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      Introduction
    


    
      China’s Military Faces the Future
    


    


    
      James Lilley and David Shambaugh
    


    
      There may be no more important policy issue for the United States to address than the future of the Chinese
      military. As China’s and Asia’s economic power contracts, the military dimension becomes more important. Events
      such as the Asian financial crisis of 1997–98, the Taiwan Strait crisis of March 1996, the territorial disputes
      in the South China Sea, the deterioration of North Korea, and Indian and Pakistani nuclear tests have all
      highlighted the volatility of Asian security. China plays a key role in all of these realms. Yet, answers to
      questions of prospective Chinese behavior are illusive. While much of the important information concerning
      China’s military is classified and remains out of public sight, there is an improving data base provided by
      scholars and private sector analysts of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA). This volume is testimony to the
      improving knowledge base, as it provides cutting-edge analyses by some of the leading specialists on Chinese
      military affairs.
    


    
      Today there is a growing debate in the United States on the future of the Chinese military:
    


    
      •  its capabilities and intentions;
    


    
      •  whether it will be a threat to the United States and its Asian allies and partners;
    


    
      •  whether American technology transfer is augmenting PLA capabilities;
    


    
      •  the expanding reach of Chinese sea power;
    


    
      •  Chinese asymmetrical warfare strategies and attempts to understand and imitate the Revolution in Military
      Affairs (RMA);
    


    
      •  Chinese arms procurement from Russia, Israel, and other countries;
    


    
      •  Chinese military perceptions of the United States and its forces in Asia;
    


    
      •  Chinese military involvement in commerce; and
    


    
      •  Chinese behavior toward Taiwan.
    


    
      These are serious subjects and deserve careful attention and analysis. Yet public commentary is often something else. Chinese missile sales to Iran and Pakistan alarmingly grab the
      headlines. Shrill voices castigate the PLA for selling AK-47s to American street gangs, while Chinese troops
      goosestep into Hong Kong and send their ships and submarines into the Indian Ocean. A caricature of China bashers
      versus China apologists is emerging. Some argue that China and the PLA will become America’s primary adversary in
      the next century. Others plead that China is backward, that its military is obsolete, that its priorities are
      focused on economic development, that it seeks peaceful relations with its neighbors, and that it has a long
      history of non-hegemonic behavior. This book represents both schools of thought. Serious scholars, who often
      fundamentally differ, are given full expression of their views.
    


    
      The volume opens with David Shambaugh’s assessment of the new Chinese military leadership. Understanding the
      human element is critical to knowing where the PLA is going in the twenty-first century. This is particularly
      important given the fact that the PLA High Command has experienced almost wholesale turnover since 1995. This
      post-Deng military leadership will define the answers to the important questions posed above. They will make the
      key decisions about what weapons systems to procure, how to deter conflict and engage adversaries, and—above
      all—how to mold an antiquated force structure into a modern one. Shambaugh’s chapter taps into a range of
      biographical materials and brings new light to bear on the new leadership’s backgrounds and policy dispositions.
    


    
      At the heart of debates about the future of the Chinese military lie questions concerning the PLA’s preparations
      for high-technology warfare in the twenty-first century. As Michael Pillsbury’s path-breaking chapter
      illustrates, there is little doubt that the PLA is assiduously studying the doctrines, technologies, and weapons
      systems associated with the “Revolution in Military Affairs” (RMA). The question is: how much progress are they
      making in acquiring RMA-style capabilities? The operative issues are therefore not whether the PLA is
      seeking to master high-tech warfare, but why? and how much progress are they making?
    


    
      Paul Godwin’s elegant essay interweaves analysis of PLA capabilities in technology, doctrine, strategy, and
      operations. His prognosis is sobering. He concludes that while some significant advances have been made in the
      development of new doctrine and operational concepts, and some relatively recent-vintage weapons platforms have
      been acquired from Russia, the PLA of today is still thirty to forty years behind the state-of-the-art across the
      board in most conventional capabilities! In Godwin’s view, the PLA may be studying the RMA, but they are not
      mastering it. In other words, the doctrine has changed to reflect modern battlefield techniques, but
      technological, financial, and political impediments will continue to inhibit the PLA from realizing a high-tech
      capability anytime soon.
    


    
      Michael Pillsbury and Richard Fisher see it differently. In their respective chapters, they articulate the view
      that not only is the Chinese military carefully studying and trying to apply the lessons of the RMA, but it is
      actually preparing for asymmetrical warfare with more powerful adversaries (such as the United States) and acquiring the technologies and weapons systems to wage such a conflict! The Chinese
      are not trying to match the United States plane for plane, ship for ship but are concentrating on perceived
      vulnerabilities and developing “pockets of excellence” to counter them. Pillsbury argues, further, that the PLA’s
      stubborn refusal to increase its transparency is actually a ruse to hide these secret weapons programs—systems
      detailed in Fisher’s chapter. Pillsbury’s careful study brings to light, for the first time, a systematic and
      comprehensive PLA program to study all aspects of the RMA. This is not fiction; Pillsbury’s data is empirical
      proof of ongoing Chinese research into the RMA, high-tech warfare, and ways to defeat superior adversaries
      (asymmetrical warfare). Pillsbury’s chapter argues, and Fisher’s further illustrates, that the PLA has moved well
      beyond the Deng Xiaoping–era doctrine of “local war” into an entirely new period of research and development that
      may prove directly threatening to the United States and its partners and allies. The PLA views revealed by
      Pillsbury and the foreign acquisition of cutting-edge technologies and platforms outlined by Fisher (but disputed
      by other analysts) do suggest that developments in the PLA should be a major object of scrutiny and concern by
      military scholars, intelligence analysts, and policy makers for many years to come.
    


    
      Bates Gill, Tai Ming Cheung, and Wendy Frieman also deal with these complex subjects, by examining the “support
      base”—finances, logistics, and science and technology—for China’s military modernization program. All three areas
      are critical elements underlying the ability (or lack thereof) for the PLA to achieve its goals.
    


    
      One of the least well understood, most hotly debated, and critically important areas concerning Chinese military
      intentions and capabilities is defense spending. As Gill shows, this term alone possesses “Chinese
      characteristics” and is considerably different from NATO standards. It is not merely a matter of how much China
      spends on its military, but how it is calculated. Gill provides, for the first time, a careful assessment of the
      wide range of estimates provided by foreign analysts. They all exceed (by a factor of two to twelve times) the
      official Chinese figure. Gill’s chapter is as important for its methodology as it is for its conclusions. His
      careful eye to detail illuminates why the estimates of Chinese defense spending are so wide-ranging. He
      appropriately concludes that one’s conclusions derive as much from one’s categories for inclusion/exclusion, as
      they do from the data. Gill not only summarizes other studies done to date, but places Chinese military spending
      in comparative perspective within the region. His own contribution to this complex subject is to posit a range
      (low-medium-high) of estimated procurement costs for weapons systems projected for procurement between 2000 and
      2005.
    


    
      Tai Ming Cheung writes about a critical, but severely understudied, element of Chinese military modernization:
      logistics. No amount of weapons and soldiers can effectively fight a war if they do not have access to equipment,
      spare parts, food, and other supplies. Cheung details the existing PLA logistics system and
      explicates the numerous changes that have begun to be implemented. Chinese military logistics have perennially
      been characterized by extreme decentralization (“self-reliance”), inadequate stocks and poor supply networks, and
      an allocative system in which the right and left hands often do not communicate. Cheung acknowledges that these
      impediments persist, but that new methods are being instituted from top to bottom in the system.
    


    
      Wendy Frieman examines the science and technological base that undergirds the PLA’s indigenous defense
      industries. She, too, emphasizes that tomorrow’s warfare will have much more to do with the “soft” side of
      military capabilities—telecommunications, sensors, information technology—than the “hard” side of destructive
      weapons systems. Like Michael Pillsbury, she notes assiduous PLA study of RMA technologies, but, like Godwin, she
      determines that a variety of domestic impediments will severely constrict China’s ability to realize these
      hightech capabilities. Frieman carefully surveys several indicators of progress in key technologies and
      industries—computer hardware and software, semiconductors, telecoms, satellites—and concludes that progress is
      being made in each area, but that the “base line” for development in each area is very low. She then looks at
      China’s scientists and engineers, and finds that an increasing number trained in the United States and other
      Western countries are returning to China (but that they must work in very poor conditions). She concludes that
      what progress is being made in the civilian R & D establishment is not, to date, generally finding its way
      into the defense industrial establishment (they remain very bifurcated systems); but Frieman finds some evidence
      that this is changing. She also notes that some sectors, like defense electronics, are now open to foreign
      investment. However, without direct access to Western defense technologies (as a result of the post-1989
      sanctions), China’s indigenous defense efforts will remain severely hampered.
    


    
      The final section of the volume looks at China’s security environment in Northeast Asia. Eric McVadon and Taeho
      Kim each examine different aspects of China’s approach to the sensitive and volatile Korean peninsula. Admiral
      McVadon, former U.S. Defense and Naval Attaché to China, provides a unique assessment of Chinese military
      strategies toward various contingencies in Korea. These range from a full-scale invasion of South Korea by North
      Korea to a widespread humanitarian crisis in the North. Importantly, he bases his authoritative analysis on
      multiple interviews with PLA personnel at various tiers of the system. McVadon notes that Korea is China’s
      Achilles Heel—an important strategic buffer on its northeastern periphery. Accordingly, Beijing does not wish
      Pyongyang to implode politically, economically, or militarily. It is working to stabilize the North, and believes
      it finds common cause with Washington and Tokyo in this effort. While Beijing is not optimistic about
      reunification of North and South, McVadon’s analysis indicates the ambivalence felt about the future role for
      American military forces on the peninsula.
    


    
      Taeho Kim, one of South Korea’s leading China specialists, provides his usual in-depth
      analysis of China’s relationship with North Korea. Few have ever studied this critical relationship as
      comprehensively. Of particular interest is his detailing of Sino-North Korean military relations.
    


    
      Finally, June Dreyer analyzes China’s military relations with, and strategy toward, Japan. While calculations
      regarding Russia, the United States, the Korean peninsula, and the Indian subcontinent loom large in China’s
      strategic calculations, there is probably no nation that obsesses PLA planners more than Japan. Despite opening
      bilateral military exchanges for the first time in 1997, Beijing strategists eye Japan warily and continue to
      view it as China’s major long-term strategic competitor and, perhaps, threat. The history of Japanese aggression
      in China and the reluctance to show ample recalcitrance is deeply etched on the Chinese popular and military
      psyche. Moreover, the modern state-of-the-art Japanese Self-Defense Forces (JSDF) are considered threatening by
      many in the PLA. The strengthened U.S.-Japan Security Treaty and redefined Defense Guidelines are of particular
      concern in Beijing, as they are widely perceived to include the protection of Taiwan. China and Japan, of course,
      also share irredentist territorial claims over the Senkaku/Diaoyu islands. Dreyer shows in her analysis how these
      concerns are manifest and will remain so for some time to come.
    


    
      In summary, the chapters in this volume illuminate various aspects of China’s present and future military
      development. They are the product of the 1997 Seventh Annual Conference on the People’s Liberation Army,
      sponsored by the American Enterprise Institute. The by-play at the conference was, as usual, lively (both in and
      out of the conference room), while the contributions to this volume are ample testimony to the high level of
      analysis and the seriousness of the issues. Public and governmental attention on the Chinese military is only
      going to increase, while the demand for expert analyses—such as are contained in this volume—will only rise
      concomitantly. We hope that this volume is a useful contribution to all those concerned with the future of the
      Chinese military.
    


    
      James Lilley and David Shambaugh
    


    
      Washington, DC
    

  


  
    
      I
    


    
      The New High Command
    

  


  
    
      2
    


    
      China’s Post-Deng Military Leadership
    


    


    
      David Shambaugh
    


    
      Changing of the Guard
    


    
      As China enters the post-Deng era, the most striking feature of the Chinese military leadership is that it is
      almost entirely new. With very few exceptions, virtually the entire PLA high command has assumed their positions
      within the last three years (see Figure 2.1). The sweeping turnover includes all commanders,
      deputy commanders, and political commissars of all Military Region commands, and three of four service arms (Air
      Force, Navy, and People’s Armed Police); the chiefs and deputy chiefs of the General Staff and Logistics
      Departments; the commandants of the National Defense University and Academy of Military Sciences; the Director of
      the Commission on Science, Technology, and Industry for National Defense (COSTIND) and the newly formed General
      Armaments Department. Even the Central Military Commission has seen nearly half of its membership added since
      1995. Only the top echelon of the Second Artillery, the General Political Department (GPD), and the Ministry of
      National Defense have been immune to the housecleaning.
    


    
      The large turnover of leading military personnel is the result of several interrelated processes:
    


    
      •  the post-Tiananmen shakeups and court martials;
    


    
      •  the post-1992 dismantling of the Yang Shangkun/Yang Baibing network;
    


    
      •  the need for successors to replace retiring elder Generals Liu Huaqing and Zhang Zhen, and the promotion of
      “younger” generals tied to these two;
    


    
      •  increased adherence to retirement age norms and regulations;
    


    
      •  the need to promote more technically competent, combat-experienced, professional officers to guide the PLA’s
      military modernization program; and
    


    
      •  Jiang Zemin’s attempts to build a network of senior military personnel loyal to him and the new Communist
      Party leadership.
    


    
      Figure 2.1 The People’s Liberation Army Leadership in 1988
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      Concerning the latter trend, since Jiang Zemin became chairman of the Central
      Military Commission in 1989 he has paid extraordinary attention to garnering support in the PLA high
      command,1 and has personally promoted fifty individuals to the position of full
      general (including virtually all of those noted above).2 It is uncertain that
      these efforts have necessarily garnered Jiang real allegiance from the new military leadership—indeed most tend
      to owe their allegiances to military elder Zhang Zhen, new PLA supremo Zhang Wannian, or to no particular
      individual or faction—but neither is he challenged by them.
    


    
      Thus the Chinese military leadership is in transition.3 An entirely new cohort
      and generation of commanders and military leaders are coming to power. It is this group with whom American and
      other national security elites will interact over the next decade. Unfortunately, analysts lack sufficient
      primary data on the socialization, training, and policy dispositions of the new PLA elite to offer reasoned
      predictions about how they will interact or the nuanced policies they will pursue. We know much of the basic data
      on where they have served, but this is not necessarily a good indicator of the lessons they have learned
      throughout their careers or the approaches they bring to military modernization or party-army relations at the
      turn of the century. Much will depend not only on the socialization of the new military elite, but also on their
      mutual interaction. Unlike the previous generation of PLA leaders, the group now emerging at the top of
      the command structure has generally not served together for sustained periods of time. They are new to each
      other, and must establish modus vivendi with one another. Some have served together in the military
      regions or have attended staff colleges together, but not to the same extent as the previous generation. Much
      will also depend on the broader context of party-army relations, as well as the amount of revenue made available
      for military modernization; domestic challenges posed to the military and the People’s Armed Police by domestic
      unrest; and external challenges posed by the Taiwan issue, the Korea situation, and the U.S.-Japan security
      alliance.
    


    
      China’s new military leadership is largely untested and unproven in managing challenging domestic or foreign
      crises. The passage of time, and emergence of such crises, will determine the disposition of the new leadership.
      For the time being, there exist more questions than answers about the new High Command of the PLA. Despite the
      numerous uncertainties about the new cadre of military leaders, eight defining characteristics are apparent.
    


    
      First, analytically, the field army patronage system has substantially declined in efficacy for explaining
      factional alignments and personal ties in the PLA leadership. The very senior
      members of China’s new military leadership—Zhang Wannian, Fu Quanyou, Wang Ke, and Chi Haotian in
      particular—served in field armies during the latter stages of the Sino-Japanese and civil wars, but their
      post-1949 career paths and personal allegiances appear much more derivative of subsequent field service. This has
      implications for understanding patron-client networks in the PLA today.
    


    
      Second, patronage and personal ties are now largely forged through shared assignments in Military Region and
      Group Army commands, staff colleges (particularly through time spent at the Military Academy in Nanjing, the
      National Defense University in Beijing, and service academies throughout the country). A very high percentage of
      the new military leadership has matriculated through these institutions. Several—including Zhang Wannian, Fu
      Quanyou, and Wang Ke—also studied at the Military Academy in Nanjing during the late-1950s and early-1960s, when
      Zhang Zhen was the commandant. There is indeed considerable evidence of a Zhang Zhen patronage network extending
      through the upper echelons of the PLA; and there is also evidence of many recent promotions having career ties to
      General Zhang Wannian (the PLA’s most senior elite).
    


    
      Third, the new military leadership is largely comprised of commanders, warfighters, and soldiers with real and
      lengthy service experience. Many who have been promoted have actual combat experience from the 1979 Vietnam
      border war, and some from the 1988 Nansha conflict, the 1969 Sino-Soviet border clashes, the 1962 Sino-Indian
      conflict, or the Korean War. These individuals all have experience with tactics and strategy related to
      peripheral defense and are being put in charge of operationalizing the PLA’s new doctrine of “limited war under
      high technology conditions.” With a couple of notable exceptions (Chi Haotian, Yu Yongbo), those who have made
      their careers in the GPD as political commissars have not advanced into the upper ranks in recent years, while,
      concomitantly, many who had GPD backgrounds have lost their positions to the “professionals” since the purge of
      the Yang Baibing network.
    


    
      Fourth, and importantly, the new military leadership is not comprised of soldier-politicians as in the past, thus
      severing the previously strong party-army symbiotic link and presenting important implications for understanding
      the new dynamics of CCP-PLA relations and nothing less than the political future of the PRC. Only Generals Chi
      Haotian and Wang Ruilin have any experience in the rough and tumble world of Zhongnanhai politics. Corporatism
      and professionalism are growing in the armed forces, with the military resisting party encroachment into “army
      building,” as well as party attempts to pull the army into politics or domestic security, but how this becomes
      manifest in army-party relations is not yet clear. It also raises the issue of constitutionalism and the armed
      forces and the PLA’s relationship to the national “state” as distinct from the ruling party. Several passages of
      the new National Defense Law, promulgated by the National People’s Congress in March 1997, indicate moves to
      place the armed forces under greater “state” control (although the law also emphasizes party control). In the aftermath of the NPC, a propaganda campaign was launched to reemphasize that the
      military is “an armed force of the party” and the party possesses “absolute leadership” over the army, with
      corresponding denunciations of “Western hostile forces that trumpet the twin theories of ‘depoliticization’ and
      ‘departyization’ of the armed forces.” This campaign suggests that a heated debate is under way about this
      sensitive issue inside the party and army.
    


    
      Fifth, having largely spent their careers in regional field commands, the PLA leadership displays a distinctly
      insular and non-cosmopolitan worldview. With one or two exceptions, they are very poorly traveled abroad
      (particularly to Japan or the West), know no foreign languages, and presumably have a shallow understanding of
      the complexities of modernization or modern war. Their exposure to modern warfare and modern armies is virtually
      nil. In general, they think tactically and not strategically. That is, their focus tends to be on military
      aspects of warfare, rather than political-strategic dimensions of the context that give rise to, or prevent,
      conflict. Despite professional military education (PME), these individuals can hardly be considered defense
      intellectuals. Nonetheless, the new PLA leadership can be expected to continue to tout the official doctrine of
      “limited war under high technology conditions.”
    


    
      Sixth, the role of military elders has been minimized and will continue to decline (unless there is another
      crisis akin to that of 1989 when they may reassert themselves). Elders Zhang Aiping, Li Desheng, and Yang Dezhi
      have been effectively sidelined from active participation in military politics. Even Liu Huaqing and Zhang Zhen
      appear to have been quiet following their anticipated retirements at the 15th Party Congress, although there are
      some reports that the two attend expanded CMC meetings. The extensive shakeup and dismantling of COSTIND in the
      wake of Admiral Liu’s retirement is testimony to his waning influence.
    


    
      Seventh, the new military leadership seem secure in their positions. None displays political vulnerabilities that
      could topple them from power in the near term. Wang Ruilin seems the one likely candidate to be vulnerable, given
      his lack of an institutional power base, but he weathered the personnel changes of 1997–98 with his position
      intact. In fact, he is a likely candidate to succeed Yu Yongbo as GPD chief upon Yu’s retirement. General Wang
      has proven instrumental in general management of high-level PLA personnel, particularly in weeding out the Yang
      Shangkun/Yang Baibing clique, and has become a key ally of Jiang Zemin.
    


    
      Finally, regular rotations of commanders and commissars (normally every two years) is preventing the
      establishment of “independent kingdoms” or regionally based factional networks. Nonetheless, some analysts see
      evidence of a “Shandong faction” (those who hail from or served in the Jinan Military Region) stretching across
      the new leadership. This faction includes CMC members Chi Haotian, Zhang Wannian, and Wang Ruilin; former Beijing
      MR commanders Wang Chengbin and Li Laizhu, and the current Commander Li Xinliang; Lanzhou MR commander Guo Boxiong; NDU Commandant Xing Shizhong; former Air Force Commander Wang Hai;
      former Navy Commander Zhang Lianzhong, and several others.4 In both the 13th,
      14th, and 15th Central Committees, over one-quarter of the military members hailed from Shandong.5
    


    
      China’s new military leadership is expected to pursue five main thrusts of policy:
    


    
      •  further reducing and streamlining the armed forces, while concentrating resources on advanced units to create
      an “elite army with Chinese characteristics;”
    


    
      •  preparing for limited war contingencies against adversaries with superior weapons and technology (asymmetrical
      warfare);
    


    
      •  deepening Communist Party control over the military;
    


    
      •  battling corruption and other “unhealthy tendencies” in the armed forces, while improving training; and
    


    
      •  increasing defense spending while maintaining balance with overall economic development and civilian spending
      priorities.
    


    
      The remainder of this study explores these and associated issues.
    


    
      Profiling China’s New Military Leadership: The Key Players6
    


    
      The Central Military Commission
    


    
      The Central Military Commission today is chaired by CCP general secretary and PRC president Jiang Zemin and is
      composed of two vice chairmen (Zhang Wannian and Chi Haotian), and four regular members (Fu Quanyou, YuYongbo,
      Wang Ke, and Wang Ruilin). It is these six military officers who will command the PLA into the twenty-first
      century.
    


    
      Of these individuals, clearly Zhang Wannian is the most important. Although Zhang had unspecified health
      difficulties in early 1998 (possibly a heart condition), he continues to hold the de facto top spot. Now
      seventy years of age, Zhang emerged as the most senior member of the PLA high command in 1996–97, a fact
      underlined by his inclusion as the military representative in the four-member official delegation for the Hong
      Kong reversion ceremonies (along with President Jiang Zemin, Premier Li Peng, and Foreign Minister Qian Qichen).
    


    
      Zhang Wannian’s background is typical of the new military leadership; he is a soldier’s soldier. His age and
      career bridge the pre-and post-1949 periods and make him typical of the “third generation” of military
      leadership. A career field officer from the Fourth Field Army system (under Lin Biao), Zhang took part in the
      final campaign of the civil war. Zhang served as chief communications officer in the Fourth Column/12th Army/41st
      Corps (under Wu Guohua) in Liaoning until his unit swept from the northeast to the south. Zhang took part in
      several key battles en route, including the seige near Yichang in the
      middle Yangzi valley and the defeat of the Nationalist’s Tenth Army near scenic Guilin in Guizhou Province. From
      there, the Twelfth Army moved eastward into Guangdong, where Zhang Wannian spent his entire career prior to the
      Cultural Revolution (and to where he returned in the 1980s). What, if any, contact Zhang had during this period
      with then local CCP leader Zhao Ziyang is unclear (although it may be no coincidence that Zhang returned to
      become Guangzhou MR commander precisely when Zhao headed the CCP and held a post on the CMC), nor is it clear
      what happened to him after the collapse of the provincial party committee in 1967. The potential relationship
      with Zhao Ziyang could have interesting implications for any future reassessment of the Tiananmen verdict and the
      rehabilitation of Zhao. It is also unclear how Zhang managed to avoid becoming tainted by his Fourth Field Army
      ties to the Lin Biao group (then ascendant in the PLA), particularly Huang Yongsheng and Li Zuopeng.8 In 1971 he was transferred to Luoyang in Henan Province to command the 127th Division of
      the 43rd Army (which was Huang Yongsheng’s and Li Zuopeng’s former unit).9 Four
      years later Zhang was promoted to be deputy commander of the entire 43rd Army, eventually leading it into combat
      in the 1979 Sino-Vietnamese border war. Zhang distinguished himself during the war, particularly when he led the
      127th Division in the battle of Liang Shan, leading an offensive that turned out to be one of the PLA’s few
      tactical accomplishments in the war. Zhang consequently was decorated and received personal praise from Deng
      Xiaoping.
    


