difficulty of its internal deliberations. Then,
probably influenced by international pressure, Beijing
came down unequivocally on the side of a commitment to a
standard of international behavior. Moreover, it adhered to
that position through Pakistan’s tests, a much more
sensitive decision for Beijing. India, and then Pakistan, had
violated what had come to be accepted by the responsible
members of the community of nations as a worldwide
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moratorium on nuclear testing. China passed the test of
international responsibility by backing normative
restraints on nuclear proliferation.

This decision by Beijing was all the more significant,
given China’s close ties with Pakistan and history of
confrontation with India. The decision seems to reflect a
significant shift in Beijing’s security perspective on South
Asia, although this shift was not as abrupt as might appear
to be the case. China had for years been retreating from
overt nuclear and missile cooperation with Pakistan, if for
no other reasons than that Washington both brought
pressure to bear and made persuasive arguments. However,
China also seemed increasingly concerned about its
international reputation, and in Beijing the number of
officials and bureaucrats who argued that non-proliferation
was responsible policy grew, as did their influence.

Moreover, Beijing was not inclined to condemn India,
despite their disagreements. China’s relations with India,
including security matters, had taken a decidedly positive
turn, starting with Rajiv Gandhi’'s 1988 visit to Beijing.
Jiang Zemin in the mid-1990s became the first Chinese
president to go to New Delhi, a visit that produced
agreement to reduce troops and weapons along the two
countries’ disputed Himalayan borders. The improving
relationship was not ruptured by the widely noted scathing
outbursts of India’'s new defense minister, George
Fernandes, after the Hindu Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP)
led a coalition and took over the government in early 1998.
Fernandes labeled China as India’s biggest potential threat
and accused Beijing of aiding the Pakistani missile program
and stationing threatening aircraft in Tibet.

Despite these loud accusations by the colorful
Fernandes, Beijing did not cancel a visit to India by PLA
Chief of the General Staff General Fu Quanyou. BJP
leaders managed temporarily to tone down the rhetoric in
preparation for Fu’'s visit. A foreign ministry spokesman
said,
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[The] Government of India remains committed to . . . the
development of a friendly, cooperative, good-neighborly and
mutually beneficial relationship with China, our largest
neighbor. Both sides have agreed to build a constructive and
cooperative relationship oriented towards the 21st century. . ..
We see our relationship as one in which the two sides would be
responsive to each other's concerns. Eliminating differences and
promoting understanding would contribute to the development
of good neighborly relations. . . .'*

But the vociferous Fernandes spoke out again when the
PLA general went home. Fernandes ratcheted up the level
of rhetoric further after India’'s nuclear tests, saying that
China presented an imminent nuclear threat that had
forced India to develop nuclear weapons. Beijing denied the
charges but did not overreact. Now that the nuclear dust
has settled, both India and Pakistan are more soberly
considering what they have wrought. Fernandes is singing
a different tune:

If China and the U.S. can have a strategic partnership which
makes them de-target their nuclear missiles . . . despite the
several issues that divide them, there is no reason why India
and Chinacannothavea. .. closer relationship, while they work

towards resolving outstanding disputes between them. . .. We
have a shared past . . . both are proud of their civilizational
heritage.

After blaming the Indian press for distorting his earlier

characterization of China as a threat, Fernandes added,

“We will take whatever measures are needed to be taken to

see that we get on to the discussion table and see that we
. . . » 103

bring our relationship on to an even keel. Fernandes

glibly ignored that he had been the primary boat-rocker.

This anecdote about Fernandes does more than describe
recent events in the Sino-Indian security relationship. It
illustrates that Beijing and New Delhi—after a brief war in
1962, enduring disagreements, scathing condemnations,
and India’s nuclear challenge to China