    
      This put Zhang on the fast track for promotion. In 1982 he became deputy commander of the Wuhan MR and in 1987
      was appointed commander of the Guangzhou MR. While in the latter position Zhang created the PLA’s first rapid
      reaction unit (kuaisu fanying budui) and convened the first joint-service exercises, thus establishing two
      core components of contemporary PLA doctrine. In 1988, perhaps in recognition of these achievements, Zhang
      Wannian was promoted to the rank of lieutenant general, and in 1990 he was shifted to command the important Jinan
      MR. It appears that Zhang’s transfer out of his southern stronghold had to do with Yang Baibing’s machinations to
      rotate commanders and build up a power base loyal to him and Yang Shangkun following the crackdown in Beijing.
      Yang Baibing personally visited Zhang in Guangzhou in May 1990, apparently seeking Zhang’s retirement. Yang was
      sharply rebuffed, and it took an intervention by Deng Xiaoping and Yang Dezhi to transfer him to Jinan, while
      replacing him with Deng loyalist Zhu Dunfa.10 This was a significant appointment
      for Zhang for several reasons. First, as a native of Shandong (Longkou City in Yuanhuang County), this gave him
      an opportunity to establish his credentials with the important “Shandong faction” in the PLA—many of whom now
      occupy high positions in the armed forces. Second, having worked his entire career in southern and central China,
      it was important for Zhang to command a military region with a different set of missions. The Jinan MR is home to
      the North Fleet and is central to contingencies regarding Korea, Japan, the United States, and Taiwan. The Jinan MR also contributed several units to the Tiananmen crackdown (at least
      one regiment of the 20th Group Army, two infantry divisions from the 54th Group Army, and one division of the
      67th Group Army). Zhang thus took command at a sensitive time following the crackdown. Prior to June 4 it was
      rumored that Zhang sided with Zhao Ziyang and refused to commit Guangzhou MR forces to Beijing, but this does not
      seem to be the case (airborne rapid-reaction units were dispatched but did not take part in the assault on the
      city during June 3–4). Third, in 1992 after Zhang assumed his new command, the Jinan MR was visited by new CMC
      Chairman Jiang Zemin. Jiang’s tour of Jinan and other MR commands during the previous two years was instrumental
      in the promotion of new officers to key central-level positions following the purge of the Yang clique.11
    


    
      Zhang Wannian soon found himself transferred to Beijing to head the General Staff Department, a position he held
      until 1995. Being an outsider to central-level positions, possessing a solid set of previous command credentials,
      and having not been involved in politics or closely aligned with any particular faction, all contributed to
      Zhang’s promotion. To be sure, Zhang’s unequivocal support for the June Beijing massacre and ties to Zhang Zhen
      also aided his meteoric rise to the top spot in the PLA. Since joining the Central Military Commission in
      December 1995 Zhang Wannian has increasingly taken over Zhang Zhen’s portfolio of operations, training, tactics,
      and doctrine. He has closely identified himself with high technology weapons and innovative tactics related to
      limited war, but his public speeches conform closely to standard rhetoric. In his speeches and published
      articles, Zhang has also been notably sycophantic in support of Jiang Zemin—and this, of course, is likely to be
      one of the key relationships in Chinese politics in the years to come.
    


    
      Zhang Wannian’s future seems secure (if his health holds out). He has the backing of military elders Zhang Zhen
      and Yang Dezhi (and no doubt Liu Huaqing), has cultivated close ties with Jiang Zemin, is a member in good
      standing of the so-called Shandong faction, has an impeccable and commendable service record, and has credibility
      in developing the doctrine of “limited war under high technology conditions.” While the ties above him seem
      sound, Zhang will need to work on building those below. He is beginning to do this. There is evidence that
      suggest that a number of individuals whose career paths have intersected with Zhang Wannian’s are beginning to
      fill important central and regional military postings. These include Beijing MR commander Li Xinliang, Shenyang
      MR commander Liang Guanglie, Guangzhou MR commander Tao Bojun, Guangzhou MR Political Commissar Shi Yuxiao, Jinan
      MR commander Qian Guoliang, Beijing MR Political Commissar Du Tiehuan, Air Force Commander Liu Shunyao, naval
      commander Shi Yunsheng, People’s Armed Police Commander Yang Guoping, NDU Commandant Xing Shizhong, and former
      Nanjing MR commander Gu Hui. There also remain a number of officers in the Jinan and Guangzhou MRs who were
      Zhang’s subordinates during his time there. It is too soon to conclude that
      Zhang Wannian has successfully built a network of clients throughout the armed services, but it seems apparent
      that he is trying to do so. Since many of these are recent appointments and some are highly sensitive (like Yang
      Guoping to the PAP), there does seem to be a connection between Zhang’s position and these appointments. But such
      past connections is not to suggest that these individuals are mere clients of Zhang’s. Some—such as Li Xinliang,
      Shi Yuxiao, Yang Guoping, and Du Tiehuan—certainly are, but others’ career patterns show more of a coincidence of
      intersecting with Zhang’s own career path.
    


    
      The second most important CMC officer is General Chi Haotian. As Minister of National Defense since 1990,
      Chi has had extensive foreign travel and interaction with foreign military and civilian leaders, including a
      visit to the United States in December 1996. He has also played a key role in brokering the PLA’s growing ties
      with the Russian military and defense industrial sector. General Chi is thought to be the closest of any PLA
      leader to CMC Chairman Jiang Zemin, and he has extensive ties with military elders Liu Huaqing, Zhang Aiping,
      Yang Dezhi, You Taizhong, and formerly Deng Xiaoping and Xu Shiyou. Chi proved his political loyalties during
      crucial junctures—as Chief of Staff during the June 4 crackdown (having ultimate command over the troops) and
      playing a role in coordinating the arrest of the Gang of Four in 1976. Following the 1989 massacre, Chi was a
      staunch public defender of the actions taken, but also subsequently developed a fierce rivalry with Yang Baibing.
      His standing has been enhanced since the dismissal of Yang in 1992, and he is a key member of the “Shandong
      faction” now dominant in the upper echelons of the PLA.
    


    
      Chi Haotian has had a distinguished career in the armed forces. He joined the PLA in 1944 and fought in several
      key battles of the Sino-Japanese and civil wars as a member of the 27th Corps of the Third Field Army, including
      the final phase of the Huaihai campaign. He was wounded five times in battle and was decorated as a People’s Hero
      in 1949. He subsequently fought in the Korean War and was again decorated for valor in combat. From 1958 to 1960
      Chi also studied at the Military Academy in Nanjing under Commandant Zhang Zhen, and in the class just before
      Zhang Wannian (they overlapped by a year). Chi rose to prominence in the Beijing MR in the early-1970s, having
      been transferred there to serve in a succession of sensitive political commissar posts following the Lin Biao
      Incident in 1971. Throughout the 1970s he oversaw propaganda in the region, and following the arrest of the Gang
      of Four was appointed to be deputy editor-in-chief of the People’s Daily. When Deng Xiaoping returned to
      power and became Chief of Staff in 1977, Chi was transferred to be his deputy. Inexplicably, Chi dropped from
      view in 1982, only to reemerge as political commissar of the Jinan MR in 1985. In 1987 he returned to Beijing to
      become Chief of General Staff.
    


    
      Chi Haotian is known to be a key advocate of the politicization of the PLA, particularly the subordination of the
      army to the Communist Party, but he has also been a public advocate of military
      professionalization and modernization. Given his background as a political commissar and his exposure to foreign
      militaries as Defense Minister, Chi is apolitical, and distinctly less cosmopolitan than Zhang Wannian and Fu
      Quanyou. Chi appears to have few enemies in the PLA (save Yang Baibing) but—aside from Jiang Zemin—neither does
      he have PLA superiors to whom he is closely tied. His two previous patrons, Marshals Ye Jianying and Nie Rongzhen
      (both of whom promoted Chi for his role in the arrest of the Gang of Four), have died. His longevity as defense
      minister seems the result of his antipathy for the Yangs, his support for Jiang Zemin, and possibly the support
      of Zhang Zhen stemming from their days together in Nanjing. Thus, at sixty-nine, Chi’s chances of remaining one
      of the top two or three military leaders during the next five to ten years are good. As the key military
      confidant of Jiang Zemin and with his political commissar background, Chi will be at the center of party-army
      relations during the transitional post-Deng period.
    


    
      At present, the third most important member of the new PLA leadership is Fu Quanyou, currently chief of
      General Staff and previous head of the General Logistics Department from 1992 to 1995. Fu is another example of
      the strong professional background of many of the new PLA leadership. Another highly decorated veteran of the
      Korean and 1979 Vietnam conflicts, General Fu has served in a series of ground force commands along China’s
      minority-occupied restive borderlands throughout his career. A native of Shanxi and veteran of the famous First
      Corps of the First Field Army, Fu has spent most of his career in the Lanzhou MR, which he wound up commanding in
      1990. Fu has the distinction of being a “model soldier,” based on his command of the legendary “Hard Bone Sixth
      Company.” Fu also fought in the Korean War and engaged in intensive combat with South Korean troops during 1952.
      He was noted at this time for his combined use of tanks and artillery. Fu was also selected as the premier
      student of his class of 1960 at the Nanjing Military Academy. Fu served as Chengdu MR commander from 1985 to
      1990, during which time he enforced martial law in Tibet (perhaps working closely with rising party star Hu
      Jintao). His lifelong ties to Marshal He Long clearly benefited Fu, although he was purged along with He Long
      during the Cultural Revolution.
    


    
      Fu’s background has also been that of a soldier’s soldier—having experience in strategy and tactics, commanding
      large numbers of troops, combat experience in large-scale battles, and functional expertise working in artillery,
      armor, infantry, and engineering corps. His background is ideal to head the GSD and to oversee the modernization
      of the PLA under the new doctrinal requirements. His professional background has propelled Fu Quanyou to the PLA
      High Command, but he will have to develop closer ties with other members of the new military elite if he is to
      survive in the rough-and-tumble world of party-army politics in the capital. As Chief of Staff, Fu has begun to
      travel more widely overseas, but he is uncomfortable meeting with foreigners and discussing global strategic
      affairs (reciting standard rhetoric or reading from a script).
    


    
      The fourth most important member of the CMC is Yu Yongbo, currently
      director of the General Political Department. Yu has served as head of the GPD since November 1992, the
      longest-held position of any member of the High Command. Throughout this period Yu has shown his loyalty to Jiang
      Zemin. In fact, the Jiang-Yu relationship dates to the 1980s when Jiang was mayor of Shanghai and Yu director of
      the political department of the Nanjing MR, responsible for liaison with local civilian leaderships. As head of
      the GPD, Yu is not only responsible for propaganda and political work in the armed forces, but also plays an
      important role in vetting personnel promotions. In this capacity, Yu has worked closely with General Wang Ruilin.
      The two men had direct responsibility for ferreting out followers of Yang Baibing, following his dismissal in
      1992. It was once thought that Yu was a member of Yangs’ faction, but it seems that Yu was all along reporting to
      Jiang Zemin and Deng Xiaoping about the Yangs’ machinations. For his loyalty, he has been maintained in this
      sensitive position during a period when there has been tremendous turnover elsewhere in the High Command.
    


    
      A Manchu, Yu was born in Liaoning in 1939. Like Zhang Wannian, he joined the Northeast Anti-Japanese United Army
      (Dongbei kang-Ri lianjun), which was then merged into the Fourth Field Army. Yu served in the 42nd Army in
      the Korean conflict. After the war, his unit returned to its Guangdong base in the Huiyang and Buluo
      regions—where he served as a political commissar until the Cultural Revolution. Thus there is evidence that the
      careers of Yu Yongbo and Zhang Wannian paralleled each other geographically. Yu also served in the Fourth Field
      Army with Zhang Zhen. There is also evidence of Yu’s career ties to former Guangzhou and Nanjing MR commander Gu
      Hui and ex-Chengdu MR commander Li Jiulong, both of whom also have ties to Zhang Wannian.
    


    
      Yu Yongbo benefits from ties to Jiang Zemin, to Wang Ruilin, and probably to Zhang Wannian. He has proven loyal
      to Jiang and has been instrumental in the campaign to root out corruption in the PLA, and in promoting the “party
      leadership” campaign in the armed forces. Thus, Yu has handled difficult portfolios and has generally handled
      them well. He has managed to stay out of factional politics and even benefited from it. His longevity, however,
      seems tied to the wishes of Jiang Zemin and now Zhang Wannian—as Yu’s institutional “power base” in the PLA is
      limited to the GPD system.
    


    
      A relative newcomer to the PLA leadership is General Wang Ke. Wang, sixty-seven, owes much of his career
      to PLA elder Zhang Zhen, who personally trained him in the Fourth Division of the New Fourth Field Army during
      the civil war. Zhang Zhen subsequently followed and oversaw Wang Ke’s career development. A veteran artillery
      commander, Wang has been described as a “jack of all guns.”12 Geographically,
      Wang Ke has served most of his career in the northwest, primarily in the Xinjiang Military District of the
      Lanzhou MR. Wang has thus also enjoyed career-long ties to Fu Quanyou, and undoubtedly to the late PLA elder Wang
      “Big Cannon” Zhen, who maintained Lanzhou and Xinjiang as his personal military fiefdoms during his lifetime. Wang was also praised by Jiang Zemin during his 1991 tour of Xinjiang,
      and soon found himself propelled to be commander of the important Shenyang MR (another example of regional
      commanders with whom Jiang met during his 1991–92 tours now occupying top positions). Wang Ke is also known for
      reforming tactics in line with the new “limited war under high technology conditions” doctrine. After the Gulf
      War, Wang submitted a report on Desert Shield to the CMC, which was well received.13
    


    
      Thus General Wang Ke also perfectly fits the profile of the new Chinese military leadership: mid-sixties, ground
      force background, combat experience, extensive regional command experience (in more than one region), functional
      expertise (artillery in his case), connections to Jiang Zemin and important PLA elders, and an interest in
      reforming doctrine and tactics commensurate with making the PLA a modern military.
    


    
      The final member of the current CMC is General Wang Ruilin. Wang, sixty-eight, has risen not through any
      of these aforementioned qualities but, rather, as an administrator. His current position and career path have
      been closely tied to the late Deng Xiaoping. Deng chose Wang to be his personal military secretary (mishu)
      in the early 1960s, and he was one of Deng’s most important confidants and assistants thereafter. When Deng was
      purged during the Cultural Revolution and sent to work in a tractor factory, he was allowed to select and take
      one assistant with him; Deng chose Wang Ruilin. During the time Deng chaired the CMC in the 1980s, Wang acted as
      director of the CMC General Office—thus handling all confidential material. In this capacity Wang is reported to
      have routinely represented Deng in CMC meetings and other communications. But Wang’s power and influence was not
      limited to military affairs, as he was also appointed deputy director of the General Office of the Central
      Committee—the key staff position for the Politburo and high-level party affairs. From the late-1980s Wang also
      assumed responsibilities as senior secretary of Deng’s personal office (Deng ban). In Deng’s final years
      this made Wang quite possibly the most important official in China (similar to the role played by Mao Yuanxin and
      Wang Hairong during the Chairman’s final days). General Wang was the key conduit between the ailing leader and
      his family (including his powerful daughters) with the Politburo and other senior leaders. This made General Wang
      a very powerful man—controlling access to Deng and interpreting his wishes and dictates. This office was
      disbanded following the patriarch’s death, but—for the time being—it seems that Wang Ruilin will continue his
      duties as a CMC member, GPD Deputy Director, and CCP Central Committee General Office Deputy Director.14
    


    
      Not only did Wang Ruilin handle key staff work and confidential material for Deng for thirty-five years, he had
      the sensitive and difficult job of executing his orders. Probably one of the toughest tasks Deng gave Wang was to
      weed out and dismantle the Yang Shangkun—Yang Baibing network in 1992–93. As the network was anchored in the
      General Political Department and the GPD serves as the principal PLA organ for vetting personnel assignments,
      Wang was installed as deputy director in December 1992. In engineering the
      purge of the Yang network, Wang made himself indispensable to Jiang Zemin and his attempts to cultivate support
      in the PLA. In fact, as a “talent spotter” and individual experienced in high-level military personnel affairs,
      it is quite likely that Wang Ruilin has been the guiding hand behind assembling the new PLA leadership and
      carrying out Deng’s wishes to professionalize the PLA. While Wang possesses no independent power base (despite an
      Eighth Route Army background and being a member, by birth, of the Shandong faction), this role and his work for
      Deng and Jiang in recent years could make Wang an important player for a few more years. Also, to the extent that
      Yang Shangkun is still a potential threat to Jiang Zemin, Wang could come in handy.
    


    
      The current CMC appears to be faction-free, very professional (rather than political) in its orientation,
      technically competent, and focused on implementing the various programs associated with “building an elite army
      with Chinese characteristics.” This new tifa, as announced in several key publications surrounding the
      PLA’s seventieth anniversary on August 1, 1997, has four apparent components:
    


    
      •  Streamline the force structure, concentrate resources in elite units, and raise the overall technical
      competence of troops and weaponry to prepare for limited wars with technologically superior adversaries (i.e.,
      Taiwan, Japan, and the United States). As CMC Chairman Jiang Zemin succinctly put it in his 1997 Army Day
      speech: “Reducing quantity and raising quality is the basic policy of our army’s modernization.”15 This is to be done by “accomplishing the ‘two conversions’ of (1) making the conversion
      from being prepared to win local wars under ordinary conditions to being prepared to win local wars under modern,
      especially high-tech, conditions, and (2) in army-building making the conversion from dependence on quantity and
      scale to stress on quality and efficiency, and from a labor–intensive to a science and technology—intensive type
      [of military].”16 Thus, an accelerated schedule of further troop
      reductions—500,000 by 2000—is expected. Half of this total came during the winter of 1997—98 with the wholesale
      transfer of fourteen divisions from the PLA into the PAP. With further reductions and elimination of whole group
      armies (mainly in the northeast Liaoning Military District), one can expect the overall competence to rise and
      the current disparities between elite units Category A units (jialei budui)—which receive the bulk of
      resources, best recruits, and accelerated training—will likely be maintained, while less well equipped Category B
      (yilei budui) units will be reduced or merged into Category C (binlei budui) reserve and militia
      units.
    


    
      •  Strengthen political control of the Communist Party over the PLA, and deepen indoctrination in the armed
      forces about the army being a tool of the CCP. This is, of course, an old theme—but it had generally declined
      in emphasis following the purge of Yang Baibing in 1992, until its revival in 1997. Army Day editorials and
      speeches disproportionately concentrated on this theme, warning of “Western
      hostile forces… that always try to infiltrate and corrode us by advocating the fallacies of ‘de-partyization’
      (fei danghua) and ‘depoliticization’ (fei zhengzhihua) of the army in a vain attempt to make our
      army shake off the Party’s absolute leadership and change its nature.”17 In his
      commemorative speech, Jaing Zemin went on at great length about the necessity of “absolute loyalty” of army to
      party. This renewed campaign is, of course, a result of the CCP’s own vulnerabilities and its need to be assured
      that the PLA will be its ultimate backstop. As Jiang put it, “Our army has made major contributions to struggles
      in quelling armed rebellions and eliminating social turmoil.”18 Jiang and his
      colleagues are anticipating the need for the army to do so again in the future and are warning the PLA that
      military modernization is not its only responsibility. Jiang and the CCP would be assured if, “With the gun in my
      hand and with my heart true to the party, I will do whatever the party wants me to do. This has become a
      conscious action of the vast numbers of commanders and fighters of our army.”19
    


    
      •  Combat corruption and other unprofessional practices in the armed forces. In recent years, the PLA’s
      commercial activities and lack of due attention to training by large numbers of units have produced widespread
      corruption and other “unhealthy tendencies” in the Chinese armed forces. The People’s Daily recently
      warned the army to “resist the corrosive influence of decadent ideas, culture, and debauchery.”20 The Liberation Army Daily went further, warning against “money worship, hedonism
      and egoism, and seeking of personal fame.”21 Such problems can be expected to
      continue, although the reduction and streamlining of forces noted above may substantially reduce the need and
      incentives for military units to engage in commerce, and could produce a more insulated professional fighting
      force. The 1988 divestiture order, stripping the PLA of its commercial assets, has also had an impact.
    


    
      •  To keep defense expenditure and allocations in balance with overall economic growth and civilian
      priorities. Despite PLA demands for a substantially increased slice of the central budgetary pie, allocations
      to the military—while continuing to rise in relative and absolute terms—will not become disproportionate. As the
      People’s Daily put it, “To take the path of building an elite army with Chinese characteristics, we must
      correctly handle relations between economic development and the construction of national defense. Our country’s
      security, in the final analysis, relies on an improvement in overall strength of the country.”22
    


    
      Thus, during the 1997 Army Day celebrations to commemorate the seventieth anniversary of the founding of the PLA,
      these four themes were emphasized. All were cloaked in the garb of adhering to Deng Xiaoping’s dictates, thus
      trying to give Jiang Zemin legitimacy and authority while continuing continuity with certain previous policies.
      The Central Military Commission and new Chinese military leadership can be expected to emphasize these general
      priorities over the next few years.
    


    
      The MND and Three General Headquarters
    


    
      The current minister of National Defense Chi Haotian and directors of the General Staff, Logistics, and Political
      Departments (Fu Quanyou, Wang Ke, and Yu Yongbo, respectively, as well as GPD Deputy Director Wang Ruilin) have
      been discussed above. But what can be said about their deputies’ backgrounds and proclivities?
    


    
      As noted above, there has been relatively little turnover in the GPD. Not much is known about Zhou Ziyu,
      although slightly more information is available on deputy directors Yuan Shoufang and Tang
      Tianbiao. Yuan was transferred from the Jinan MR in 1997, where he had been Political Department director,
      and he may have ties to Zhang Wannian. Tang’s elevation appears to be linked to Yu Yongbo’s wishes, as Tang
      served under Yu in the Guangzhou MR in the 1970s. Yu could be grooming Tang, at fifty-seven, to succeed him. Tang
      has a background in political and propaganda work, but also served in the PLA Engineering Corps prior to the
      1960s.
    


    
      In the GSD, there are four relatively new deputy chiefs of staff: Kui Fulin, Qian Shugen, Wu Quanxu, and
      Xiong Guangkai. Xiong was promoted to this position in February 1996, the others in July 1995. General Kui
      is also closely connected to Zhang Wannian, having previously served as his deputy during Zhang’s tenure at the
      GSD. In 1994 Kui was transferred to command the Chengdu MR. Kui is also known to have close ties to former NDU
      Commandant and Guangzhou MR commander Zhu Dunfa, and is even rumored to be Zhu’s cousin. Little is known about
      the backgrounds of Wu Quanxu and Qian Shugen, although General Wu headed an official GSD delegation to the United
      States during 1997. Xiong Guangkai, on the other hand, is well known abroad. For many years, General Xiong has
      worked in the military intelligence system and has interacted frequently with foreign military personnel. He is
      now the designated “barbarian handler” of the PLA High Command. Xiong worked as a military attaché in the Chinese
      embassy in both East and West Germany for twenty years from 1960 to 1980—serving as the PLA’s main watcher of the
      Warsaw Pact—NATO front and in a position to collect wide-ranging intelligence data. In 1981 Xiong returned to
      China and spent two years of advanced training in the Military Academy in Nanjing. He resumed his career in
      intelligence after graduation, serving successively as assistant division chief of the Second Department (Er
      Bu, for foreign intelligence collection) of the General Staff. His duty was to process intelligence on
      Western militaries, particularly the United States, for the General Staff. In 1985 he was promoted to deputy
      director and became director of the Second Department in 1987. Xiong was awarded the rank of major general in
      1988 and lieutenant general in 1993. When Zhang Wannian headed the GSD, Xiong served as his personal deputy for
      intelligence. Xiong also serves on the Taiwan Affairs Leading Group and Leading Group on Foreign Affairs
      (Waishi Lingdao Xiaozu). Xiong has served as the PLA’s point man for interactions with foreign militaries,
      particularly the U.S. military. As the PLA interacts with foreign militaries and as continued pressure is put on
      the PLA from abroad to increase its transparency and engage in multilateral
      security measures, Xiong Guangkai is likely to play an increasingly visible role.
    


    
      At the GLD, Political Commissar Zhou Kunren and Deputy Director Shen Binyi both possess navy
      backgrounds and are both from Jiangsu Province. The fact that their boss, Wang Ke, hails from Jiangsu (as does
      Jiang Zemin) may or may not be coincidental. General Shen was former commander of the East Sea Fleet, based at
      Zhanjiang near Shanghai, while Zhou has served as a political commissar in several naval units. No biographical
      information is publicly available on the other GLD Deputy Directors Wang Taihan, Zhou Youliang, and Zou
      Jiancheng.
    


    
      In March 1998 a fourth general PLA department was created: the General Armaments Department. Although the scope,
      functions, and organizational structure of the GAD remain unclear, it appears that it will take from COSTIND, the
      GSD, and GLD all functions related to military research and development. General Cao Gangchuan,
      previous head of COSTIND, was transferred over to head up the GAD. Cao, who was transferred from being a Deputy
      chief of Staff to head COSTIND in 1996, replaced veteran COSTIND chief Ding Henggao. He has a background in the
      artillery forces, and is a graduate of the Soviet Union’s Artillery Military Engineering Academy (where he
      studied for six years). Cao’s background in the Soviet Union and fluency in Russian is no coincidence given
      COSTIND’s (and now presumably GAD’s) key role in procuring military equipment and technology from Russia. With
      subsequent experience during 1990–92 as director of the Military Products Trade Office of the CMC (responsible
      for handling all weapons and defense technology imports and exports), Cao has been and will continue to be a
      central figure in the burgeoning Sino-Russian military relationship. After returning from the Soviet Union, Cao
      pursued a career in the Ordinance Department of the GLD. During the 1979 Sino-Vietnamese conflict, Cao made
      on-site inspections of frontier artillery units. He subsequently went to work for the Armaments Department of the
      GSD, and was elevated to the position of Deputy Chief of Staff in 1992. Thus, as another professional military
      officer with technocratic skills and extensive knowledge of weaponry, General Cao should emerge as a key member
      of the new military leadership team. He was promoted to the rank of full general by Jiang Zemin in April 1998,
      and is a likely candidate for future membership on the CMC.
    


    
      The new head of COSTIND is a civilian, Liu Jibin. Liu, a native of Shandong and a graduate of the Beijing
      Aeronautical Institute, worked in this industry (mainly at the Songjiang Machinery plant in Shenyang) until the
      mid-1980s when he was transferred into the Ministry of Aeronautics. In 1988 he moved over to become vice minister
      of Finance, where he caught Zhu Rongji’s eye. Soon after becoming premier, Zhu appointed Liu to COSTIND in order
      to streamline accounting procedures and rectify loss-making factories.
    


    
      The Service Arms
    


    
      The current commanders of three of the four service arms (Air Force, Navy, and People’s Armed Police) are new.
      Only the commander of the strategic rocket forces, the Second Artillery Corps,
      was not been replaced during 1996.
    


    
      The new PLA Navy (PLAN) commander is Shi Yunsheng. Admiral Shi moved up from the position of deputy
      commander to replace the respected Admiral Zhang Lianzhong following Shi’s coordination of the naval component of
      the 1996 Taiwan Strait exercises. Admiral Shi has had a high-flying career as a navy pilot. In the 1960s–70s he
      moved quickly through the ranks as a regiment, battalion, and division naval airborne commander in the North Sea
      (Beihai) Fleet. In 1980–81 he was selected for advanced training at the Dalian Naval Academy, after which
      he was appointed deputy commander of the North Fleet’s air forces. During this time he was commended for
      upgrading aerial combat capabilities and integrating them into joint force operations. In 1987 he was transferred
      to the south to command the South China Sea (Nanhai) Fleet’s naval air force, where he concentrated on
      developing the Fleet’s long-range projection capacity. He is credited with developing the PLAN’S first aircraft
      carrier naval air training corps, which simulated carrier conditions on land and at sea, and initiated the first
      course for aircraft carrier commanding officers.23 He also was responsible for
      developing carrier-borne helicopter troops and improving the airlift and seaplane capacity of the Southern Fleet.
      Admiral Shi was able to display some of his reforms in the 1988 Nansha (Paracel) Island encounter with the
      Vietnamese—he was the commander of PLAN air forces and also personally flew missions in the conflict, for which
      he was decorated and praised personally by then naval commander Admiral Liu Huaqing. CMC Chairman Jiang Zemin
      also singled Shi out for praise during his May 1990 visit. Admiral Shi’s tenure with the South China Sea Fleet
      also coincided with Zhang Wannian’s stint as regional MR commander, thus suggesting another link in new PLA
      strongman Zhang’s network of subordinates. Thus, Admiral Shi possesses key patrons (Liu Huaqing, Zhang Lianzhong,
      Zhang Wannian, and Jiang Zemin), a bona fide background as a naval commander, and particularly expertise
      in a key area associated with developing the PLA’s force projection and rapid response capabilities. His young
      age, fifty-seven, should also ensure that Admiral Shi will be around for some time. In due course, he is a
      candidate to rise to the central department positions and the CMC—although his skills are better used for the
      time being directing naval modernization.
    


    
      General Liu Shunyao, the new commander of the PLA Air Force (PLAAF), has a similar background and also
      fits the prototype of the new generation of military leaders. An Air Force fighter pilot since graduating from
      the PLAAF Academy, Liu served progressively as a squadron, battalion, regiment, and division commander. In 1986
      he was promoted to commander of the Urumqi Air Force Command, where he served until being selected for the senior
      command class of then National Defense University in 1990 (where he came to the attention of Commandant Zhang
      Zhen). After graduation he served as deputy commander and then commander of the Lanzhou Air Command, under then
      MR commander Fu Quanyou. He was promoted to major general in 1988 and lieutenant general in 1995 (at the same
      time he was transferred to Beijing to serve as deputy commander of the PLAAF). His ties to Zhang Zhen, Fu Quanyou, and Wang Ruilin (same hometown) have helped his advancement, but Liu’s
      professional background and performance has not hurt him. At fifty-seven, Liu is another of the PLA’s rising
      stars.
    


    
      Yang Guoliang has been commander of the Second Artillery since November 1992, and is likely to remain in
      this position. The Second Artillery is traditionally a closed personnel system, promoting staff within its own
      ranks and sustaining longer periods of tenure than other services. General Yang is young (fifty-nine), able,
      experienced, and technically competent. He is an expert on guided missiles and particularly automated guidance
      systems. He understands the intricacies of intercontinental, intermediate, and short-range systems. During his
      time as head of the Second Artillery’s Automation Research Institute in the late-1980s, Yang developed a new
      national command and control network for China’s ICBM and MRBM forces, and has been responsible for the full
      automation of China’s strategic rocket forces since taking over the Second Artillery.24 Yang is a graduate of the prestigious Beijing Institute of Aeronautical Engineering
      Guided Missile Department, and was engaged in research on guided missile technology in COSTIND for fifteen years
      after graduation. Yang also has field command experience at three key PLA missile batteries—the
      satellite-launching center at Xichang and the Jiuchuan and No. 51 MRBM bases. No doubt Yang’s position was
      enhanced following the 1995 and 1996 missile “tests” off of Taiwan. Given the importance of guided missiles in
      the PLA’s weapons inventory and their role in the new “limited war under high technology conditions” operational
      doctrine, Yang should enjoy a promising future in the new PLA leadership (although it will probably be limited to
      his technical realm of expertise).
    


    
      Clearly one of the high-flyers of the new military elite is General Yang Guoping. Following the dismissal
      of General Ba Zhongtan as PAP Commander in 1996, after the controversial shooting of NPC Deputy Li Peiyao by his
      PAP bodyguard, Yang was moved into this important and sensitive position. Given Yang’s experience as a mainstream
      combat officer and the priority being placed on professionalizing the PAP, Yang’s appointment is significant.
      Yang’s appointment and rise in recent years is clearly the result of Zhang Wannian’s patronage (Yang served as
      Zhang’s deputy in the Jinan MR). Prior to the PAP Yang served briefly as Deputy Commandant of the NDU, from which
      he previously graduated. Prior to serving in the Jinan MR Yang served as a combat officer exclusively in the
      Shenyang MR, where he rose progressively through the ranks to become Deputy MR chief of Staff. At sixty-five,
      Yang is a veteran of the Korean War. Thus, Yang too fits the prototype of newly promoted professional
      warfighters. His age may restrict his continue upward mobility, but much will depend on his reform of the PAP and
      the continued patronage of Zhang Wannian.
    


    
      The Military Academies
    


    
      The National Defense University Commandant is Xing Shizhong (sixty). Xing was appointed to this position
      in July 1995. He is a native of Jinan, Shandong. Xing was a classmate of
      Beijing MR commander Li Xinliang in the PLA Engineering Institute and subsequently served in a series of
      engineering and regimental command positions in the Guangzhou MR, and the two share close relations. Xing is also
      considered a protégé of Zhang Wannian, but his career has also intersected with Fu Quanyou. Xing is also a
      veteran of the 1979 Vietnam incursion, and was promoted to division commander as a result. Given the importance
      of the NDU in training the top tier of PLA officers, his appointment is important.
    


    
      The Academy of Military Sciences Commandant is Liu Jingsong. Liu was transferred to the AMS in 1997 from
      the Lanzhou MR, where he had been commander since 1992. His strong ties to Fu Quanyou and performance in quelling
      minority revolts earned him a lengthy tenure there. Before his AMS appointment, General Liu was considered a
      potential candidate for the CMC—but apparently his age (sixty-five at the time) foreclosed this option and he was
      shunted off to the AMS. Liu’s reputed ties to Yang Baibing may also have been a factor. Prior to serving in the
      northwest, Liu had a background in the Shenyang MR, having risen through the ranks of the 64th Group Army.
    


    
      Military Region Commands
    


    
      If the new PLA elite at the central level is new, those serving in command and political commissar positions in
      the seven military regions are even newer. The career profiles of the new cohort of MR commanders correlates with
      those described above at the central levels—ground force dominant, combat experience, technically oriented,
      professionals.
    


    
      The new commander of the Beijing MR is Li Xinliang. Li’s appointment appears to have come at the behest of
      Zhang Wannian. Li served as Zhang’s deputy in the Guangzhou MR in the 1960s and again in the 1980s. Like Zhang
      and Fu Quanyou, he also commanded troops in the 1979 Vietnam border war (Li also apparently served in Vietnam
      during the 1960s). Li joined the army in 1953 at the age of seventeen, and graduated three years later from the
      PLA Engineering Institute in Nanjing. From 1956 to 1980 Li served in a succession of assignments at the company,
      battalion, regiment, and division level in the Guangzhou MR. In 1981 he was sent to the Military Academy for
      training, after which he was assigned to be commander of the Guangxi Military District (at the young age of
      forty-seven). Li’s star continued to rise during the 1980s, and he was elected to the 13th Central Committee.
      Although he was dropped from the 14th CC, Li’s position did not change—until he was suddenly transferred in 1993
      to the post of Political Commissar of the Shenyang MR. He was appointed to the rank of lieutenant general in the
      same year. In Shenyang he served as Wang Ke’s deputy. When Wang Ke was promoted to the CMC and GLD in 1995, Li
      Xinliang succeeded him as commander of the Shenyang MR. In December 1997, Li was transferred to the important and
      sensitive post of Beijing MR commander. Together with Political Commissar Du Tiehuan, Zhang Wannian now
      has two of his most trusted deputies in command of the capital region.
    


    
      The new Lanzhou MR commander is Guo Boxiong. Another Shandong native,
      Guo is also a veteran of the 1979 Vietnam conflict. He enlisted in the PLA in 1956 and served much of his career
      in the 47th Group Army, finally becoming its commander in 1992 following a year of training at the NDU in
      Beijing. With this long history in the Lanzhou MR, and close ties to Fu Quanyou, Guo was destined to become MR
      commander—which occurred in September, following three years of service as deputy commander of the Beijing MR.
      Considered a specialist in ground force combat tactics, Guo distinguished himself by directing three-dimensional
      attacks during the Huabei 1993 and 1994 exercises.
    


    
      In December 1996 Qian Guoliang was appointed new commander of the Jinan MR, replacing Zhang Taiheng.
      Although a native of Jiangsu (b. 1939), virtually his entire career has been spent in the Jinan MR. He joined the
      PLA in 1959 and served as a military surveyor and cartographer until 1973, when he received his first operational
      assignment as a regimental chief of staff. In 1978 he was sent to the Military Academy for a year of training.
      Thereafter, Qian was assigned to be a division commander of the 27th Group Army, becoming the deputy commander in
      1983 and commander in 1985. In this capacity, Qian led the 27th Army into Tiananmen Square on June 4. This
      loyalty was appreciated by the PLA Chief of Staff at the time, Chi Haotian, with whom Qian has longstanding ties.
      After Tiananmen, Qian was promoted to command the 26th Group Army, also based in the Jinan MR. This came at a
      time when Zhang Wannian was MR commander, bringing the two into contact for the first time. Zhang promoted Qian
      to be his Chief of Staff in late 1993. After Zhang moved to Beijing (to become PLA Chief of Staff), Qian was
      promoted to MR deputy commander and then, in December 1996, he became Jinan MR commander.
    


    
      The new Chengdu MR commander is General Liao Xilong. A native and veteran of China’s southwest, Liao
      served for many years on the Vietnamese border and was decorated for meritorious service in the 1979 border war.
      Liao comes from a poor peasant background with little formal schooling, but is a graduate of the NDU. In addition
      to combat experience on the Sino-Vietnamese border, Liao was involved in the suppression of the 1990 uprising in
      Lhasa—no doubt a “credential” that helped propel him to the top position in the MR with responsibilities for the
      volatile Tibetan region.
    


    
      The Guangzhou MR is now headed by Tao Bojun. General Tao has moved around quite a lot in his
      career—serving in the Shenyang, Wuhan, and Chengdu MRs (although most of it was spent in the Wuhan MR). Tao’s
      career path has closely paralleled that of Zhang Wannian—both being veterans of the 43rd Army and “southern”
      Fourth Field Army. Both also served together in the Wuhan MR until it was disbanded and merged into the Guangzhou
      MR in 1985. Tao served directly under Zhang as Guangzhou MR Chief of Staff and deputy commander, and was promoted
      to the position of MR Commander in 1996. Thus we see in Tao Bojun another key figure linked to Zhang Wannian’s
      growing network in the PLA High Command. Tao is a native of Jilin Province and was born in December 1936. He joined the PLA in 1951 and graduated from artillery school in 1955.
    


    
      The Shenyang MR is now commanded by Liang Guanglie. A Sichuan native, born in 1940, Liang is another
      individual who has worked his way up through the ranks. His background fits the profile—a succession of
      regiment-through-division command positions, an engineering background, participation in the 1979 Vietnam
      campaign, and a year of training (1982) in the Military Academy. His career path was apparently spent entirely in
      the Wuhan MR prior to the 1980s, when he was transferred to the Jinan MR to command the 54th Group Army
      (succeeding Liu Jiulong). In May 1989 Liang led his troops into Beijing to enforce martial law. This earned him
      promotions in the Beijing MR and to the rank of lieutenant general, until he was transferred to Shenyang in
      December 1997.
    


    
      The Nanjing MR is now commanded by General Chen Bingde—who replaced Zhang Wannian protégé Gu Hui in 1996.
      Prior to assuming command, Chen was the MR Chief of Staff and before that Commandant of the Nanchang Army Staff
      College. Chen distinguished himself in leading the 1996 exercises near Taiwan, and is thought to be a specialist
      in amphibious warfare and joint force operations.
    


    
      Conclusion
    


    
      This chapter has elucidated and examined over two dozen members of China’s new (post-Deng) military elite. The
      vast majority of these individuals are new faces, and relatively little was previously known about them.25 This study has shed light on their career paths, and these biographical data have
      suggested several characteristics which define the new generation of Chinese military leaders. These
      characteristics were defined at the outset and require no extensive explication here. Suffice it to recapitulate
      that the majority have risen up through the ranks; are predominantly from the ground forces; have combat
      experience (albeit limited, nearly twenty years ago, and mostly against inferior low-tech militaries); have
      career connections to General Zhang Zhen and/or General Zhang Wannian; have generally not been involved in
      politics (either inside or outside the armed forces) during their careers; have shown an appreciation of the need
      to master high-tech warfare and adapt the PLA to an entirely new doctrine and tactics; and have demonstrated
      professional military competence throughout their careers. Several were also involved in the June 4, 1989,
      crackdown.
    


    
      This is the new generation of officers that will lead the Chinese military into the twenty-first century. What,
      then, will be the key issues with which this new military elite will have to wrestle? This is a large question
      that falls well beyond the scope of this study,26 but three particular issues
      stand out.
    


    
      The first issue is an enduring one, but one that is undergoing fundamental change in the post-Deng era and one
      that is at the absolute heart of the important question of whether the People’s Republic of China will survive as
      a political entity: namely, the army’s relations with the Chinese Communist Party. Much ink has been spilled over this key issue over the years in the field of Chinese military studies, and
      a lively dialogue about the changing nature of army-party relations has emerged in PLA-watching circles in recent
      years. This debate has, in my opinion, come to closure with Ellis Joffe’s insightful article in The China
      Quarterly in 1996.27 Joffe usefully reminds us that the PLA is, in his words,
      “a party-army with professional characteristics.” That the PLA is institutionally penetrated by the Communist
      Party is not at issue, as it is.28 Nor is the fact that the party came to power
      “through the barrel of a gun” (in Mao’s words), and has stayed in power over the last half century through
      military action.29 Nor is it disputed that the PLA has always demonstrated
      “professional” characteristics and has taken military modernization as a serious corporate goal since the
      1950s—and it is also recognized that these “professional” tendencies have often come in conflict with more
      “political” agendas. These realities have persisted for a very long period of time in Communist China, and it is
      doubtful that they will change.
    


    
      But two new phenomena have appeared in the post-Deng era which suggest that the “rules of the game” may be
      shifting. First, none of the senior Communist Party leaders has any military background, nor do the senior
      military elite described in this study have experience in the political realm—the “interlocking directorate” has
      been broken. Second, as this new military elite exemplifies, professionalism and corporatism are rising
      significantly in the armed forces. The further down through the ranks one goes, the more this appears to be the
      case.
    


    
      In short, after seventy years of a symbiotic and reinforcing relationship, the army and the party are
      unmistakably separating. This should be a source of great concern to the post-Deng political leadership, which
      launched an intensified campaign in the wake of the patriarch’s death to indoctrinate the rank and file (as well
      as the High Command) about the army’s allegiance to the party. Again, Ellis Joffe has summarized the new
      situation well: “This leadership will command a military establishment that is becoming more complex,
      specialized, and professional—which constitutes another limit on its political influence. This is because as its
      modernization advances, it will become more inward-looking and separated from the Party in interests, function,
      and outlook. Separation will strengthen its inclination to avoid political entanglement, which can only be
      inimical to its corporate well-being. This inclination will be reinforced by the new differentiation at the
      highest leadership level, which will make it more difficult for Party chiefs to embroil the armed forces in
      internal political struggles.”30 This means, in brief, that if the Chinese
      Communist Party is to stay in power—and the People’s Republic of China to endure as a political entity—the CCP
      cannot necessarily rely on the PLA to rescue it again and keep it in power. The military’s interests are
      diverging from the party’s.
    


    
      The second issue that will confront China’s new military leadership is the complex and lengthy process of
      streamlining the armed forces and readying it for modern warfare. The potential enemies and conflict scenarios
      that China and the PLA face today and into the twenty-first century are nothing like those it has faced in the past. A conflict over Korea or Taiwan would bring the PLA into direct combat with
      the world’s most advanced military forces—and they would likely be humiliated and devastated. The new Chinese
      military leadership knows this and has embarked on a comprehensive program to downsize and upgrade China’s armed
      forces. This will be an incredibly complex and lengthy process and it is doubtful that the PLA will ever
      appreciably be able to close the technological and readiness gaps vis-a-vis the more modern militaries in the
      region. There are countless and serious impediments—some technological, some logistical, some bureaucratic, some
      cultural, some human, and some resource-driven. But they have begun the process.
    


    
      The third issue with which the new PLA leadership will have to contend has to do with how they will interpret and
      respond to challenges and crises outside their continental borders. Will they be reflexive and
      hyper-nationalistic, quickly rising to a fight? Or will they attempt to deter conflict, de-escalate crises,
      allowing diplomats to help defuse them? The evidence to date from the Taiwan and South China Sea examples
      suggests the former—while the Korean, Central Asian, Indian, Russian, and U.S.-Japan cases suggest the latter.
      One will not know until they are really tested, and the circumstances will be definitive. Yet, few soldiers think
      it wise to fight stronger adversaries head-on. In this regard, the new Chinese military leadership will probably
      be little different from those in other countries.
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      Introduction
    


    
      Since the Gulf War, China’s armed forces have been grappling with the demands of a radically changed national
      military strategy that underscored the technological obsolescence of their armaments and so fundamentally
      effected the missions of the air, land, and naval forces that their traditional training principles and
      objectives were largely inapplicable. Responding to these complex demands resulted in a very difficult decade for
      the Chinese People’s Liberation Army (PLA), as all service arms and their branches are collectively named, and
      the next decade will be no easier. In essence, the PLA today faces the twenty-first century with only few
      elements of its combat arms beginning to receive and adapt to advanced weaponry and to the joint operational
      concepts, organization, command and control, logistics and training required to generate the synergistic effect
      created by the coordinated employment of air, land, and naval forces in late twentieth century warfare. The vast
      bulk of the PLA remain equipped with weapons and platforms derived from Soviet designs of the 1950s and very
      early 1960s. Limitations inherent in these systems mean that the large majority of China’s armed forces cannot fully develop the required skills and experience associated with the contemporary
      arms and support systems essential for joint warfare.
    


    
      The views expressed in this essay are those of the author and are not to be constnied as representing those of
      the Department of Defense, the National Defense University, or the National War College.
    


    
      Even as they began preparing the PLA for late twentieth century warfare, advances in military technology
      confronted China’s military strategists and planners with a potential revolution in the conduct of twenty-first
      century warfare. A decade and more ago, strategists in the former Soviet Union had named this potential the
      “military-technical revolution”—a term still commonly used in Chinese journals. The seeming pivotal role played
      by advanced military technologies in the 1991 Persian Gulf War heightened interest in the implications of
      emerging technologies for future warfare, and in the United States they were dubbed the “Revolution in Military
      Affairs” (RMA). In brief, the RMA refers to the possibility that advances in micro-electronics, space-based
      sensors, lasers, beyond-visual-range (BVR) munitions of extreme accuracy, and computer-processed information and
      automated decision-support systems may radically change the conduct of war in the twenty-first century.
    


    
      Despite the continuing obsolescence of most of their armed forces’ weapons and equipment, China’s military
      leaders recognize that technology is not the single source of PLA weaknesses. They have stated with great
      frequency over the past two decades that revising the way in which their armed forces are organized for war,
      renovating professional military education for the officer corps, enhancing command and control capabilities,
      improving logistical support, developing new concepts of operations, and more rigorous and realistic training are
      all critically important in the raising of the PLA’s current combat effectiveness. Similarly, China’s military
      research centers are trying to understand the implications of existing and emerging military technologies for the
      PLA of the future. China’s military leadership is therefore faced with an extremely difficult task as changes in
      Beijing’s defense policy interact with the rapid and continuing changes in military technology to place great
      demands on the PLA’s efforts to transform itself into a modern defense force in the coming century.
    


    
      Technology, Military Doctrine, and Operations
    


    
      As Chinese military analysts have been stating for the past twenty years and more, new technologies always demand
      revisions to military doctrine, organization, and concepts of operations. Examples from new technologies applied
      during World War II (WW II) include strategic aerial bombardment, offensive aircraft carrier operations,
      amphibious warfare, and the German Blitzkrieg or “lightning warfare.” In the post–WW II era, nuclear
      warheads mated to rocket boosters with intercontinental range brought about a dramatic change in the potential
      conduct of war that was never tested in anger. For military strategists and operational planners, the problem of
      doctrinal, operational, and organizational adaptation to new technologies of war in both defensive and offensive
      operations is in many ways more difficult than devising and employing the technologies themselves. This difficulty arises simply because existing doctrinal, strategic, operational, and
      force structure principles are deeply embedded in the experience of past wars, and the utility of new
      technologies and principles have not been tested and proven effective. As a PLA colonel wrote some three years
      ago while discussing extensive revisions to Mao’s people’s war doctrine, “there appears to be no sense in
      discarding a traditional doctrine altogether when it is still compatible with new developments.”1 Staying with what has proven effective in the past is often a strong deterrent to
      innovation.
    


    
      At times, new doctrinal concepts drive the development and acquisition of military technology. In the 1930s, for
      example, officers in the U.S. Army Air Corps Tactical School at Maxwell Field, Alabama, began thinking about and
      fashioning doctrine for strategic aerial bombardment. Requirements for implementing this doctrine led to the
      development of the long-range bomber as one of WW II’s principal instruments of warfare. Although the doctrine of
      strategic aerial bombardment implemented by operational concepts built around the B-17 and B-29 did not prove
      “decisive,” as its originators had hoped, it was a critical development in the conduct of war. Likewise,
      beginning in the 1920s, Japan, the United Kingdom, and the United States all developed doctrines, concepts of
      operations, and technologies required for the offensive aircraft carrier operations applied in WW II. Doctrine
      for amphibious warfare developed by the United States Marine Corps during the inter-war period led to operational
      concepts and training integrating air, ground, and naval forces, and to the development of an array of amphibious
      warfare ships, which critically contributed to allied success in the Pacific theater in WW II and the invasion of
      Normandy in 1944.
    


    
      Perhaps more often than imaginative doctrines leading to technological innovation, existing and/or emerging
      technologies drive doctrinal changes and the consequent modifications in concepts of operations, organization,
      and training. In the post–WW II era, nuclear-armed ballistic missiles with intercontinental range gave rise to
      new doctrine and operational concepts as strategists sought to accomplish the dual objective of deterring nuclear
      war and preparing for the conduct of nuclear combat should deterrence fail. Failure to adapt to new technologies
      can result in defeat on the battlefield despite equal capabilities in military technology. Britain and France in
      1940, for example, were equally as capable as Germany in tank technology, but neither had adapted their military
      doctrine, operational concepts, and organization to the new technology, and were therefore unable to successfully
      resist Germany’s blitzkrieg operations.
    


    
      Adaptation to new military technologies, however, does not necessarily require the adversaries be equally endowed
      with the technological and industrial means of war. Mao Zedong’s adjustment to the superior technology, training,
      and equipment of the Japanese armed forces in World War II is a prime example of a poorly equipped military
      successfully adapting to a higher technology adversary. Mao developed “people’s war” as a basic military doctrine
      and devised principles of strategy, concepts of operations, and organization in the 1930s as a specific response to superior Japanese capabilities in the technologies of war and their
      application in military operations. People’s War integrated defensive and offensive operations into a military
      strategy that blended political mobilization into the conduct of war. A consequence of Mao Zedong’s successful
      adjustment to Japanese (and later Kuomintang) military superiority is that the PLA’s doctrinal tradition contains
      the principle that technological inferiority does not necessarily foreshadow defeat. Rather, PLA strategists of
      today can emulate their predecessors and devise means to defeat an adversary superior in the instruments of
      warfare.
    


    
      Even while proudly recognizing this tradition, essays by China’s military strategists and pronouncements by
      senior military officials demonstrate little confidence that strategic, operational, or tactical ingenuity can
      overcome the difficulties the PLA faces in the latter part of the twentieth century or the opening decades of the
      next century. A central difficulty faced by the PLA is the simple reality that the vast bulk of its arms and
      equipment are obsolete by any standard. China’s defense industries have yet to recover from the consequence of
      Beijing’s split with Moscow in the years 1959–60, when the USSR severed essentially all its technological and
      advisory assistance. In the era following the Sino-Soviet breach, Mao Zedong’s domestic political campaigns in
      search of a “revolutionary” China combined with the priority granted nuclear weapons programs left the
      conventional forces dependent on arms produced by a defense industrial base using military technologies acquired
      from the USSR over the years 1954–60. Deng Xiaoping’s 1978 decision to place highest priority on modernizing the
      civil sector of China’s economy has extended the defense industrial base’s obsolescence into at least the first
      decade of the twenty-first century. Certainly, as China’s military leadership publicly recognizes, obsolescent
      armaments are not the only problem faced by the PLA, but the inability of the Chinese defense industrial base to
      produce modern weaponry and equipment means that the Chinese armed forces can field only the small numbers
      Beijing has purchased abroad. Newer armaments produced by China’s defense industries are usually based on
      technologies acquired abroad in the 1980s and represent, at best, 1970s levels. Since the late 1970s, senior
      military officials have made public their dissatisfaction with this situation and have cited obsolescent
      equipment as one of the most significant factors constraining the development of operational doctrine and the
      PLA’s ability to successfully perform its missions. China’s military strategists have therefore spent much of
      their effort designing strategy and developing supporting operational concepts seeking to compensate for the
      PLA’s obsolescent arms. This issue becomes significant when viewed in the perspective of Beijing’s changes in the
      PLA’s military strategy over the past twenty or so years.
    


    
      Revising Military Strategy
    


    
      Since the late 1970s, the PLA has experienced one alteration in military strategy and one change in national
      military strategy, each with its consequences for operational doctrine. In the
      late 1970s, military strategy for defense against the USSR was significantly revised. In the mid-1980s, Beijing
      changed its national military strategy from an explicit focus on a major, potentially nuclear war with the Soviet
      Union to concentrate on preparations for potential “local, limited war” on China’s periphery. The shift in
      national military strategy from a single-minded focus on war with the USSR to local, limited war was to have the
      most dramatic effect on the PLA’s operational doctrine, organization, and training since the founding of the
      People’s Republic of China (PRC) in 1949. Following the display of high technology armaments and equipment during
      the conduct of the 1991 Persian Gulf War, “local, limited war” was modified to become “local, limited war under
      high-tech conditions.”
    


    
      The Soviet Threat: Changing Military Strategy
    


    
      Devising a new military strategy for defense against the USSR in the late 1970s and early 1980s reflected the
      failure of China’s military planners to adapt to the modernization of the PLA’s armaments that had occurred over
      the previous two decades. In the mid-1950s, the USSR began rebuilding China’s defense industrial base,
      complementing the extensive arms transfers that began with the Korean War. This influx of military technology was
      accompanied by extensive training provided by the Soviet armed forces. In response to this flow of military
      technology, arms, and training, and to the prospect that China’s armed forces would become increasingly better
      equipped over the coming decades, in the late 1950s Marshal Ye Jianying sought to adapt PLA doctrine and
      operations to its new weapons and equipment. He dubbed his modifications to Mao’s doctrinal principles “People’s
      War Under Modern Conditions.” Marshal Ye’s revisions did not receive authoritative endorsement, and as the armed
      forces became ever more deeply involved in Mao’s internal political campaigns, especially the “Great Proletarian
      Cultural Revolution of 1966–1976,” efforts to modify doctrine, strategy, operational concepts, and training for
      the conduct of modern warfare atrophied together with the PLA’s military effectiveness. China’s 1979 incursion
      into Vietnam amply demonstrated the extent to which the combat effectiveness of the Chinese armed forces had
      deteriorated.
    


    
      In revising the PLA’s strategy for defense against the Soviet Union, China’s military strategists sought to make
      up for twenty years of neglect and make the best possible use of the arms and equipment produced in great numbers
      by China’s defense industrial base following its mid-1960s recovery from the disastrous cutoff of Soviet
      assistance in 1959–60. Although inferior to Soviet armaments, the PLA’s force structure of the late 1970s
      contained thousands of tanks and other armored vehicles, thousands of combat aircraft, and thousands of artillery
      tubes. The PLA Navy (PLAN) had an inventory containing around 100 submarines, including its first nuclear-powered
      attack submarine (SSN), 15 destroyers, 23 frigates, and hundreds of missile-equipped fast attack craft (FAC).
      Furthermore, the PLA’s strategic nuclear forces had been coming on line for a
      decade, with the initial deployment of medium range ballistic missiles (MRBM) occurring in 1966, and intermediate
      range ballistic missiles (IRBM) achieving initial operating capability (IOC) in 1972. China’s first
      intercontinental range ballistic missile (ICBM) had an IOC anticipated for 1980 or 1981, and a sub-surface
      test-launch of a missile for China’s single nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarine (SSBN) was being
      scheduled. Basic military doctrine for this force, however, remained Mao’s doctrine originally devised for the
      Red Army of Workers and Peasants—a doctrine designed for an infantry force so poorly equipped that Mao Zedong
      defined them as armed with “millet and rifles.” PLA arms of the late 1970s were clearly no match for Soviet
      equipment, but they were light years distant from the days of millet and rifles. What was missing was a military
      strategy supported by appropriate operational concepts and organization designed to make best use of what the PLA
      could put into the field—Mao’s People’s War doctrine of the 1930s did not provide this. Indeed, Deng Xiaoping’s
      criticism of the PLA’s combat potential in the mid-to late 1970s did not concentrate on the growing obsolescence
      of its armaments. Deng’s criticism was that China’s armed forces were woefully unprepared to fight a modern war,
      even with the weapons and equipment in their inventory. As China’s senior defense officials noted at the time, to
      defend China in the late-1970s using the same doctrine and strategy as the 1930s and 1940s would be foolish and
      result in certain defeat.2
    


    
      In no manner did China’s military analysts underestimate Soviet military capabilities as they began developing a
      new strategy. Their analyses were grim3 and the strategists’ model was the Soviet
      Union’s 1945 assault on Japan’s forces in Manchuria—Operation August Storm. Indeed, PLA training exercises
      in the years 1980–1984 indicated that China expected the USSR to replicate August Storm with its
      multiple-axis, joint operations attack on north and northeast China from bases in the Mongolian People’s Republic
      and the Soviet Far East. The added danger in a replicated August Storm was the possibility that Soviet
      forces would integrate the use of nuclear weapons into their strategy.
    


    
      Mao’s doctrine for people’s war against a militarily superior adversary required a three-phased strategy in which
      the PLA would fall back deep into China’s interior (youdi shenru—lure the enemy in deep) and exhaust the
      adversary through protraction and attrition. Following Mao’s principles, an overstretched and depleted enemy
      would ultimately be ground to a stalemate in the sea of a people’s war, and then forced to retreat in the face of
      a strategic counteroffensive. Rejecting these basic concepts and devising a new strategy and concepts of
      operations for defense against the Soviet Union was not completed without considerable debate and dispute within
      the PLA. There were undoubtedly those who saw Mao’s People’s War doctrine suitable for the threat China faced,
      and therefore resisted change to an untested strategy for which the PLA was not prepared in either organization
      or training.
    


    
      Nonetheless, new doctrine and strategy was developed. Recalling Marshal Ye Jianying’s appellation of the late 1950s, the revised principles were officially dubbed “People’s War
      Under Modern Conditions.”4 The core of the new strategy was that China would be
      defended against a Soviet attack as close to its borders as possible. Positional warfare designed to prevent
      Soviet forces from driving deep into China was the central strategic concept. Strategic retreat was rejected, and
      the mobile warfare stressed by Mao’s doctrine was made supplementary to positional defense. Positional defense
      was not the preferred option for China’s military strategists; they would have preferred a more flexible mobile
      defense. China’s strategists, however, fully appreciated that the superior arms and equipment of Soviet forces
      conducting joint warfare granted them such mobility, speed, and lethality that the PLA’s operations could not
      realistically be based on a war of maneuver. Maneuver would be used, but the primary form of defense was to be
      positional.
    


    
      The logic of China’s new defensive strategy depended on turning Soviet strength into a critical weakness. Highly
      mechanized Soviet forces relied on the coordinated efforts of tanks, infantry fighting vehicles, helicopters, and
      fixed-wing aircraft to maintain the speed of their advance. PLA strategists hoped these forces would grind to a
      halt as China’s defenses blunted the advance and guerrilla units operating behind Soviet forces disrupted the
      logistical support critical to sustaining the advance. With the tempo of the assault broken, and the logistical
      support tail for Soviet forces severely disrupted, the PLA was to eject the invaders with a series of
      counteroffensives.
    


    
      There were a number of severe deficiencies the PLA had to overcome in developing operations to support the new
      strategy. In particular, the PLA had not trained for joint warfare, leaving open to question whether the air and
      ground forces could develop the command and control essential for coordination of air and ground missions.
      Furthermore, whereas compensation for obsolescence could be sought through devising new defensive operations for
      ground forces designed to conduct a war of attrition, new operational concepts for the People’s Liberation Army
      Air Force (PLAAF) was another question. PLAAF training, and organization, was focused almost exclusively on air
      defense missions. It was not trained or organized for close air support (CAS) and battlefield interdiction (BAI)
      missions to assist the ground forces in their positional defense and to add to the attrition of Soviet forces.
      Nor were the ground and air forces jointly trained and exercised. Without such training, effective command and
      control to coordinate air and ground operations was not possible. Nor could the PLAAF realistically seek air
      superiority over technologically superior Soviet air power. It was just possible that the vast numbers of
      aircraft employed by the PLAAF could enjoy local air superiority, but that could not last for long. Without
      Chinese air superiority over the battle area, Soviet CAS and BAI missions would devastate China’s positional
      defenses and the ability to reinforce and sustain them. China’s military strategists had identified potential
      weaknesses inherent in Soviet offensive operations, but they had no immediate way of offsetting the lack of
      exercised command and control and training for joint warfare in the PLA’s new
      concepts of defensive operations.
    


    
      Change and Continuity in People’s War
    


    
      “Luring the enemy in deep” was not part of the new strategy, creating the first major break with Mao’s
      principles. Forward defense and “winning the first battle” required changes in training, logistical support,
      command, and control to support the new operations. PLA training in the early 1980s began to include combined
      arms warfare as PLA ground forces started to integrate armor, artillery, and air defense into their operational
      skills and tactics in an effort to offset the battlefield advantages of the adversary. The principal military
      objective of the training was to develop the capability, even with inferior forces, to blunt and disrupt a Soviet
      assault as quickly as possible.
    


    
      The second major deviation from Mao’s principles was positional defense supplanting mobility as the central
      construct of the new strategy. In the 1930s and 1940s, Mao was willing to sacrifice even his base areas in order
      to sustain the mobility so central to his strategy. In 1947 Mao had vacated Yan’an based on this principle,
      allowing Kuomintang forces to occupy what had been CCP headquarters for a decade. In the new strategy, cities
      were not to be surrendered but defended as strategic points. Urban areas were now more than important political
      centers. Despite strategic dispersion of defense industries in the 1960s, they remained important industrial
      areas providing critical parts, ordnance, petroleum, oil, and lubricants (POL) essential to support the PLA in
      combat. If war with the USSR were to become protracted, China’s industrial areas were essential to sustain the
      war effort. Mao’s forces of the 1930s and 1940s could survive on what they scavenged from the battlefield—the PLA
      of the 1970s could not. There was also the assumption within the revised strategy that Soviet forces would see
      cities as critical political targets. Major urban areas were therefore also to be traps for Soviet forces, and
      PLA defensive operations were to grind down the attackers as they sought control of political and industrial
      centers.
    


    
      Rather than conceptualizing operations in terms of a “front” and front armies, as had Mao’s armies of the late
      1940s, operations to support the revised strategy were structured around a “war zone” (zhanqu) or theater
      of operations.5 The war zone or theater was to have centralized planning and
      command, and all forces within the theater placed under the operational control of the theater commander. A
      theater commander was to prepare and conduct a large-scale campaign designed to achieve the strategy’s
      objectives, and was to be relatively independent within the strategic intent of the supreme command.
      Conceptualizing operations within a theater of operations, however, was not a major shift from the function of
      front armies within Mao’s operational principles, for the front armies had always operated with a high degree of
      independence within the “commanders intent.”
    


    
      Nuclear forces were included in China’s military strategy for perhaps the first
      time since the nuclear weapons program was inaugurated in the late 1950s. The few strategic weapons deployed were
      to fulfill a deterrent role by threatening the USSR with what Beijing believed (or hoped) to be unacceptable
      damage in a second strike, should Moscow threaten or use nuclear forces as part of its strategy to subjugate
      China. Additionally, and even though China’s armed forces were not known to have tactical nuclear weapons in
      their inventory, training exercises included simulated use of battlefield nuclear weapons and defense against
      their potential employment by Soviet forces.
    


    
      PLA force structure changes reflected the new emphasis on combined arms warfare as the thirty-five Field Armies
      began their reorganization into twenty-four Group Armies (jituanjun) combining armor, infantry, artillery,
      and other ground forces branches into a single command in order to provide a more effective organizational
      structure for the new strategy. Similarly, in 1983 PLA units designated primarily as internal security forces
      (the “local” forces) were placed into the newly formed People’s Armed Police (PAP), allowing the PLA to focus on
      defense against external enemies. Ground forces were the principal focus of force structure changes because war
      against the USSR was primarily one of continental defense.
    


    
      China’s Defense Minister, Zhang Aiping, encapsulated the changes underway in 1983 when he declared:
    


    
      The principle of war is to achieve the greatest victory at the smallest cost. To achieve this we should depend
      not only on political factors, but also on the correct strategy and tactics of the war’s commander, the
      sophisticated nature of our military equipment, the quality of our personnel who use the equipment,
      etcetera.6
    


    
      By linking issues of technology, doctrine, strategy, operations, and training to success in war, Zhang expressed
      the essence of the PLA’s new approach to the defense of China. Deterring and, if necessary, defeating an attack
      from the Soviet Union would depend upon the skill of a commander using the technologies of war within appropriate
      doctrine, strategy, and operations. The new emphasis was on the military effectiveness of standing forces, not
      mass mobilization and drowning the enemy in a sea of people’s war.
    


    
      Despite the change to a strategy of forward defense, elements of Mao Zedong’s principles of people’s war were
      clearly retained. Mao’s concept of “active defense” or “offensive defense” (jiji fangyu) from the 1930s
      was at the core of the new strategy. Active defense as the basis of a military strategy means that the PLA’s
      defense against an enemy’s attack is designed to prepare for a counterattack. This principle of defense is not,
      therefore, passive because defensive operations are viewed as preparation for follow-on offensive operations. The
      revised strategy also continued to depend upon China’s huge, if relatively ill-equipped, ground forces to blunt
      an assault through attrition of the attacking forces. Given the potential
      nature of the war, which could well be total, the entire population was to be mobilized and the vast “people’s
      militia” serve in the defense of cities and any other roles they could perform in support of the regular forces.
    


    
      Changes in doctrine, strategy, operational concepts, organization, and slimming down the bulky ground forces
      were, however, to be but the first stage in the PLA’s transition to a more modern force; modern not so much in
      terms of arms and equipment, but in the manner in which PLA strategists conceptualized the conduct of war and the
      armed forces prepared for war. The second stage of change began in 1985, when Beijing determined that the global
      military stalemate between the United States and the Soviet Union mitigated against Moscow initiating a major,
      possibly nuclear war with China.
    


    
      Changing National Military Strategy: From Continental to Peripheral Defense
    


    
      Beijing’s 1985 transformation of China’s national military strategy reoriented the PLA away from its almost
      exclusive concern with continental defense. The armed forces’ new defense guidance required them to defend not
      only land boundaries within a classic concept of continental defense, but also to protect China’s extensive
      maritime territories and claims. This dramatic change in strategy required major modifications in the PLA’s
      operational doctrine, expanded the roles and missions of its air and naval forces, and abrogated essentially all
      of the principal elements that form the core of “people’s war”—whether “under modern conditions” or not. For
      China’s armed forces, the 1985 change in national military strategy was to be little short of revolutionary.
    


    
      Having concluded that a major war with the USSR was improbable, the basis for the PLA’s war preparations
      (zhanbei) became jubu zhanzheng, or “local war.”7 In fact, the more
      appropriate term is youxian zhanzheng (limited war). Because Chinese journals used the phrase jubu
      zhanzheng, I will interpret this term as “local, limited war.”8 In this
      manner the translation more appropriately captures the intent of Chinese analysts. Beijing’s security strategists
      concluded that China’s most likely future military contingencies would be limited in geographical scope and
      political objectives, but could vary significantly in combat intensity. They saw nuclear war as extremely
      improbable in these potential conflicts, but that nuclear deterrence could well continue to be an important
      factor in some confrontations. All of the PLA’s military contingencies since 1949 had been of this type and
      variation. The Korean War had lasted three years fought by large numbers of troops at great cost and under the
      threat of nuclear weapons. Military confrontations with India and Vietnam were much shorter in duration, had used
      much smaller forces, had been fought at much less cost and without a nuclear shadow. While there had been
      considerable variation in the wars fought by the PLA since 1949, they had all been fought adjacent to China and
      across its land boundaries. The new contingency planning, however, introduced a strong maritime component to
      China’s strategy that had not been present in earlier years.
    


    
      Maritime strategy was completely new to the PLA. Indeed, the PLAN did not
      conduct its first real maritime operation of any consequence until the 1974 seizure of the Crescent group in the
      Paracel (Xisha) Islands from Vietnam. Even that operation was little more than a naval raid on offshore
      islands using perhaps a dozen subchasers and patrol craft. In terms of strategy, and despite faltering efforts
      beginning in the mid-to late-1970s to construct more capable combat vessels, new amphibious warfare ships, and
      underway replenishment ships to support operations some distance from China, the PLAN’s role in 1985 remained the
      coastal defense component of a continental strategy. Equally important in terms of strategic thinking, the navy
      remained very much a junior partner in a PLA historically dominated by the ground forces. What is more, although
      air power had become a critical component of maritime strategy, the People’s Liberation Army Naval Air Force
      (PLANAF) had no operational experience beyond coastal defense. The People’s Liberation Army Air Force (PLAAF) was
      equally limited by its continental defense focus and, like the PLAN, was a junior partner in the tri-service PLA.
      The new roles and missions of the PLA’s naval and air forces meant that they had to develop concepts of
      operations for which they had no experience to draw upon and were almost totally unprepared. Joint operations for
      a maritime strategy meant that for the first time the PLA would be required to coordinate the actions of air,
      land, and naval forces for joint warfare other than coastal defense. Since 1949, force projection for coastal
      defense, including the seizure of small offshore islands, had been extremely limited in size, range, duration,
      and combat intensity. The demands of joint warfare for maritime operations in the new national military strategy
      included defense of Chinese territories and maritime interests hundreds of miles from the mainland. According to
      one estimate,9 in addition to China’s 10,230 mile coastline, the PRC held
      sovereignty over 7,100 islands (more than thirty yet “in the hands of foreigners”), and 1,240,000 square miles of
      continental shelf. This change in defense guidance clearly presented the PLA with a more demanding task than
      revising strategy to defend against a Soviet attack in the late 1970s and early 1980s, for that revision had fit
      into the PLA’s historical experience much more easily than the new demands.
    


    
      Shifting focus from almost single-minded preparation for a known adversary to military contingencies covering
      essentially all of China’s land and maritime boundaries was also a radical change from the past. Preparing for a
      specific adversary where the most likely avenues of attack and modes of military operations could be reasonably
      estimated was distinctly different from preparing for military contingencies where the adversary, location, and
      types of military operations to defend against could not be so easily determined. This requirement placed yet
      another new demand on PLA war preparations and training.
    


    
      In essence, China’s military strategists responded to their new requirements by focusing on potential
      contingencies for small-scale wars over land boundaries, maritime disputes over contested territorial seas and
      islands, surprise air attack, defense against deliberately limited attacks into
      Chinese territory, and counterattacks launched by Chinese forces into enemy territory to prevent invasion or
      dispel a threatening situation. In the late 1980s, such contingencies were viewed as potentially occurring around
      China’s entire periphery, including its borders with the USSR and the Mongolian People’s Republic, which
      contained significant Soviet forces and logistical support centers.
    


    
      Changing Operational Concepts
    


    
      Because the most probable future military conflicts were expected to be geographically and politically limited,
      and would not involve attempts to conquer China or totally destroy its ability to conduct war, protracted
      defensive war was not part of the PLA’s war preparations. The newly defined military contingencies were viewed as
      requiring swift, militarily effective operations in the opening hours of the conflict. This in turn raised the
      relative balance of offense and defense in the new strategy. Mao’s strategic principle of active defense (jiji
      fangyu) was flexible, but did contain a strong defensive element. In its essence, within Mao’s active defense
      principle China was to accept the first blow in a military conflict. Because Mao’s people’s war doctrine held
      protraction as a core principle, accepting the first blow and “luring the enemy in deep” was an integral part of
      the strategy. Although strategic withdrawal in the opening phase of defense had been rejected in the revised
      strategy for defense against the USSR, developing concepts of operations to support the new, ambitious national
      military strategy raised to new importance the question of whether China should absorb the opening attack. For
      many of China’s analysts working through the operational demands of the PLA’s anticipated military contingencies,
      absorbing the first blow would grant the attacker the initiative. Regaining the initiative in high intensity
      conflicts of short duration was seen as very difficult. More attention, therefore, had to be given to offensive
      operations in the opening stages of a local, limited war.10 As a consequence of
      these considerations, the PLA’s preferred mode of operations was to overwhelm the adversary early in the war and
      seek a quick termination of the conflict. In the balance of offense vs. defense, offensive operations
      became the most important.
    


    
      In contemporary warfare, gaining the initiative early in the conflict required effective joint operations.
      Because the anticipated military contingencies were potentially high intensive wars, without effective
      coordinated efforts between the services it would be impossible to gain and maintain the initiative. Command and
      control and logistics at the operational level therefore had to be unified and service parochialism minimized.
      Given the history of ground force dominance within the PLA, raising the air and naval forces to a position of
      equality or near equality within the armed forces would be a radical change, especially within the General Staff
      Department.
    


    
      PLA planning had to assume that future military contingencies could erupt without much warning, therefore rapid reaction forces had to be ready at a moment’s notice. This
      situation required high levels of operational readiness. Future contingencies, however, were expected to involve
      only limited numbers of forces, allowing Beijing to equip and train particular units as rapid response
      (kuaisu) units. These units would receive the most advanced equipment and, presumably, the most intensive
      training. Given that tactical developments and actions could have strategic consequences in the kinds of limited
      war Chinese analysts viewed most likely, the PLA also began to build and train “fist” (quantou) units—a
      PLA version of the U.S. Army Rangers and Special Forces—to conduct tactical missions viewed as critical to the
      conduct of a specific operation. These elite “rapid response” and “fist” units were designed to become the
      nucleus of a modern PLA competent in joint warfare.
    


    
      The need for joint operations accentuated the PLA’s weakness in air power support of ground and naval operations.
      An effective air force capable of conducting CAS and BAI missions in support of ground operations was essential.
      Successfully conducting these missions in the absence of local air superiority was implausible. Thus the PLAAF
      and the PLANAF faced two critical problems: they lacked both the training and the aircraft capable of performing
      these missions in the face of a competent adversary. Recognition of this dilemma can be seen in the early efforts
      to modify the F-6/MiG-19 to perform ground attack missions like the A-5. Similarly, recognition of the need for
      tactical control of aircraft performing the air superiority mission can be seen in the PLA’s efforts to acquire
      Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS) capability either in the form of completed aircraft or technologies
      to modify existing PLAAF/PLANAF airframes. Without AWACS, air superiority is extremely difficult to achieve in
      contemporary warfare. China’s interest in aerial refueling demonstrates recognition that the legs of its air
      power were and remain too short to support the missions required by the new national military strategy. Eclipsing
      even the technological requirements for the new air power missions was the lack of training and command and
      control essential for joint warfare involving air support and air superiority missions.
    


    
      Where the PLA was to face its greatest difficulty was in the maritime component of the new national military
      strategy. Liu Huaqing, the navy’s commander from 1982 to 1988, instructed the PLAN to prepare an analysis by the
      end of the 1980s laying out a long-range plan for naval development.11 Naval
      analysts saw the change in national military strategy requiring a shift from coastal defense (jinhai
      fangyu) to offshore defense (jinyang fangyu). They saw this requirement as demanding a defense
      perimeter extending from coastal waters out to between 200 and 400 hundred miles—and even farther when the
      Spratly Islands are included. These strategists sought an offshore naval capability by the year 2000 and a
      blue-water navy (yuanyang haijun) by 2050.
    


    
      With no previous experience in the development and implementation of a maritime strategy beyond coastal defense,
      the PLAN faced four basic tasks.12 First, to
      detect, track, and engage potential hostile forces. The aged combat vessels employed by the PLAN’s three fleets
      clearly lacked this capability. Their search and target acquisition radars based on 1950s technologies were
      simply too limited in capabilities to be effective against modern naval task forces structured around a balance
      of offensive and defensive operations, or to provide sufficient early warning of an air attack. Using the PLANAF
      for reconnaissance was possible, but the aircraft in the inventory would be difficult to defend against the
      surveillance and target acquisition radars and long-range surface-to-air missiles (SAM) employed by contemporary
      naval forces. The surface fleet would have equal difficulty in defending itself against air and sea-launched
      beyond-visual-range (BVR) cruise-missiles and submarine attack. Likewise, the PLAN’s largely obsolescent
      submarine force was dangerously exposed to modern anti-submarine warfare technologies and tactics using surface
      ships, aircraft, and submarines to detect and attack enemy submarines. Second, engaging hostile forces any
      distance from China highlighted yet another PLAN deficiency: command and control capable of effectively
      conducting joint operations coordinating air, surface, and subsurface forces. Furthermore, without aerial
      refueling, air support as far south as the Spratly Islands was simply not feasible even when command and control
      for combat air patrols (CAP) in support of naval operations was developed. Building one or two aircraft carriers
      and their defending ships was an option, but would be expensive and take many years to complete. The expense of
      building one or two carrier battle groups (CVBG), including their aircraft, combined with the time it would take
      to develop the operational concepts and tactics for their effective use, including air crew training, meant that
      the CVBG option was many years into the future. Third, sustaining operations hundreds of miles from naval
      facilities underscored the PLAN’s underway replenishment deficiencies. Fourth, if force projection is required
      and the forces are engaged, sustaining task forces engaged in combat for any length of time required greater
      logistic support than existed in the PLAN support fleet. For the PLAN, longstanding deficiencies in both
      technology, fleet support, and training had to be overcome before a new and ambitious maritime strategy could be
      supported by effective operations.
    


    
      Force Structure Changes
    


    
      Revising the basic operational concepts under which China’s armed forces were to respond to anticipated military
      contingencies was accompanied by force structure reductions complementing the changes begun in 1983, when the
      former field armies began their transformation into combined arms group armies. Soon after the new national
      military strategy was announced, China’s military regions were reduced from eleven to seven and the armed forces
      initiated a reduction in force (RIF), decreasing the PLA’s size from 4.238 million to 3.2 million by 1990,
      including civilian staff and employees. Other changes included eliminating specific headquarters for the Armor
      and Artillery Corps by transforming them into sub-departments of the General Staff Department (GSD). Personnel
      reductions and reorganization were accompanied by the elimination of excess
      obsolescent weaponry from the inventory. Ten thousand artillery pieces, more than 1,100 tanks, 610 naval vessels,
      and some 2,500 aircraft were taken out of service.13
    


    
      A new “leaner, meaner” PLA began to emerge in the late 1980s, reflecting the Chief of Staff’s 1985 judgment that
      “the strength of an army is not determined by the number of troops but by the quality of its commanders and
      fighters, the quality of its arms, and the degree of rationality of its systems and foundations.”14 A central component of the new PLA was rebuilding the officer corps with younger,
      better candidates and training these officers in modern warfare, especially joint operations. Establishing the
      PLA National Defense University (PLA-NDU) in the fall of 1985 was part of this process, for until the PLA-NDU was
      established China’s professional military education (PME) system was single-service oriented. Establishing a
      capstone PME center specifically oriented toward joint warfare was a major step forward in the education of
      senior officers and military researchers to prepare the PLA for future wars.
    


    
      Replacing the PLA’s aging inventory took on new life in April 1990, less than one year after Sino-Soviet
      relations were normalized, when the USSR agreed to re-open the military technology and arms transfers to China
      severed in 1959–60. Moscow’s accommodation to China’s request was critical, for the Western response to the 1989
      Tiananmen atrocity had included (with the notable exception of Israel) an embargo on arms and military technology
      transfers to Beijing. Following the USSR’s dissolution in 1991, Moscow sustained the earlier pledge, agreeing to
      sell weapons and equipment containing technologies and capabilities the Western powers would not contemplate
      selling China even before Tiananmen. Re-opening the military relationship with Moscow coincided with annual
      defense budget increases and an off-budget commitment to the procurement of limited amounts of advanced weaponry.
      Prior to the arrangement with Moscow, Beijing’s equipment modernization strategy had focused on improving the
      capabilities of existing platforms (ships, aircraft, tanks, etc.) with improved technologies from the West. Some
      new designs were begun, such as the F-8 interceptor, the Luhu destroyer and the Song-class submarine.
      These were improvements, but their capabilities did not significantly add to the PLA’s military effectiveness in
      the operations demanded by the new strategy. But, after a decade of PLA complaints and inflation-generated
      defense budget erosion, advanced armaments slowly began to enter the PLA inventory—armaments necessary if the PLA
      was to develop the military effectiveness its new concepts of operations demanded.
    


    
      Continuity and Change from “People’s War Under Modern Conditions”
    


    
      Shifting to preparation for local, limited war contained several elements already introduced following revision
      of military strategy for defense against the USSR. In particular, the emphasis
      was placed on the readiness of standing forces to react quickly and effectively to any military contingency as
      opposed to relying on strategic withdrawal, mass mobilization, and protraction as the opening phase of defense.
      Aging arms and equipment also continued to be a restraint on the kinds of operations the PLA could conduct.
      Because few improvements were expected, the same practice introduced in earlier years was continued. Compensation
      for obsolescence was sought by further reorganization, rethinking operational concepts to focus on joint warfare,
      and improved training. Similarly, in the same manner that revising strategy for defense against the USSR had
      focused some strategic thought on the role of nuclear weapons, so limited war contingencies continued the focus
      on the requirements for nuclear deterrence—survivability, readiness, response time, and accuracy. It is possible
      that the years 1978–1988 were the decade when China’s analysts first began thinking systematically about the role
      of nuclear forces in a national military strategy.
    


    
      Other trends initiated in the earlier adjustment to the revised strategy for defense against the USSR continued
      in the RIF announced in 1985 and the need for better educated and trained officers to develop, manage and command
      the new PLA. Slimming down the force structure not only reduced personnel costs, thereby providing more funds for
      newer equipment and training, but was also key to eliminating over-aged, under-educated officers who were
      unwilling or unable to adapt to new concepts of operations.
    


    
      Changes from People’s War Under Modem Conditions can be seen in three critical areas. First, the PLA’s underlying
      operational concepts were changed from those designed to support a war of protraction and attrition to operations
      seeking an early termination of the conflict. With this objective, offensive operations took precedence over
      defense. Second, rapid response and the readiness of all three services for joint operations diminished the
      dominance PLA ground forces had achieved through history and a national military strategy focused on continental
      defense. Ground force preeminence was particularly eroded by the new strategy’s focus on defense of China’s
      extensive maritime territorial claims and possessions. Third, modernizing selected standing forces became the
      military leadership’s preeminent concern, with mass mobilization viewed only as a last resort.
    


    
      Even as the PLA was beginning to respond to the demands of Beijing’s revised national military strategy, the 1991
      Persian Gulf War raised military technology to even higher levels of significance. This consequence was
      recognized by changing the rubric for the new national military strategy from preparing for local, limited war to
      preparing for “local, limited war under high-tech conditions” (jubu zhanzheng zai gaoji jishu tiaojian
      xia).
    


    
      The Influence of the 1991 Persian Gulf War
    


    
      By the late 1980s, PLA analysts were aware that compensating for obsolescence as a strategy for defense
      modernization was reaching the end of its viability. Concepts of operations for
      the conduct of limited wars outside continental China had raised joint operations, command and control,
      intelligence, readiness, and sustainability to new levels of significance and had accentuated the obsolescence of
      the PLA’s arms and equipment. The role of high technology arms and supporting systems in the campaign that
      defeated the Iraqi armed forces essentially confirmed Chinese military analysts’ earlier conclusions. The
      devastating consequence of advanced technology weapons and support systems for the Iraqi forces, however, was
      unexpected. Of particular importance was the air campaign’s effectiveness and the stunningly quick paralysis of
      Iraqi offensive and defensive forces. It concerned military analysts because, in the abstract, the Gulf War was
      precisely the kind of war the PLA had been training to fight. Knowing that China would not have to face an
      adversary as well equipped as U.S. armed forces was little solace. What PLA analysts saw was not a war of the
      future, but a war as it could be fought today by a post-industrial power. Little the PLA had achieved by
      reorganization, modifying its force structure, building a better educated officer corps, reconceptualizing the
      manner it planned to conduct future wars, and more realistic training could offset the impact of technology on
      operations by well trained, properly organized joint forces exploiting the technological sophistication of their
      armaments and supporting systems.
    


    
      In 1993, General Liu Huaqing, as senior military member of the CCP Central Military Commission and for many years
      the officer responsible for overseeing the military’s technological modernization, stated his dilemma succinctly:
      The PLA “fails to meet the demands of modern warfare and this is the principal problem with
      army-building.”15 Liu Huaqing’s model for modern warfare and the reference point
      for the PLA’s capabilities was specifically the Gulf War. His concerns focused on both armaments and training,
      for General Liu contended that in neither was the PLA prepared for modern warfare. At the operational level of
      war, military analysts captured the PLA’s dilemma with the phrase “short arms and slow legs.”
    


    
      That said, the Gulf War confirmed the basic conclusions drawn by PLA analysts over the years 1985–1991 as they
      analyzed the requirements necessary to conduct and win local, possibly high intensive limited wars:
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              Well trained standing forces at a high level of readiness and sustainment.
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              Joint offensive operations.
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              Effective Command, Control, Communications, & Intelligence (C3I) to exploit the
              synergistic effect of joint operations.
            

          
        

      
    


    
      Chinese military researchers’ analyses in the post–Gulf War era focused on the impact of technology on operations
      and the extent to which PLA operational doctrine lagged behind the needs of modern warfare.16 Although their analyses emphasized that new operational concepts must not exceed the
      capabilities of the PLA’s armaments, there was also the persistent message that the PLA should not develop “techno-phobia”—that appropriate operational principles could in some measure
      compensate for the PLA’s lack of advanced technology arms and equipment. Specific PLA weaknesses identified in
      late 1996 were: reconnaissance, target acquisition and surveillance capabilities at all levels (space-based,
      aircraft-based, sea-based, ground-based, and man-portable), mobility and rapid response, weapons lethality, and
      air defense. Other identified deficiencies focused on the lack of jointness among the services, including
      C3I, operations, reconnaissance, and electronic countermeasures. Furthermore, analysts recognized that
      the availability of existing and anticipated modern arms was so limited that the bulk of the PLA could not
      exercise to develop the skills and experience essential for contemporary joint warfare.
    


    
      While facing these deficiencies, Chinese essays emphasize that new or revised PLA operational doctrine had to
      confront warfare where air, sea, land, and space operations are integrated into a single battlefield—or battle
      space. They concluded that for technologically advanced states, increasingly transparent battle space permits
      extremely accurate targeting for over-the-horizon (OTH), integrated, highly intensive fire-power used for shock
      effect. Joint operations conducted by militarily advanced states will be assisted by information technology
      allowing their C3I systems to coordinate the time, place, and purpose of service capabilities in
      conducting their individual missions. Forces of advanced states will conduct joint operations with widely
      dispersed units seeking to penetrate the adversary’s battle area quickly and deeply with high mobility and
      lethality; that the new technologies provided the capability for deep attack as a central operational mode.
      Information technology will be used to transmit near realtime information to the different operational units,
      increasing their capability to exploit opportunities on the battlefield. PLA analysts have therefore concluded
      that future battlefield dominance will be held by the side that has electro-magnetic dominance; the side that
      loses electro-magnetic dominance will be both “blind” and “deaf,” rendering its weapons largely useless. In this
      sense, the “soft damage” of electronic warfare complements the “hard damage” inflicted by ordnance.
    


    
      In responding to the post–Gulf War battlefield, China’s military analysts insist that new operational principles
      must be offensive in orientation and emphasize seizing and retaining the initiative. Because their weapons may
      well be inferior to those of their adversary, PLA forces must avoid fighting in a manner anticipated by the
      adversary, and should plan to fight at an unexpected time and place (Sun Zi’s qibing—a point not raised in
      any of the analyses I read). Put simply, the PLA must retain its longstanding principle “we fight our way, you
      fight your way” (wo da wode, ni da nide). While not denigrating the role of advanced technology, Chinese
      analysts note that high-tech arms are not flawless. They report that the F-117A was detected by Iraqi air defense
      radars; that loading the appropriate data into a Tomahawk cruise missile can take 3–4 hours; and that
      information-based systems are susceptible to “logic bombs”—viruses. Technology therefore brings its own problems to the battlefield and is not to be seen as a magical solution to
      all of the problems found in the conduct of war, nor must technology be viewed as undefeatable.
    


    
      Seizing and holding the initiative with inferior arms is nonetheless recognized as presenting great difficulties,
      and China’s military journals emphasize that the PLA must develop and conduct its operations with proper
      recognition of its deficiencies. In developing new concepts of operations, these analysts suggest planners must
      also remember that, given the high cost of advanced technology weapons, all armed forces will field a mix of
      advanced and older armaments. The PLA will not necessarily face a solid phalanx of high-tech weaponry and
      equipment. Notwithstanding these potential advantages, PLA deficiencies are seen as constraining its operations.
      Operations will have to be small-scale, fought by crack troops using the most advanced weapons available. Because
      PLA mobility and range is limited, the military objective must be nearby to ensure that the pace of operations be
      rapid. PLA offensive operations must take advantage of the non-linearity of the contemporary battlefield,
      implementing offensive operations in surprise attacks as the enemy is executing its deep attack operations.
    


    
      Surprise attack is now seen as distinctly different from the past. When preparing for surprise attack in the
      past, the PLA would concentrate its forces. Today, transparent battle space and OTH precision guided munitions
      (PGM) mean that concentrated forces are exposed to shock attack. In contemporary warfare on the high-tech
      battlefield, sizing the force for offensive operations must therefore be determined by the quality, mobility,
      lethality, and effective combat range of the units. Coordinated movement of joint forces rather than
      concentrating them is now the guiding principle for “concentration.” Concentration is therefore not of forces
      per se, but of the fire-power they can bring to bear on the target. Given the expected inferiority of PLA
      arms, operational planning must seek local superiority in order to achieve mission objectives.
    


    
      Defining the military objectives sought by offensive operations has been discussed at some length in China’s
      military journals. The purpose of these operations is no longer to annihilate the enemy, as it was in Mao
      Zedong’s doctrine of the 1930s, but to paralyze him. Paralysis can be achieved by attacking critical nodes in the
      adversary’s command and control system. These targets require deep-strike operations using both regular and
      irregular warfare. Special operations forces can be used to bypass the enemy’s strength and support the main
      effort. It is also possible that PLA analysts have concluded that the M-9/11 series tactical battlefield missiles
      have a role to play in deep strike operations, assuming they are confident in the accuracy of these weapons and
      any follow-on systems that may be in development.
    


    
      Strategic Forces17
    


    
      Consistent with their local, limited war focus, PLA analysts are concerned about the viability of their strategic
      forces as a deterrent in the twenty-first century. The function of deterrence
      in local, limited war is to neutralize any attempt to dissuade China from taking military action by threat of
      nuclear force. Beijing views its deterrent capability as dependent upon the perception that its strategic forces
      can conduct a second strike of sufficient lethality to inflict severe harm on any threatening power.
      Modernization programs designed to increase the response time, accuracy, and survivability of strategic forces
      are now being completed with the shift to solid fuels, smaller warheads, and tactical mobility. The force itself,
      however, remains small and the limited number of weapons raises the question of their effectiveness over the
      longer term as ballistic missile defenses (BMD) become more probable at both the theater and national level. BMD
      places pressure on Beijing to increase the size of the force and develop multiple reentry vehicle (MRV) warheads,
      including penetration aids. It should probably be assumed that MRV, and quite possibly MIRV (multiple
      independently targetable reentry vehicles), research and development has been under way for some time, and that
      the question of force size is being seriously discussed and debated within Beijing’s community of security
      strategists.
    


    
      Air and Naval Issues
    


    
      Although China’s military journals, especially Military Science published by the PLA Academy of Military
      Science (AMS), have identified the basic problems facing the Chinese armed forces at the operational level of
      war, there is little available on air and naval operations. Certainly the joint warfare principles discussed in
      Military Science apply to all three services, but air and naval operations face their own problems as they
      try to fit operational doctrine with available aircraft, ships, weapons, and equipment.
    


    
      For the PLAAF and PLANAF, lack of aerial refueling means that the combat range of their aircraft is extremely
      restricted, limiting their support for fleet operations to 200–300 miles. Without AWACS for tactical air control,
      air superiority and combat air patrols (CAP) become very difficult to conduct successfully in contemporary
      warfare, thereby seriously limiting whatever support they could provide within the 200–300 mile range of
      land-based aircraft. Without sophisticated C3I, it becomes almost impossible to conduct CAS/BAI for
      ground forces and provide support for fleet operations. There is ample evidence that these issues have been
      identified for a decade and more; there is little available to indicate how the PLAAF and the PLANAF are seeking
      to compensate for these difficulties as they plan and train for the operational level of war.
    


    
      For the PLAN, implementing a maritime strategy for either “green” or “blue water” without effective fleet
      operations is simply not plausible. Steaming in blue water is a far cry from conducting deep ocean fleet
      operations. As with the employment of air power, there is ample evidence the PLAN has identified its problems,
      but little to describe how it is adjusting to these difficulties. Joint operations coordinating air, surface, and
      subsurface warfare at battle group/task force levels is extremely difficult
      without advanced C3I and long-range, accurate surveillance and target acquisition systems. Such
      operations become even more problematic when an adversary has highly capable surveillance and target acquisition
      systems, OTH missiles, ship-borne air defenses and CIWS, ASW capabilities, and C3I to implement joint
      offensive and defensive operations. The farther PLAN task forces distance themselves from their main bases, the
      more difficult fleet operations become as sustainment becomes ever more critical and difficult. As the PLAN looks
      out to the twenty-first century, even excluding the U.S. and Japanese fleets, Asian navies though small are
      becoming increasingly competent in all of those areas the PLAN has identified as its core weaknesses.
    


    
      Amphibious warfare operations simply add to the PLAN’s woes. Once again, there is a vast difference between
      seizing small, coastal islands and a major amphibious operation such as could be required to subjugate Taiwan.
      Amphibious operations require air superiority and sea control. Without either of these two conditions, an
      amphibious force cannot even reach a contested beachhead, let alone seize and hold it.
    


    
      Nor, as the PLA leadership has recognized for the past twenty years, are modern armaments and supporting systems
      the single problem faced by China’s air and naval forces. Without appropriate arms and support systems, forces
      cannot effectively train for the kind of warfare they wish to conduct. The skills and experience required by
      planning and logistical support staffs are as important as the skills and experience required to conduct joint
      operations. The PLA’s almost complete lack of experience in planning for joint operations implies that joint
      staffs have a lot to learn before they feel competent in planning for operations of any size or duration.
      Training’s importance simply cannot be overstated, for forces, especially joint forces, cannot conduct operations
      for which they have not been properly and thoroughly trained.18 Once again, lack
      of experience in the PLAN, PLANAF, and PLAAF in conducting joint operations implies that they have to undergo
      extensive training before any high level of confidence is achieved—this is especially true for joint naval
      operations some hundreds of miles from China’s mainland.
    


    
      Retrospect and Prospect
    


    
      A national military strategy focused on potentially high-intensive limited, local war along China’s extensive
      land and sea borders, including defense of extensive maritime territories and claims, accompanied by the
      requirement to sustain a robust nuclear deterrent posture, has called for technologies Beijing’s defense R&D
      has thus far not developed and the industrial base cannot yet produce. As China’s military strategists view the
      near-term future, they see the PLA’s operational environment becoming increasingly technology-heavy. Japan has
      already established the region’s most advanced defense industrial and R&D infrastructure, and Japan’s Self
      Defense Forces constitute the largest technologically advanced military in the
      region. Throughout the rest of Asia, arms and equipment sales by the United States, Britain, France, Germany,
      Israel, and Russia are quickly advancing the military capabilities of most Asian states, with many viewing
      maritime defense as a central concern. Looking ahead to the twenty-first century, China’s strategists believe the
      RMA will serve to accentuate and accelerate the importance of military technology for combat operations even if
      the “information war” does not mature into a fully fledged revolution in the conduct of war. In such an
      operational environment, where mass can no longer be assumed to substitute for quality, operational concepts
      designed to compensate for technological deficiencies are increasingly difficult to realize. It is this
      conclusion that dominates analyses prepared by Chinese military researchers.
    


    
      Were China’s national military strategy still focused primarily on continental defense, compensating for
      obsolescence could follow the pattern established by the doctrine of “people’s war under modern conditions.” The
      critical reality now faced by China’s military strategists is that the military contingencies they perceive as
      most likely are not susceptible to a strategy based upon protraction and attrition. Future wars will require, in
      the eyes of PLA analysts, offensive or even preemptive joint operations conducted by standing forces with little
      mobilization lead-time. This is the requirement that creates the most difficulty for PLA planners.
    


    
      In any assessment of Chinese military analyses it is important not to confuse ambition with capability.
      Nonetheless, there can be no doubt that in the process of modernization since the late-1970s and in thinking
      through preparations for the twenty-first century, military analysts have identified the PLA’s many problems
      beyond technology, including deficiencies in force structure, operational doctrine, joint staff planning, command
      and control, logistics, and training. Furthermore, extensive Chinese analyses of the RMA’s implications for the
      conduct of war demonstrate that considerable effort has been spent assessing not only the technological
      difficulties faced by the PLA, but also to what extent operational doctrine, planning, and training can
      compensate for the armed forces’ recognized deficiencies. Accepting these deficiencies, military researchers
      within the Chinese defense establishment have drawn very specific conclusions that promise a future PLA far
      different from the armed forces that began their second transition into the modern era some two decades ago.
    


    
      These analysts have determined, and the military leadership has evidently accepted:
    


    
      1.  China’s armed forces must be much smaller, and much better armed and trained within a force structure
      reflecting current and emerging operational requirements.
    


    
      2.  Force projection capabilities, including sustainment, must be significantly improved.
    


    
      3.  Operational doctrine for the PLA must be joint and offensive in orientation.
    


    
      4.  Joint maritime strategy and operations now have at least equal standing with continental
      defense strategy.
    


    
      5.  A select number of units must be maintained at a high level of readiness and sustainability as rapid reaction
      forces for unanticipated military contingencies.
    


    
      6.  Air and naval forces have priority in modernization.
    


    
      7.  Modernization of strategic forces must continue (and possibly that research and development in MRV/MIRV/BMD
      have priority within strategic force development).
    


    
      Each one of these requirements has considerable spill-over into technology needs. If the PLA is to conduct war in
      the manner it clearly desires, effective joint operations now demand command and control, early warning,
      surveillance, and target acquisition utilizing advanced technologies. Enhancing force projection capabilities
      requires an equally exacting series of technological and sustainment improvements as joint naval operations
      become increasingly demanding with the diffusion of advanced technology systems throughout the region. As in the
      past, the military leadership believes it has insufficient funding to make progress in all of its requirements,
      therefore establishing and sustaining priorities between competing requirements will be a problem—as it is in all
      armed forces when facing budget constraints. Even another major reduction in forces may prove difficult if the
      government is required to find jobs for all demobilized military personnel.
    


    
      There are, however, some advantages to be found in the PLA’s current situation. Despite all the difficulties it
      faces, knowing where it wants to be ten and twenty years from now provides a focus for PLA force structure and
      training, and for technology, arms, and equipment purchases. Despite all the internal difficulties faced by
      China’s inefficient and backward defense industrial base,19 this same focus could
      well provide the R&D infrastructure specific priorities simply because the PLA knows what technologies it
      cannot acquire from abroad and must be developed domestically. Defense industries could also benefit in that,
      when integrated into operational requirements, high priority weapon systems, such as tactical battlefield
      missiles, multiple-role combat aircraft, cruise missiles, combat, support and amphibious warfare ships, promise a
      steady production line. Thus whereas the PLA’s own analysts correctly depict armed forces facing a myriad of
      deficiencies in doctrine, operational concepts, training, and technology, such recognition may well prove to be
      beneficial over the next decade or two.
    


    
      This could be especially so as the older generation of “people’s war” soldiers
      fade away and a younger generation of joint warfare-oriented officers assume leadership positions. These
      officers, many of whom have studied advanced warfare and the implications of the RMA at the PLA NDU, and have
      traveled abroad visiting the military facilities of post-industrial states, are extremely sensitive to issues of
      organization, training, and technology. Knowing that across Asia, but especially in Japan, military
      establishments are seeking to fit their defense modernization programs into specific operational requirements,
      the emerging PLA leadership may well choose its own priorities with care, balancing near-term requirements with a
      long strategic view. Certainly the path indicated by PLA researchers seems distinct enough, and PLA exercises
      have become increasingly joint over the past several years. Equipment purchases from Israel and Russia focused on
      multiple-role combat aircraft, air defense systems, sophisticated surface and sub-surface combatants, and other
      advanced military technologies demonstrate a clear understanding of what is demanded by modern warfare.
    


    
      In short, the PLA clearly has a long way to go before it achieves the level of operational capability and
      technological sophistication its leadership desires. But, and despite protestations to the contrary from young,
      well-trained PLA research analysts, it is no longer a People’s War PLA. Over the past twenty years the PLA
      leadership has learned its lessons well. Assuming that China’s domestic political stability, economic growth, and
      development can be sustained, in another twenty to thirty years the Asia-Pacific will have in its midst a new
      primary military power. China has not held such power since the first 100 years of the Qing dynasty. How the
      Asia-Pacific region responds to China’s growing military strength, and how Beijing chooses to employ this power,
      form a potentially perilous political dynamic.
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      Chinese Views of Future Warfare
    


    


    
      Michael Pillsbury
    


    
      This chapter recommends that we need to understand more thoroughly how PLA open source publications may be
      related to actual Chinese modernization programs. The chapter draws in part on articles published in China since
      1993 translated in Chinese Views of Future Warfare.1 However, much more
      work will be needed before the role of public writings can be linked to actual Chinese defense intentions and
      capabilities.2 A new school of thinking about future warfare can be identified,
      which I have labeled the “RMA advocates.” They advocate ideas found earlier in Russian studies of the RMA, and
      sometimes echo American views of the RMA. They focus on military programs that would mature in the period beyond
      2010, not the near term. They presume optimistically that China can leapfrog current technology by focusing on
      “magic weapons” designed to implement a traditional Maoist doctrine that the “inferior can defeat the superior.”
      One goal appears to be to develop asymmetrical military capabilities with which China could defeat even a power
      as superior to China as the U.S. is admitted to be today. However, no Chinese military leaders have publicly
      advocated that China should follow these recommendations or change the modernization program laid down by Deng
      Xiaoping over a decade ago. Speeches and articles by the very highest Chinese military leaders have avoided the
      subjects proposed by the RMA advocates. What then do these writings mean—wishful thinking or a debate about a
      potential new option?
    


    
      The chapter concludes by posing a policy challenge. It is at present impossible to know with confidence what the
      ultimate significance of these open source PLA writings about future warfare may be, in part because of Chinese
      secrecy about actual military programs. China’s lack of military transparency is often attributed to China’s
      desire to avoid embarrassment by exposing its obsolete and weak forces. Yet
      there is an equally plausible explanation. Beijing’s resistance to international standards of transparency may
      conceal research and development efforts that have already begun as a result of these new Chinese military
      publications. The challenge is to increase China’s transparency so as to understand whether China’s desire for
      advanced Chinese military research and development has been translated into specific programs along the lines the
      RMA advocates suggest. Increased Chinese transparency would help to determine whether current PLA writings about
      the subject of future warfare “fit” the direction of China’s observed modest program of military modernization.
      It is in China’s interest to permit this transparency.
    


    
      Hypothetically, it is possible that China’s resistance to requests for transparency could conceal alarming
      efforts to leapfrog the United States in military technology and to focus on U.S. weaknesses so that “the
      inferior can defeat the superior.” Perhaps China can find the means to overcome the widespread Western skepticism
      that it can ever implement the recommendations in these PLA writings. If the many obstacles to developing “magic
      weapons” cannot be overcome, the Chinese authors discussed in this chapter will appear in retrospect to
      have been merely eccentric optimists. If these obstacles can be overcome, it will make fools out of those
      Western experts on the PLA who have relentlessly emphasized that the PLA is pursuing only a modest modernization
      program and lacks the intent or the means to do otherwise. This issue may not be resolved for many years to come
      unless there is a breakthrough in Chinese transparency.
    


    
      Future Warfare and the RMA
    


    
      Since the end of the Cold War, U.S. authors have started to look ahead to 2010 or 2020 and to speculate about the
      consequences of an RMA. Secretary of Defense William Cohen reported in 1997 to the Congress that the Pentagon is
      committed to pursuing the Revolution in Military Affairs. The United States has decided that development of the
      RMA should be at a pace consistent with the premise that there will be no threat of a new regional great power or
      global peer before 2010 to 2015, a period of thirteen to eighteen years from today.3 PLA writings on future warfare indicate familiarity with U.S. professional journal
      articles about the Revolution in Military Affairs, a concept that suggests there may be a potential radical
      change in the nature of warfare in the next two or three decades. Such radical change could be brought about by
      advances in information technology that permit military sensors, conventional weapons, and military
      communications to be so closely integrated as to achieve levels of lethality far beyond twentieth-century
      experience. This is consistent with the view expressed in U.S. professional military journals that the potential
      RMA will not mature until at least two or three decades from now.
    


    
      Chinese Writing on the RMA
    


    
      Numerous Chinese books and articles propose an active research program to examine how China should develop future
      military capabilities to defeat the United States by exploiting the Revolution
      in Military Affairs more effectively and more rapidly than the U.S., particularly by tailoring new technology to
      “defeat the superior with the inferior” with a strategy of asymmetric warfare.
    


    
      These two subjects, the RMA and asymmetric warfare, are closely related in some PLA writing. Many of these
      articles come from two institutions in Beijing which study foreign military affairs—the Departments of Foreign
      Military Studies at the National Defense University and the Academy of Military Sciences (AMS). The Director of
      Foreign Military Studies at the AMS, Major General Pan Junfeng, has praised the RMA and advocated that China
      pursue it.4 A book published in May 1996 by Major General Li Zhiyun, Foreign
      Military Studies director at the National Defense University, contains articles by sixty-four PLA authors which
      describe in detail an extended list of the weaknesses of the U.S. Army, Navy, and Air Force.5 This book represents a common theme in PLA views of future warfare—America is proclaimed
      to be a declining power with but two or three decades of primacy left. U.S. military forces, while dangerous at
      present, are vulnerable, even deeply flawed, and can be defeated with the right strategy, namely “defeating the
      superior with the inferior.” Part of the recommended asymmetric approach in some of this PLA writing is the
      requirement for “the inferior” to pre-emptively strike the “superior” in order to paralyze its nerve centers and
      block its logistics. Civilians too forecast that exploiting a potential RMA may permit defiance of a superpower.
      Shen Qurong writes:
    


    
      A military revolution [RMA] is under way…. [A] survey by the London-based Institute for International Strategic
      Studies says that along with the advance of this revolution, some small and medium-size nations will no longer be
      condemned to a perpetual inferior position relative to the Western world. On the contrary, they will increasingly
      have the opportunity to obtain capabilities of offering direct opposition to Western military superiority in the
      21st century.6
    


    
      China’s RMA Advocates
    


    
      Since 1994, China has convened several conferences to assess the implications of the RMA. An examination of
      nearly 200 books and journals published by several military publishing houses in China suggests that at least
      fifty military officers now write about future warfare and the RMA. Some propose specific programs for China,
      such as developing means to counter U.S. stealth aircraft and U.S. military satellites. Others suggest more
      general approaches that propose new doctrine and new weapons programs, or offer broad warnings about what will
      happen to China if it ignores the RMA. These military authors serve in China’s best think tanks, such as the
      Academy of Military Sciences, the National Defense University, the Air Force Command Institute, the Navy Research
      Institute, and COSTIND, the National Defense Commission on Science Technology and Industry.
    


    
      Who are these authors? Judging by their positions as described in their articles and books, these authors are not eccentric professors but active duty military officers responsible
      for assessing future warfare at the sole Chinese research institutions charged with this responsibility. However,
      these authors are not senior leaders of the PLA. Indeed, it is puzzling that the PLA senior leadership does not
      make public statements about the issues addressed by these RMA advocates. Instead, the PLA leadership avoids the
      sensitive topic raised by these RMA advocates.
    


    
      An important example illustrates the issue. General Wang Pufeng, after quoting Andrew W. Marshall of the Pentagon
      about the American view of RMA, urges that China develop three new systems: a strategic reconnaissance and
      warning system, a battlefield information network that brings all military branches into a single network for
      combat coordination, and long range precision strike systems, including tactical guided missiles. General Wang
      emphasizes that “in comparison with the strength of its potential enemies, the information technology and
      information weapons of the Chinese armed forces will all be inferior for quite some time.”7 He also warns about the need for China to be the first to exploit a Revolution in
      Military Affairs:
    


    
      Those who perceive it first will swiftly rise to the top and have the advantage of the first opportunities. Those
      who perceive it late will unavoidably also be caught up in the vortex of this revolution. Every military will
      receive this baptism.8
    


    
      Some articles by these “RMA advocates” seem to be reports of task forces formed within single service research
      institutes. Their recommendations are specific, and seem to differ from the current public statements of the
      elder PLA senior leadership. Take the PLA Navy and Air Force, for example. In spite of PLA Air Force public
      emphasis for many years on improving its fighter aircraft, the Air Force Command Institute authors focus on the
      crucial future role of “space forces.” In spite of PLA leaders’ emphasis on active defense, publications of this
      institute have praised the Israeli pre-emptive dawn attack which destroyed most of the Egyptian air force on the
      ground as an example of the “inferior” defeating the “superior” through surprise attack. The PLA Navy has a
      counterpart to this air force think tank. In spite of PLA Navy emphasis on surface ships in the past decade or
      more, authors from the PLA Navy Research Institute conclude that the submarine will become the most important
      naval vessel in the twenty-first century because of its stealthiness and its ability to destroy the large surface
      ships of a “superior” enemy navy. These authors advocate that China’s navy should prepare to conduct space
      warfare to include the capability to destroy enemy satellite reconnaissance. These naval authors recommend
      tactical laser weapons will be needed for China’s anti-ship defenses. Like the air force authors, they ignore the
      traditional premise of “active defense” and urge instead that China be able to conduct long range, pre-emptive
      precision strikes at sea because in future warfare both sides will strive to make lightning attacks and raise
      their first strike damage rate.
    


    
      These PLA authors based in the top think tanks seem to have begun to assess the
      RMA almost ten years ago, even before the concept was well known in the United States. Some senior officers of
      the Academy of Military Sciences (AMS) have since the mid 1980s repeatedly referred to the “third military
      technical revolution.” These authors were echoing Soviet military journals which had been discussing the same
      subject. Perhaps the first article on the RMA appeared as early as 1988.9 In
      1988, another important early work was the book Chinese National Defense Development Concepts.10 However, Chinese interest in the RMA expanded in the 1990s.
    


    
      By the mid 1990s, what was new was the depth of interest and genuine enthusiasm. The Liberation Army
      Daily, the official newspaper of the PLA, began to publish almost weekly articles about the RMA and its
      implications for China. This expanded interest in the RMA may be significant. It appeared to be quite different
      from the dozens of PLA books and articles about the U.S. experience in the Gulf War—which was not an example of
      the RMA.11
    


    
      An examination of several representative articles by the Chinese RMA advocates will illustrate the implications
      of this writing. These articles include authors from the navy, air force, ground forces, COSTIND, and think
      tanks.
    


    
      China Can “Be Ahead of Everyone”
    


    
      Many observers believe that Chinese concern with the RMA and future warfare dates only from the Gulf War in 1991.
      However, as stated, one of China’s most important studies of future warfare was published as early as 1988 by a
      team under the leadership of General Mi Zhenyu, a Vice President of the Academy of Military Sciences, entitled
      China’s National Defense Development Concepts.12 He suggested:
    


    
      •  China is in long-term competition with other major powers.
    


    
      •  The gap between the weapons we now possess compared to those of advanced countries is twenty to twenty-five
      years.
    


    
      •  If our objective is merely to shrink this discrepancy to ten to fifteen years, then from the point of view of
      effectiveness, it would seem to be higher than others. But from the point of view of competitive effectiveness,
      it would only be an impractical increase in quality, perhaps even a decrease.
    


    
      •  When we compare the discrepancy of a half generation of weaponry in the year 2000 with the two to three
      generation discrepancies today, the difference in competitive effectiveness could be greater.
    


    
      •  If we do not start today to plan to be better, to be ahead of everyone, how can we possibly make use of
      the opportunities, and become latecomers who surpass the old-timers? (Emphasis added)
    


    
      Asymmetric Strategy: A Chinese Boxer Brings His Opponent to His Knees
    


    
      In his article “Weapons of the Twenty-first Century,” Mr. Chang Mengxiong, the former senior engineer of the
      Beijing Institute of System Engineering of COSTIND, suggests that “we are in the midst of a new revolution in
      military technology” and that in the twenty-first century both weapons and military units will be
      “information-intensified.”13
    


    
      Chang has a keen eye for spotting American military weaknesses and suggesting asymmetric approaches in which “the
      inferior can defeat the superior.” Chang writes that future C3I systems will be crucial, so that
      “attacking and protecting space satellites, airborne early warning aircraft and electronic warfare aircraft and
      ground command sites will become important forms of combat.” Like many Chinese authors, Chang sees “new concept
      weapons” such as lasers and high powered microwave weapons to be the best way to conduct asymmetric attacks.
    


    
      In terms of asymmetric warfare, one of Chang’s most vivid metaphors is of a Chinese boxer.
      “Information-intensified combat methods are like a Chinese boxer with a knowledge of vital body points who can
      bring an opponent to his knees with a minimum of movement.”
    


    
      Chang discusses some specific new concepts for weapons:
    


    
      •  High power microwave weapons to “destroy the opponents’ electronic equipment.”
    


    
      •  Information superiority is “more important than air and sea superiority.”
    


    
      •  “We must gain air and sea superiority, but win information superiority first of all.”
    


    
      •  Information deterrence will be a new operational concept.
    


    
      Like nuclear deterrence, “information deterrence” will be vital. Especially if “the power with a weaker
      information capability can deliver a crippling attack on the information system of the power with a stronger
      information system.” In a very important point, Chang stresses that “even if two adversaries are generally equal
      in weapons, unless the side having a weaker information capability is able effectively to weaken the information
      capability of the adversary, it has very little possibility of winning the war.”
    


    
      Asymmetrical Naval Warfare
    


    
      In the first of two articles on “Twenty-First Century Naval Warfare,” Captain Shen Zhongchang and his coauthors
      from the Chinese Navy Research Institute suggest that “certain cutting-edge technologies are likely to first be
      applied to naval warfare.”14 They point out how China could adopt several
      asymmetrical approaches to defeating a larger and more powerful navy. These approaches include disabling the more powerful navy by attacking its space-based communications and surveillance
      systems and even attacking naval units from space. Shen writes, “The mastery of outer space will be a
      prerequisite for naval victory with outer space becoming the new commanding heights for naval combat.” Ships at
      sea will carry out anti-reconnaissance strikes against space satellites and other space systems. “The side with
      electromagnetic combat superiority will make full use of that invisible magic weapon to win naval victory.” They
      believe that direct attacks on naval battlefields will become possible from outer space because “naval battle
      space is going to expand unprecedently.”
    


    
      A second asymmetrical approach to defeating a more powerful navy is to use shore-based missiles and aircraft
      instead of developing a large (symmetrical) naval fleet. They write, “As land-based weapons will be sharply
      improved in reaction capacity, strike precision, and range, it will be possible to strike formations at sea, even
      individual warships.”
    


    
      A third asymmetrical approach will be for China to pioneer in “magic weapons” such as tactical laser weapons
      which “will be used first in anti-ship missile defense systems” and stealth technology for both naval ships and
      cruise missiles.
    


    
      A fourth asymmetrical approach will be for China to attack the naval logistics of the superior navy. Shen
      explains that the vulnerability of an American-style navy will grow in the future because future naval warfare
      will expend large amounts of human and material resources so that “logistics survival will face a greater
      challenge.” Shen predicts that “future maritime supply lines and logistic security bases will find it hard to
      survive.” He states that the Gulf War’s daily ammunition expenditure was 4.6 times that of the Vietnam War and
      twenty times that of the Korean War, with an oil consumption rate of about nineteen million gallons a day,
      suggesting the vulnerability of American naval operations because of relatively unprotected supply lines.
    


    
      A fifth asymmetrical approach will be for China to attack American naval command and information systems. In an
      article entitled “The Military Revolution in Naval Warfare,” Captain Shen Zhongchang and his coauthors list new
      technologies that will contribute to the defeat of the United States.15 They
      explain that protection of C3I is now so important that “the U.S. Defense Department has invested $1
      billion in establishing a network to safeguard its information system.” However, the American system may not be
      so safe from attack. Captain Shen writes that there are many ways to destroy information systems such as:
    


    
      •  attacking radar and radio stations with smart weapons;
    


    
      •  jamming enemy communication facilities with electronic warfare;
    


    
      •  attacking communication centers, facilities and command ships;
    


    
      •  destroying electronic systems with electromagnetic pulse weapons;
    


    
      •  destroying computer software with computer viruses;
    


    
      •  developing directed energy weapons and electromagnetic pulse weapons;
    


    
      A sixth asymmetrical approach to naval warfare is to use submarines with new
      types of torpedoes. Shen predicts that the most powerful naval weapon in future warfare will be submarines. He
      writes, “After the First World War, the dominant vessel was the battleship. In the Second World War, it was the
      aircraft carrier. If another global war breaks out, the most powerful weapon will be the submarine.” Torpedoes do
      not require a submarine, and can also be launched from Chinese small patrol boats. Indeed, the Liberation Army
      Daily has commented proudly about the effectiveness of low observable speedboats in Chinese naval exercises
      against more powerful enemy naval ships.
    


    
      Asymmetrical Air Power: Trigger of the Revolution in Military Affairs
    


    
      In their article “The Military Revolution and Air Power,” Major General Zheng Shenxia, President of Air Force
      Command College, and Colonel Zhang Changzhi make a case that the Revolution in Military Affairs will strengthen
      aerospace forces more than others.16 They emphasize the growing importance of
      precision strike, stealth, night vision, longer range attacks, lethality of smart munitions, increased
      C3I capability, and electronic warfare. They were deeply impressed by the U.S. capability in the Gulf
      War to “capture all the high frequency and ultrahigh frequency radio signals of the Iraqi army and store
      information gathered by 34 reconnaissance satellites, 260 electronic reconnaissance planes and 40 warning
      aircraft” and then “destroy the Iraqi communication system.” They conclude that “this explains that information
      is the key to victory.”
    


    
      According to Major General Zheng, China’s future air force must integrate space, air, and air defense forces into
      one. Following the struggle for air control, “space control will become a decisive component of strategic
      initiative.”
    


    
      In a second article, “Twenty-First Century Air Warfare,” Colonel Min Zengfu of the Air Force Command Institute
      argues that “the air battlefield will become decisively significant” in future warfare.17 He too stresses China’s air force must be “linked” to space forces. Min concludes that
      not only is it correct that “he who controls outer space controls the Earth,” but also “to maintain air
      superiority one must control outer space.”
    


    
      Asymmetrical Attack with Nanotechnology Weapons
    


    
      One aspect of the definition of a potential RMA in U.S. professional military journals has been the emphasis on
      radical changes in future warfare. No concept better illustrates this proposition than the new field of
      nanotechnology. An article by Major General Sum Bailin of the Academy of Military Sciences is particularly
      important because it illustrates how asymmetrical attacks on U.S. military forces could be carried out with this
      extremely sophisticated concept.18 Major General Sun points out that U.S.
      dependence on “information superhighways” will make it vulnerable to attack by micro-scale robot “electrical
      incapacitation systems.”
    


    
      The targets would be American electrical power systems, civilian aviation
      systems, transportation networks, seaports and shipping, highways, television broadcast stations,
      telecommunications systems, computer centers, factories and enterprises, and so forth. U.S. military equipment
      will also be vulnerable to asymmetrical attack by “ant robots.” According to Major General Sun, these are a type
      of micro-scale electromechanical system that can be controlled with sound. The energy source of ant robots is a
      micro-scale microphone that can transform sound into energy. People can use them to creep into the enemy’s vital
      equipment and lurk there for as long as several decades. In peacetime, they do not cause any problem. In the
      event of relations between two countries becoming worse, to the point that they develop into warfare, remote
      control equipment can be used to activate the hidden ant robots, so that they can destroy or “devour” the enemy’s
      equipment.
    


    
      “No Consensus Yet”
    


    
      In his article “Military Conflicts in the New Era,” Zheng Qinsheng points out that the well-known scientist Qian
      Xuesen “laid bare the essence of the military revolution” to be information technology. Zheng, like Chang
      Mengxiong, advocates new measures of effectiveness.19 However, the true
      importance of Zheng’s article is his blunt revelation about the PLA’s reluctance to embrace the implications of
      the RMA.
    


    
      In a rare remark that apparently criticizes senior PLA leadership and their dedication to Deng Xiaoping’s concept
      of a decade ago known as “local war,” Zheng asks “Where shall we place the nucleus of high-tech development?
      Where shall we put the main emphasis of local high-tech wars?” Zheng reveals that “a consensus on these issues
      has yet to be reached throughout the army.” Zheng continues his oblique criticism by stating that “people still
      tend to place greater emphasis on hardware instead of software, and on the present instead of the future.” Zheng
      adds that “such a transitional ‘optical parallax’ is hindering us from gaining a correct grasp of major
      contradictions.”
    


    
      Zheng concludes by recommending a conscientious study of:
    


    
      •  the Revolution in Military Affairs;
    


    
      •  “new ideas” on military development; and
    


    
      •  “magic weapons” that can “really serve” our purpose.
    


    
      Six New Combat Concepts for Asymmetric Warfare
    


    
      The COSTIND journal Contemporary Military Affairs published an article in February 1996 by Chen Huan on
      “The Third Military Revolution,” which Chen calls the rapid technology development of information, stealth, and
      long-range precision strike.20 Chen predicts
      new operational concepts will appear in future wars as well as new concept weapons.
    


    
      All of these weapons will make outer space the fifth dimension operational space, following land, sea, air, and
      electromagnetism:
    


    
      •  Laser weapons;
    


    
      •  Ultra-high frequency weapons;
    


    
      •  Ultrasonic wave weapons;
    


    
      •  Stealth weapons;
    


    
      •  Electromagnetic guns.
    


    
      Chen adds that
    


    
      In the wars of the past, the power to inflict casualties mainly depended on the effects of kinetic energy and
      thermal energy; but the weapon systems produced by the third military revolution mainly use sound,
      electromagnetism, radiation, and other destructive mechanisms. The main radiation weapons are laser weapons,
      microwave weapons, particle beam weapons, and subsonic wave weapons; they possess enormous military potential.
    


    
      National Conferences Sum Up the RMA
    


    
      In January 1996, the Liberation Army Daily recommended the next steps China should take about the RMA.
      Here are some representative comments that illustrate typical optimism:
    


    
      •  “China is among those countries which had an early touch of the world’s new military revolution. A nationwide
      campaign of emulating and studying the new technological revolution was started in China in 1983.”
    


    
      •  “Shen Weiguang put forward the concept of information war as early as 1987.”
    


    
      •  “In December 1994 and October 1995, COSTIND held seminars” for experts from inside and outside the armed
      forces on the RMA.
    


    
      •  Chinese seminar participants concluded the best approach to the RMA is to “set up a macro-control system” and
      develop “scientific studies and demonstrations” and steps should be taken to “build up combat laboratories
      [because the U.S. Army has built up six combat laboratories].”
    


    
      •  China should develop “its own unique lethal weapons” rather than “inlay the old framework with new
      technologies.”
    


    
      •  The armed forces of a wealthy country “will become extremely fragile and vulnerable when it fulfills the
      process of networking and then relies entirely on electronic computers.”
    


    
      •  Underdeveloped countries through the RMA can develop “a large number of secret weapons which can well throw
      the financial systems and the military command systems into chaos.”21
    


    
      Underestimating the Difficulty of Implementing the RMA and Asymmetrical Warfare
    


    
      As we have seen, the Chinese RMA advocates tend toward an almost breathless sense of inevitability that a
      revolution will sweep away previous operational concepts, military technologies, and military organizational
      structures. The reader is warned again and again that twenty-first century warfare will be completely and totally
      different from today. Yet two things are missing in all these articles.
    


    
      First, there is no sense of balance. There is no description of how the transition will be made to the new era of
      the RMA. There is no presentation of the other side of the argument as is found in many discussions in the U.S.
      where debate exists even over the precise definition of an RMA. Some American authors state that no one yet knows
      what the new RMA will look like. Yet here are Chinese generals confidently predicting the details of air, sea,
      and land battles twenty to thirty years from now when they have probably not seen in person the advanced warfare
      demonstrated in the Gulf War.
    


    
      Second, there is no mention of the massive obstacles China would have to overcome to exploit a potential RMA (as
      the Chinese authors predict) ahead of the United States. Instead, there is an almost magical thinking or wishing
      away of these obstacles. This alone may explain why China’s top few military leaders such as former Politburo
      members General Liu Huaqing and General Zhang Zhen never even mentioned an RMA in their public speeches and
      public articles; nor have the current members of the Central Military Commission done so.
    


    
      Western Skepticism about China’s RMA Advocates
    


    
      It may be possible in the next few years to identify the development by China of asymmetrical or RMA military
      capabilities that deviate from the plans Deng publicly proposed in the 1980s which are usually (but perhaps
      incorrectly) called the Doctrine of Local Warfare.
    


    
      While we are uncertain whether China is changing its strategy, a dilemma will be whether U.S. defense planning
      for the next two decades should continue to assume that the goals of Chinese military modernization are still the
      plans laid down by Deng Xiaoping in the 1980s—modest improvements in air, sea, and ground forces, little change
      in nuclear forces, little interest in counter space forces (ASAT) or counter steath technology. If Deng’s vision
      remains operative, there would be little reason for the United States to shift its defense planning assumptions
      toward new premises based on these Chinese publications that urge that China should exploit a potential
      Revolution in Military Affairs and pursue asymmetrical military capabilities.
    


    
      Because of the potential importance of this issue to the United States maintaining the future balance in Asia, a
      number of questions could be posed, at least hypothetically—What would it take to change our assumptions? Could
      these Chinese RMA advocates ever assume control of policy and programming? Could China’s
      military capabilities in twenty years could pose major challenges to U.S. forces? Could what appears today to be
      mere Chinese “wish lists” of exotic weapons actually materialize? Would the United States immediately recognize
      such a shift?
    


    
      It is impossible to know the answers to these questions. It is easy to detect a strong prejudice about them,
      however, in Western studies of the PLA today. Any new evidence of the increasing influence of the RMA advocates
      would likely be disputed. American experts on China become divided about the new evidence between a cautious
      group of passionate defenders of the status quo who would continue to downplay PLA capabilities and a growing
      group of experts who would be more willing to consider the possibility that China had changed course since Deng’s
      departure and was beginning to focus explicitly and comprehensively on military modernization aimed at defeating
      U.S. forces, such as in a Taiwan scenario. Such an American debate would be difficult to conduct in public. There
      would be intense pressure to avoid public discussion of the issue because of the now famous prediction by former
      Assistant Secretary of Defense Joseph Nye that treating China as an enemy will be a self-fulfilling prophecy.
    


    
      Even without Professor Nye’s warning, it is unlikely that Chinese open source writings about how to defeat the
      United States in future warfare will be taken seriously by most Western experts on the PLA. They offer several
      reasons for skepticism about China’s RMA advocates:
    


    
      •  First, many U.S. experts who specialize in Chinese affairs doubt that China can ever develop effective
      world-class military forces. They admit China has sincere RMA advocates, but adamantly argue that China lacks a
      socioeconomic foundation to implement an RMA.
    


    
      •  Second, some U.S. experts believe that future Chinese military modernization will have to be extremely modest
      because China is intent on economic modernization and will not depart from its low cost military budgets. RMA
      advocates will never get the necessary funds.
    


    
      •  Third, China’s firm resistance to requests for more transparency is assumed to be Chinese fear of
      embarrassment if they exposed their military forces and acquisition plans to U.S. scrutiny. The PLA and COSTIND
      have nothing to hide but their embarrassing backwardness, not RMA programs or “magic weapons” mentioned by the
      RMA advocates.
    


    
      •  Fourth, some U.S. experts may believe the existence of these Chinese RMA advocates proves nothing about the
      direction of China’s future military programs. Chinese RMA advocates could be writing this way in public because
      they have lost the internal policy battle, or to gain personal recognition for their ideas, or because they want
      to demonstrate that they understand the RMA debates in the United States and Russia. The RMA advocates are
      losers.
    


    
      •  Fifth, some U.S. experts may believe they should not assess China to be a potential future threat to the
      United States (even in a tentative or hypothetical manner) in part because the
      personal consequences to them (for example, denial of visas to visit China or personal attacks on them in the
      Chinese press) would be damaging if China decided to punish such attitudes, as China already allegedly does.
    


    
      •  Sixth, some experts may prefer to believe their “instincts” more than these RMA writings. The personal
      contacts that U.S. experts have had with PLA officers almost always contain warm and friendly vows of common
      strategic interests by the Chinese to their American counterparts combined with sincere Chinese disavowals of any
      hostile intent toward the U.S. Thus, the PLA written materials addressed above may contrast so sharply with the
      subjectively more “authentic” personal warmth which many U.S. experts have experienced over the years of
      Sino-American exchanges that some U.S. experts will dismiss such PLA articles as mere cant or empty rhetoric
      written either for “publish or perish” purposes or to satisfy political commissars. The RMA advocates don’t
      really believe it.
    


    
      •  Seventh, as mentioned, senior PLA leaders have not endorsed the RMA advocates. The PLA leaders don’t believe
      them.
    


    
      Puzzles about China’s Doctrine and Acquisition Process
    


    
      Why would there be such skepticism expressed by American experts about the significance of PLA published
      doctrine? Perhaps one partial explanation is the absence of any consensus on how Chinese publications about
      military doctrine may be related to organizational decision making about military budgets and acquisition
      programs. One may ask whether Western experts even understand the relationship between PLA doctrine, public
      writings, and modernization programs since 1985, in light of extensive Chinese secrecy. Some Western experts on
      the PLA have asserted over the last ten years that they understand very well from many PLA published articles
      that the PLA’s official doctrine is called “Local War.”22 Yet in an astonishing
      revelation Dennis Blasko, former U.S. Assistant Army Attaché in Beijing, has pointed out that there is no
      official PLA doctrine of Local War, in spite of all the articles since 1985. Colonel Blasko writes:
    


    
      On two separate occasions in the fall of 1994 and early 1995, a Major General and a Senior Colonel at the AMS
      (Academy of Military Sciences in Beijing) denied that what is known in the West as the ‘PLA’s doctrine of Local
      War’ even exists or is anything as formal as the U.S. Army doctrine defined by FM 100–5…. Indeed, no formal
      ‘Doctrine of Local War’ has been formulated or even ordered to be developed by the General Staff Department….
      While it is possible that these three different officers assigned to the AMS and numerous contributors to Chinese
      military publications are trying to deceive foreigners about the current state of Chinese military thinking,
      informal conversations with officers in the field have provided no indication that grass roots level leaders are
      looking any differently at the future of war either.23
    


    
      If Blasko is correct, how could so many Western experts claim so confidently that PLA doctrine has been Local War? If little is known with confidence about how Chinese doctrinal
      writings may be linked to the organizational process of Chinese military research, development, and acquisition,
      then we may be only in the early stages of really understanding the PLA. A lack of confidence about our knowledge
      of the PLA (and COSTIND) organizational process impedes any assessment of the significance of new PLA doctrinal
      writings. Perhaps more modesty would be appropriate in claims to know PLA doctrine and capabilities. Unless and
      until international standards of transparency have been met by Beijing, or until we understand how organizational
      process and doctrine may be related to weapons acquisition, is high confidence justified?
    


    
      At present, the most senior PLA leaders do not publicly advocate that China should exploit the RMA. Does this
      mean there are no RMA programs or asymmetric programs in the process of research, development, and acquisition?
      Suppose the senior PLA leadership did endorse RMA programs? Would such a public shift be significant?
    


    
      Wrapped up in all these questions is the need for better understanding of China’s military organizational
      processes and the need to develop key indicators of future possible changes in both PLA intentions and
      capabilities. It could be important to know if the RMA advocates are succeeding. Such a contingency might require
      modifications in U.S. defense programs and operational plans. There would be a requirement to reduce
      vulnerabilities in Asia and particularly to increase efforts to develop countermeasures to Chinese asymmetrical
      warfare.
    


    
      Of course, no Chinese programs along the lines proposed by the RMA advocates may ever materialize. If they do not
      materialize, then the Chinese RMA advocates of the 1990s will be seen in retrospect as merely posing a false
      alarm about a path the Chinese military leadership decided never to take. At present, we lack both the necessary
      analytic tools and the evidence from China needed in order to know with confidence what the significance of these
      PLA authors on future warfare may be. All that is certain is the existence of a strong bias among Western experts
      on the PLA that China will ever succeed in implementing the advice of its RMA advocates. Some may believe the PLA
      modernization program will be modest in order to remain consistent with the frank pledge of China’s then Premier
      Li Peng in 1995 that
    


    
      the Chinese people love peace…. China will never seek hegemony, nor will its seek spheres of influence. Even if
      it gets stronger in the future, it will as usual coexist peacefully with all the peoples in the world.24
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      Foreign Arms Acquisition and PLA Modernization
    


    


    
      Richard D. Fisher, Jr.
    


    
      Introduction
    


    
      As it has done several time in the past century, Chira is again turning to foreign technology sources to spur its
      latest efforts to modernize its armed forces. This chapter, in two parts, seeks to analyze the impact—on the PLA
      and on the United States—of China’s recent trend in foreign arms acquisitions. The first part of this paper will
      be a brief examination of the issues surrounding China’s access to foreign military technology in the current
      period with a focus on modernization trends. China appears to be taking advantage of unique historical
      circumstances, primarily availability of foreign technology combined with its growing wealth, to leap into
      current and next-generation capabilities for the PLA. For example, foreign military technologies China is
      acquiring may help to develop a “reconnaissance-strike complex” that emphasizes space sensors and accurate
      long-range missile systems. Conventional air and naval forces, and more recently ground forces, are receiving
      considerable new technology from foreign sources. There are also dynamics propelling the arms sellers to include
      a breakdown of a threat consensus and a sharp need to support declining arms industries.
    


    
      For Washington, China’s latest foreign military acquisitions do not occur in a vacuum. PLA modernization is
      taking place at a time when China’s challenge to democratic Taiwan, its claims in the South China Sea, and its
      objections to American alliances in Asia loom large. The weapons and technologies China acquires from abroad
      could provide China’s leadership with greater military options to force an eventual unification with Taiwan,
      secure claims in the South China Sea, or diminish American leadership in Asia. There are also potential blowbacks
      to China’s arms suppliers stemming from China’s eventual exporting of better
      weapons systems. Israel could face greater threats in part from new Chinese weapons with some Israeli content
      that may be sold to Iran. But those same weapons also may threaten U.S. interests. It is necessary for the United
      States to take the lead in highlighting the importance of foreign technology in China’s military modernization
      plans and to promote greater coordination among allies who also are current and potential suppliers.
    


    
      An appendix to this chapter, its second part, seeks to examine current and potential trends in PLA modernization
      based on an assessment of the foreign weapon systems and technologies China has or could acquire in the near
      future. This will include an analysis of the significance as well as the difficulties experienced in assimilating
      these weapon systems. The list of systems and technologies in this section is not exhaustive as it does not yet
      include many dual-use systems and critical subsystems like engines. The PLA also is pursuing a number of research
      and development projects, particularly with Russia. However, there is insufficient information to describe them
      at the writing of this study. However, the goal is to convey a sense of the breadth and depth of the PLA’s access
      and dependence on foreign military technology.
    


    
      The 1990s and Beyond: Factors Propelling China’s Increasing Reliance on Foreign Military Technology
    


    
      In the 1990s China has allowed a greater degree of dependence on new foreign military technology for several
      reasons. First and foremost is a commitment by China’s leadership to modernize the PLA. This requirement to catch
      up was given impetus by the demonstration of U.S. advanced technological prowess during the Gulf War and the
      subsequent U.S. and Soviet/Russian push into twenty-first-century “Revolution in Military Affairs” technologies.
      Further impetus was provided by the post-Tiananmen confrontation with the United States, the heightened priority
      given to settling the Taiwan question, and the modernization of militaries surrounding China, including that of
      Taiwan.
    


    
      Another major factor was the likely realization that China’s arms industries could not produce equipment to match
      that of the United States, or that which increasingly was going to wealthy Asian states and Taiwan. Thus, for the
      first time since the 1950s, China has seen fit to purchase outright militarily useful numbers of major weapon
      systems in an attempt to increase its capabilities. These include purchases from Russia of combat aircraft, SAMs,
      conventional submarines, missile destroyers, and anti-submarine helicopters.
    


    
      While this trend should cause some concern, it also underscores the inability of China’s military research and
      development sector to produce equipment that matches or, indeed, exceeds the state of the art. The problems
      encountered by this sector have been described by Eric Arnet to include lack of resources, a Soviet model of
      management, a lack of cooperation with the civilian sector, and a loss of talent to the civilian sector.1 These point to a continued requirement for foreign military technical input, which also
      runs the risk of continually locking China into a measure of dependency and inferiority. This danger exists
      because the Russians and other arms technology suppliers will seek to offer a new model by the time China may
      succeed in absorbing a given system. However, in regard to some systems, better may not be necessary. For
      example, at some point increasing the accuracy of a 500 kg laser-guided bomb becomes irrelevant. And regarding
      some weapons, like the S-300PMU surface-to-air missile, China appears willing to buy the upgraded model.
    


    
      Table 5.1
    


    
      Known and Projected Chinese Foreign Weapon Acquisitions
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      B—Britain; F—France; I—Israel; R—Russia; US—United States
    


    
      AAM—air to air missile; ABM—anti-ballistic missile; AEW—airborne early warning radar;
    


    
      ASAT—anti-satellite; ASM—anti-ship missile; ASW—anti-submarine warfare;
    


    
      ATBM—anti-tactical ballistic missile; AWACS—airborne warning and control; FAE—fuel air explosive;
    


    
      IRBM—intermediate range ballistic missile; MLRS—multiple launch rocket system;
    


    
      PGM—precision guided munition; RADAG—radar digital area guidance; SAM—surface to air missile;
    


    
      SIGINT—signals intelligence; SSK—conventionally powered attack submarine;
    


    
      SSN—nuclear powered attack submarine; TEL—transporter erector launcher
    


    
      However, in some cases better weapons are emerging from foreign
      technology-inspired short cuts. For example, missile products like the PL-9 helmet-sighted AAM combine Israeli
      and Russian technology. The future HQ-9 SAM may combine Russian, U.S., and Chinese technology sources to produce
      a new Chinese weapon. Other examples of foreign technology being applied to domestic products include Russian
      submarine technology for the Song SSK, the Type 093 SSN, GPS-aided guidance for the DF-15 SRBM, and both Israeli
      and Russian technical help in developing the J-10 combat aircraft.
    


    
      A third factor assisting China’s military-technical outreach is a likely amelioration of fears of dependence,
      prevalent in the 1970s and 1980s. This likely follows China’s realization of its growing international economic
      leverage, combined with the expansion of its military-technical sector. As every major civilian investment
      opportunity attracts a range of foreign competitors, a similar dynamic is present in the military sector. Should
      Russia balk, then Israel is a competing source for combat aircraft, air combat weapon, cruise missile, and
      electronic warfare technologies. The likelihood of Europe entering this market should only increase China’s
      confidence of supply. One measure of reduced fears of dependence is that the PLA hosted a trade fair in May 1998
      at which foreign investment was invited to its defense electronic sector.2 This
      apparently follows from PLA satisfaction with foreign investment in the aerospace sector.3 However, examples of caution persist. The PLA Air Force delayed purchasing the NAMC K-8
      trainer in part due to its reliance on U.S. engines and avionics.
    


    
      A fourth factor that enables China’s pursuit of foreign military technology is recent sustained economic growth,
      which translates into larger defense budgets. As of early 1998, it is not clear that the financial crisis that
      had forced defense spending cutbacks in China’s neighbors is also forcing the same in China. This study will not
      render a precise estimate of China’s annual defense spending but will cite estimates that range from the official
      figure of $8.7 billion (1996), to a middling range $28–$36 billion, up to higher range of $92–$143
      billion.4 It remains a matter of debate whether such higher estimated budget
      levels are sufficient to fund the range of current and projected weapons purchases. Indeed, reports of haggling
      between China and Russia over pricing has also led to delays in delivery of purchased weapons.5 But when such doubts are expressed, China somehow seems to find the cash for yet another
      purchase. For example, in 1996 China supported seven fighter and attack
      aircraft programs,6 most of which required foreign input. By comparison, the
      United States can barely afford three new fighter programs. And in 1997, China had the financial resources to
      enter into negotiations to purchase yet another, the SU-30 attack aircraft. The budget for foreign weapons
      purchases does not yet appear to have reached its limit.
    


    
      Foreign Technology and PLA Modernization
    


    
      The most important consequence of China’s growing access to foreign military technology is the acceleration of
      PLA modernization. After decades of refusing to do so, in the 1990s China has purchased modest numbers of foreign
      weapons systems and placed them in operational units to obtain a rapid increase in capability. But China also has
      purchased system components to improve existing weapons or to help build new military hardware. Of special
      interest is China’s increasingly apparent ability to meld different technology cultures to produce new weapons.
      Whether Chinese engineers or foreign engineers are responsible for such melding is a matter for further inquiry.
      But this process is contributing to the modernization of the PLA’s missile, air, navy, and ground forces.
    


    
      The Second Artillery
    


    
      China is striving to modernize its missile forces in the belief that missiles will constitute one of the most
      effective weapon systems for the next century. New ballistic, cruise, and anti-missile systems are being
      developed. China is investing heavily in advanced guidance systems and satellites to improve missile accuracy.
      Where possible, foreign technology is being sought to improve China’s future missile development. Increasingly,
      Chinese missile forces will use non-nuclear warheads. By the year 2010, according to a 1996 report by the U.S.
      Department of Defense’s Office of Net Assessment, China could have as many as 2,000 conventionally armed missiles
      of varying ranges, some of which could reach as far as Guam.7 However, a 1997
      Department of Defense report to the Congress notes that China has the potential to build “as many as a thousand”
      new ballistic missiles over the next decade.8
    


    
      Ballistic Missiles
    


    
      China is modernizing its ICBM force, estimated to consist of four to eighteen 8,000-mile-range DF-5 liquid-fueled
      ICBMs.9 The PLA has two ICBM development programs and one submarine-launched
      ballistic missile program that may result in new deployed missiles by 2010. The most advanced is the 5,000-mile
      range DF-31 mobile, solid-fueled ICBM. This missile was reportedly tested in May 1995, but U.S. sources doubt
      this was the case.10 Also in development is the larger, 8,000-mile range DF-41
      solid-fueled mobile ICBM. Both missiles are expected to incorporate multiple
      independently targeted re-entry vehicle (MIRV) technology. In early 1998 U.S. Air Force General Eugene Habinger
      stated that China was developing MIRVs for its ICBMs.11
    


    
      It is reported that China tried to purchase Russian SS-18 ICBM technology from Ukraine in 1996.12 If obtained, this technology could be used to update existing DF-5 ICBMs inasmuch as
      both are large missiles. However, it could also be applied to new missiles. In 1997 it also was reported that
      U.S. intelligence had discovered that China had a Russian MAZ transporter-erector-launcher (TEL) from the defunct
      Russian SS-20 IRBM.13 Such a TEL could be used to upgrade Chinese TELs with
      advanced suspension and navigation systems. A more mobile TEL would enhance the survivability of DF-31 or DF-41
      ICBMs. It is noteworthy that the MAZ TEL obtained by China forms the basis for the TELs for newer Russian mobile
      ICBMs.
    


    
      The 1,125-mile range DF-21 IRBM also is being improved. This solid-fueled missile is both road-and rail-mobile.
      The Second Artillery may have about seventy of them.14 China also may be working
      on a terminally guided warhead for the DF-21.15 Sources in Taiwan16 noted the new warhead would be radar-based and similar to the Radar Digital Area
      Guidance system used by the U.S. Pershing II medium-range missile,17 which
      correlates images from the missile’s radar with digital map pictures in the warhead’s computer for
      accuracy18 within a radius of 50 meters.19 If the
      DF-21 were to achieve this level of accuracy, it would mean the difference in capability between hitting an
      airfield or hitting a hangar on the airfield. Sources in Taipei20 noted that
      China is working on 1,700-mile range and 1,800-mile range variants of the DF-21. It is not known when China will
      be able to complete either a RADAG system or longer range DF-21s.
    


    
      Whether China obtained foreign technology to assist its RADAG project is a matter for further inquiry. The only
      successful RADAG was used on the now defunct U.S. Pershing II IRBM. It is possible that China could have
      obtained discarded parts for this missile, as it was destroyed under the 1987 Intermediate Nuclear Forces Treaty.
      This follows from allegations that China uses operatives to routinely purchase junk—legally—from U.S. military
      bases.21 Another potential source of RADAG technology may be Israel, which is
      alleged to have obtained Pershing II guidance technology for its Jericho IRBM force.22 However, it is not certain that Israel has RADAG missiles or that it may have sold such
      technology to China.
    


    
      China also is improving its short-range ballistic missiles. At the Zhuhai Air Show, the author was told that
      Global Positioning Satellite (GPS) technology was being used to improve the accuracy of the short-range DF-15
      missile. It is not known how much GPS inputs can improve the accuracy of the DF-15. However, one Chinese article
      notes that for an unidentified ballistic missile, a combined GPS/inertial guidance system “can raise impact
      accuracy by an order of magnitude.”23 A recent report out of Hong Kong notes that
      PLA special forces units are using a Differential GPS system, which covers the ROC, conferring a 1- to 3-meter
      location accuracy.24 However, sources in Taiwan
      could not confirm the existence of such a system.
    


    
      Cruise Missiles
    


    
      The Second Artillery and other PLA services are not yet armed with strategic cruise missiles. However, the
      Department of Defense notes that development of land attack cruise missiles for theater and strategic missions
      have a “relatively high development priority” and that initial versions “should be ready early in the next
      century.”25 With better engines capable of longer ranges, the turbojet-powered
      YJ-226 anti-ship missile could provide the basis for an indigenous long-range
      cruise missile.27 China is known to be investigating combined GPS/Inertial and
      Terrain-Contour Matching (TERCOM) guidance systems for cruise missiles.
    


    
      Russia and Israel are potential technology sources that could help China build effective long-range cruise
      missiles. For example, sources in Taiwan believe Russia is trying to sell China the Raduga bureau’s short-range
      version of the AS-15 Kent strategic cruise missile, the Kh-65SE. This subsonic 168-mile range missile is similar
      to the U.S. Tomahawk.28 It has a satellite navigation system that may
      confer high accuracy. By simply increasing the size of the fuel tank this missile’s range could be greatly
      extended. Another possible Russian cruise missile technology source is the NPO Novator bureau’s Alpha
      long-range sub-launched anti-ship cruise missile, known to have been marketed to the Chinese in 1993.29 This missile is a modified version of the Novatar Granat (SS-N-21 Sampson),
      which very closely resembles the U.S. Tomahawk in size and capability. It is not known whether China has
      purchased the Alpha, which is being marketed with newly built Russian Kilo submarines.
    


    
      China may have provided financial support to Israel to build a land-attack, 240-mile range version of the
      Delilah cruise missile.30 Israel reportedly is fitting this same cruise
      missile, developed with Chinese assistance, with a penetrating warhead to be used against hardened
      targets.31 The original version of the Delilah uses a U.S. Williams
      turbojet engine—the main producer of engines for U.S. long-range cruise missiles. It is not known whether China
      has any version of this cruise missile.
    


    
      China is developing ramjet technologies to further improve its cruise missiles. In addition to higher speeds that
      complicate interception, ramjets offer the potential ability to increase the range of a smaller missile. The U.S.
      Mach 7 Fasthawk successor to the Tomahawk is intended to overcome advanced Russian anti-missile systems.
      China’s C-101 and C-301 ramjet-powered cruise missiles are large and, therefore, less tactically useful. With the
      purchase of the Russian SS-N-22 ramjet-powered anti-ship missile, China could gain a new source of cruise missile
      ramjet technology.32 China may also benefit from the Raduga bureau’s investment
      in hypersonic ramjet technology—which is being funded in part by the SS-N-22 sale to China.33 Should China purchase NPO Machinostroyenia’s Yakhont cruise missiles they would be additional sources of technology. China’s reported purchase of
      co-production rights of the ramjet-powered, 125-mile range Zvezda Kh-31P anti-radar missile provides yet another
      source of Russian technology.34 Israel and South Africa are other potential
      sources of solid-fuel ramjet technology for China.35
    


    
      Figure 5.1 Blowback: Israeli Arms Sold to China, in Turn, May Now Threaten Israel
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      Anti-Missile, Anti-Satellite, and Space Warfare
    


    
      At a political level Beijing objects loudly to the Theater Missile Defense and National Missile Defense programs
      of the United States,36 but says much less about its own anti-missile programs
      and its anti-satellite and space warfare plans. PLA writing on future warfare acknowledges the need for a range
      of systems to deny the enemy’s use of space.37 Indeed, recent reports thought to
      be co-authored by the head of the China Aerospace Corporation’s Second Academy, which manufactures surface-to-air missiles, indicate that China may be developing anti-missile or
      anti-satellite systems.38 It would make sense for China to do so inasmuch as
      missile and satellite platforms figure significantly in twenty-first-century U.S. high-technology weapon
      systems.39
    


    
      In 1991, China took a major step toward developing a missile defense capability when it reportedly purchased the
      Russian Fakel S-300 PMU (SA-10) surface-to-air missile (SAM). These Russian missiles perform about the same as
      early U.S. Patriot surface-to-air missiles. According to some U.S. sources, China also has produced the
      HQ-9 surface-to-air missile from Russian and U.S. technologies.40 The HQ-9’s
      radar and command systems are derived from the S-300 PMU missile, with guidance technology from a Patriot
      missile said to have been sold to China by Israel. If this new missile’s performance is similar to the SA-10
      surface-to-air missile, the HQ-9 would be useful against cruise missiles and may at least have a potential
      limited anti-tactical ballistic missile (ATBM) capability.
    


    
      Fakel is now marketing the improved S-300 PMU2 Favorit, which if purchased by China, might further improve
      the performance of the HQ-9 project. China is said to have expressed an interest in this new version.41 The Favorit features a longer range missile, longer range phased array radar,
      improved ECCM, and the ability to hit both cruise and ballistic missiles.
    


    
      China may also be interested in obtaining the Russian Antey bureau’s S-300V (SA-12) SAM. With a higher speed than
      the SA-10, the S-300V would provide the PLA with an even better ATBM capability. Israel might become another
      source of such technology. In a recent article, an Israeli journalist noted that “Arrow [Israel’s ATBM] is
      creating interest among several governments, mainly in Asia and the Pacific Rim, whose security is threatened by
      neighboring countries armed with ballistic missile and nuclear weapons.”42 Israel
      reportedly has tried to sell the Arrow to South Korea and Japan.43
      Considering its extensive military technology trade with Israel, however, China’s interest in this missile cannot
      be discounted.
    


    
      China has invested heavily in its own laser programs but may also benefit from foreign technology in this area.
      From their designation as an investment priority in the “863” high-technology development campaign of the 1980s,
      there has been a continued emphasis placed on lasers. China is recruiting Russian laser technicians, and Chinese
      engineers appear to be familiar with current U.S. military laser developments and with the potential for lasers
      to destroy or disable targets.44 Russia has invested heavily in laser weapons
      development.45 Potential Chinese business with the Antey bureau may lead to
      access to this organization’s work in laser weapons. Russia also is a potential source of knowledge on putting
      nuclear warheads and lasers on space platforms.46
    


    
      Space Information Systems
    


    
      In addition to realizing the need to deny the enemy use of space, China wants to better exploit space for its own
      military use. Future Chinese military satellites may stress high resolution imaging, radar imaging, signals
      intelligence (SIGINT), navigation, and communication. China is known to be working on a successor to its
      reconnaissance satellite, the FSW-2, a film-based satellite said to have only a modest 10-meter
      resolution.47 A resolution of 1 meter is necessary to determine aircraft type.
      Its inferiority to Western systems may prompt efforts to obtain Russian help or better access to the increasing
      number of commercial imaging companies about to come on line. China already is a customer for images received
      from the French commercial reconnaissance satellite (SPOT) and has discussed with France the possibility of
      establishing its own downlink for faster utilization of SPOT pictures. As with U.S. plans, China will also likely
      seek to integrate access to commercial satellite imaging into its military operations.
    


    
      Figure 5.2 Impact of Arms Exports to China: Possible High-Tech, Foreign-Content PLA
      Systems Arrayed against Taiwan in 2010
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      Sources: ONI; press reports; author interviews. Graphic by T. Timmons, The Heritage Foundation.
    


    
      China soon will begin to develop its own radar-based remote-sensing satellite
      that can be used for civil purposes, like tracking floods, or for many military missions, like finding U.S. naval
      formations at sea. China is seeking foreign technical assistance for this satellite. Both Britain’s GEC-Marconi
      and Germany’s DASA aerospace companies reportedly are interested in helping this program.48 In April 1996 Canada’s Spar Space Systems and the China Aerospace Corporation mulled
      building two radar satellites based on the Canadian RADARSAT, but this project is not believed to have been
      started.49 The current Canadian RADARSAT has an 8.5-meter resolution, which is
      good enough to find ships. By 2001 Canada expects to launch a 3-meter resolution radar satellite.50 However, China already may be working closely with Russian radar satellite designers. A
      spokesmen for the VEGA-M bureau, which makes the Russian Almaz radarsat told the author that the bureau has had
      extensive contact with Chinese engineers.51 At the 1997 Moscow Aerospace Salon
      (MAKS 97) the competing radarsat bureau NPO Machinostroyenia distributed a brochure showing a radar satellite
      conducting reconnaissance in the Sea of Japan, and then transferring data to a “customer” clearly located in
      China.
    


    
      China also seeks advanced satellite navigation capabilities to ensure accurate guidance of missiles, aircraft,
      and munitions. It is reported to be developing its own Twin Star Global Positioning Satellite (GPS) for
      navigation.52 This satellite may have an accuracy of 20 meters.53 China is known to have considered obtaining Russian GLONASS navigation satellites, but
      recently appears more interested in buying receiving stations to amplify the satellite’s signal. It is more
      likely that China will seek to use combined GLONASS and GPS systems in the event the U.S. decides to deny GPS
      during times of tension.
    


    
      Modernizing the PLA Air Force
    


    
      China’s acquisition of Russian aircraft and Israeli combat aircraft technology are pushing China’s air force
      closer to the goal of an all-weather power-projection air service. Today, only the United States can boast of
      such a capability in Asia. But within the next decade China may possess most, if not all, of the major
      prerequisites for such a force. These prerequisites include modern air superiority and attack aircraft, precision-guided munitions, airborne early warning and control systems (AWACS),
      aerial refueling aircraft, and large transport aircraft. However, China’s air forces suffer weaknesses in the
      areas of doctrine, training, maintenance, and manufacturing.54 There also are
      doubts that China can afford an expanding number of foreign purchased and domestic combat aircraft programs.
      Overcoming these challenges to building an all-weather power-projection force will not be easy, but China appears
      to be committed to this goal.55
    


    
      Modern Fighters and Attack Aircraft
    


    
      After the post-Tiananmen cancellation of the “Peace Pearl” project in which Grumman Aircraft Company was
      contracted to provide a modest technological upgrade for China’s J-8 fighter, China turned to Russia as its
      preferred source of advanced combat aircraft technology. China purchased twenty-four Sukhoi SU-27 Flanker
      air superiority aircraft for about $1 billion in 1991. In May 1995, China reportedly purchased twenty-two
      additional SU-27s, which reportedly were delivered to China by mid-1996.56
    


    
      In early 1996, several reports described a much larger $2.2 billion deal that would enable China to co-produce
      the SU-27.57 Early estimates for overall numbers to be built as part of this deal
      were sketchy, but Russian sources stated later in the year that 200 aircraft would be built over a 15-year
      period.58 China initially will assemble large aircraft components that have been
      fabricated in Russia and then gradually will produce more of the aircraft within China. Reportedly, by the end of
      1997 the KNAPPO factory in Komsomolsk was to have delivered twenty-one SU-27 kits to be assembled in
      China.59 Producing the entire SU-27 aircraft indigenously will require
      significant improvements in Chinese manufacturing capabilities. At the 1996 Zhuhai Air Show Sukhoi officials said
      the co-production agreement gives China the option to build more advanced versions of the SU-27, like the SU-30MK
      attack aircraft and the SU-37 air superiority fighter.
    


    
      By purchasing the SU-27, China has increased its combat capabilities sharply. In a basic one-on-one dogfight, the
      SU-27 may be better than the top-of-the-line U.S. F-15C Eagle. In key areas of dogfight
      potential—thrust-to-weight ratios and wing loading, for example—the aircraft are comparable. A Russian press
      account notes that the SU-27 has outperformed the F-15 in exercises.60 To date
      there has been no official U.S. comment on these reports.61 Despite these
      reports, the pertinent question remains whether Chinese pilots train sufficiently to exploit the full
      capabilities of the SU-27.
    


    
      China is gradually improving the electronic subsystems on their SU-27s. U.S. fighter/attack aircraft excel in the
      areas of advanced radar, fire control systems that allow one aircraft to attack multiple targets, and defensive
      electronic countermeasures (ECM) that confuse radar and missile threats. For example, the F-15C’s radar can
      detect targets out to 100 miles and can track and engage multiple targets. The Phazotron radar on China’s current
      SU-27s have a search range of over 62 miles and can track 10 targets, but can
      guide anti-aircraft missiles at only two of the targets. But at the 1997 Paris Air Show the Phazotron bureau
      announced that the next batch of Chinese SU-27s will be equipped with an improved radar. When software upgrades
      are complete it will be able to engage four targets.62 Many of the SU-27s
      delivered in 1996 are fitted with two Sorbtsiya ECM pods that automatically detect and jam hostile radar
      signals.63
    


    
      In addition to purchasing SU-27s, China is pursuing a major domestic fighter development program and is upgrading
      two existing designs primarily for export. The most ambitious is the J-10 multi-role fighter that is based on
      Israel’s Lavi fighter. In April 1996, China revealed a model of the J-10 that confirmed its basic
      similarity to the Lavi. The Chinese model was even armed with a Chinese copy of the Israeli Python
      3 short-range air-to-air missile. Rand Corporation analyst Mark Lorell notes that the J-10 will benefit from
      the Lavi’s “advanced airframe technology, [and] superior avionics.”64 It
      is not clear what engine will be used by the J-10. It also is reported that Russia and Israel are competing to
      offer radar, countermeasures, and weapon packages to equip the J-10.65 The U.S.
      Office of Naval Intelligence (ONI) estimates that the J-10 may be more maneuverable than the U.S. F/A-18 E/F,
      which has yet to enter service, but may carry less sophisticated radar and countermeasures.66 However, this assessment may be premature inasmuch as the J-10 may incorporate very
      modern Russian electronic array, and be armed with the Israeli Python 4 air-to-air missile that used
      advanced helmet-display cuing technology. By one estimate China eventually may build up to 300 J-10s.67 There are unconfirmed rumors that the one J-10 prototype has already crashed due to
      problems with the fly-by-wire system.68
    


    
      A subsequent report noted that in late 1997 the J-10 was relegated to taxitests, as flight computer software
      problems prevented the commencement of flight tests.69 Flight tests reportedly
      began in March 1998.70 Rumors abound that two prototypes have flown. One is said
      to have one engine, the AL-31 of the SU-27, and a second version to have two RD-33 engines, as used on the
      Mig-29. If true, the later version may be a naval variant as projected by ONI.
    


    
      China and Pakistan are co-developing the FC-1 lightweight fighter, with the assistance of Russia’s Mig-MAPO
      company. This fighter is the successor to the Chengdu-Grumman Super-7 jet fighter project of the late
      1980s. The FC-1 is about the size of an F-16, although it will cost much less, and aimed primarily at the export
      market. European firms like GEC-Marconi and Thompson-CSF/Sex-tant are bidding to provide radar and other systems
      for this aircraft. Russia is offering the RD-33 engine, also used by the Mig-29, and Russia is offering
      electronic and weapons systems for this fighter. At times the success of this program has been in doubt due to
      questions over whether the PLA would purchase the FC-1. However, there is a report that China may obtain about
      100 of these aircraft.71 A potential PLA version may be fitted with a variant of
      the Chinese CLETRI JL-10A radar, said to be in development for the J-10. To further bolster confidence in this
      program, in early 1998 China and Pakistan signed a letter-of-intent covering airframe development.72 Their intention is to fly a prototype by
      2000, with the FC-1 entering service by 2005.
    


    
      At the November 1996 Zhuhai International Air Show, China unveiled the latest variant of the J-8, the J-8IIM.
      This version is outfitted with Russian Phazotron Zhuk radar and fire control, carries radar warning receivers and
      electronic countermeasures, and is armed with Russian medium-range air-to-air missiles.73 There are some suggestions that China may refit to J-8IIM standards and build anew, up
      to two regiments, or 155 J-8IIMs. Also displayed for the first time at Zhuhai was the J-7 MG, which has an
      upgraded radar and ECM countermeasures, and even features a U.S. Garmin GPS receiver to assist
      navigation.74 Iran might have been the first customer for both the J-8 IIM and
      the J-7 MG as part of a reported $4.5 billion arms deal that later fell through.75
    


    
      To obtain an advanced all-weather attack aircraft, China reportedly is negotiating with Russia to buy fifty
      SU-30MK two-seat attack aircraft.76 Developed from the SU-27UB, the SU-30MK has
      the same dogfighting capabilities as the SU-27 but is equipped with much better radar and attack systems and will
      include an all-weather navigation pod, a TV guidance pod, or a laser pod to guide precision munitions. It is the
      Russian counterpart to the U.S. F-15E long-range attack aircraft. A later report suggests that China will receive
      a single-seat variant of the SU-30 attack-fighter.77
    


    
      If China purchases the SU-30 it will be interesting to see whether China sustains the Xi’an FB-7 attack aircraft
      program. Despite a long development program, the PLA has not purchased the FB-7 in significant numbers due to its
      failure to meet design goals. This aircraft was featured in the 1996 exercises near Taiwan and, if produced, may
      be equipped with a domestically produced Blue Sky low-light low-level navigation pod revealed at the
      Zhuhai Air Show. Although pictures of the FB-7 appeared in 1997, the continued effort to try to obtain the SU-30
      does not bode well for the Xi’an project.
    


    
      From time to time there are suggestions that China may also be seeking to purchase the Russian Tupolev TU-22
      Backfire intermediate-range bomber. Sources in Taiwan maintain China sustains such an interest.78 However, Russia would weather a firestorm of criticism if it indeed sold Beijing this
      large bomber. This bomber is also very expensive to maintain. However, China likely does require a replacement
      for its aging H-6 (TU-16 Badger) bombers, and the TU-22 would be a logical choice.
    


    
      Advanced Missiles and Munitions
    


    
      When China acquired the SU-27, it also gained access to advanced Russian missiles that further enhance the
      capability of this aircraft. China’s SU-27s are equipped with the Vympel R-73 (AA-11 Archer) Mod 1
      air-to-air missile. This missile is cued by a helmet-mounted sight and guided by an infrared seeker. By simply
      turning his head, the pilot confers a 90-degree field of view for this 12.4-mile range missile. The AA-11 Mod 2 confers a 120-degree field of view and an 18.6-mile range. Russia is
      working on a new version with a 180-degree field of view.79 The U.S.
      Sidewinder air-to-air missile, which has a range of only 4.8 miles, does not have helmet-sight cueing;
      thus, it only has a 50-degree field of view. In air combat exercises between Sidewinder-armed U.S. F-16s
      and Archer-armed German Mig-29s, helmet-sight cueing allowed the latter to “fire” first, meaning it likely
      won the exercise encounter.80 The United States may not be able to field a helmet
      sight-cued air-to-air missile until 2002 or 2003.81
    


    
      At the Zhuhai Air Show, China revealed that its Luoyang Electro-Optical Research Institute has developed a helmet
      sight to guide the PL-9 air-to-air missile.82 The Luoyang helmet sight looks like
      a copy of the Russian Arsenel helmet sight. A brochure credits the Luoyang helmet sight with a 120-degree field
      of view, apparently equal to the Russian AA-11 Mod 2 helmet sight. An engineer associated with Luoyang reported
      to the author that it was just entering production and would be available in 1997. The PL-9 missile also may
      incorporate technology from the Israeli Python-3 air-to-air missile. An engineer from the Chengdu Aircraft
      Factory told the author that the helmet-sighted PL-9 would be fitted on the J-7 MG first and then backfitted onto
      other Chinese fighters. Early export candidates for the helmet-sighted PL-9 air-to-air missile include
      Bangladesh, Iran, and Pakistan.
    


    
      But before the helmet-sighted PL-9 enters their force, China reportedly has the opportunity to acquire a new
      level of helmet-sighted missile technology in the Israeli Rafael Python-4 AAM. Perhaps the most advanced
      short-range AAM now in service, the Python-4 reportedly is being offered to outfit the J-10.83 Instead of an eyesight-based helmet-sight like the Russian Arsenel, the Python-4
      employs a new Elbit helmet-display that combines information from radar and low-light sensors to cue AAMs and
      other weapons. Elbit is helping to make a helmet-display that will be used by all U.S. air services. Such
      helmet-displays are viewed as a critical step toward building a “pilotless” cockpit for unmanned combat aircraft.
    


    
      U.S. officials argue that a tactical flexibility similar to helmet-sighted AAMs is offered by the 32-mile range
      AIM-120 advanced medium-range air-to-air missile (AMRAAM). This missile is self-guided to its target after an
      initial cue by the fighter’s radar. This means the attacking aircraft can maneuver to safety once the missile has
      found the target. But the Chinese Air Force is beginning to match this capability by acquiring medium-range,
      radar-guided, air-to-air missiles of its own. Its SU-27s currently are armed with the Vympel R-27 (AA-10
      Alamo). This missile is produced in several versions with ranges that extend from 25 to 68 miles.84
    


    
      China also is reported to have purchased Russia’s highly maneuverable, 60-mile range Vympel R-77 (AA-12
      Adder), which is self-guided in the same manner as the AIM-120. A dangerous feature of this missile is
      that it sustains a high speed at the far end of its range, making it more difficult to evade. One report says
      China will get the R-77 by the year 2000.85 At Zhuhai, China revealed it is
      building its own AMRAAM-like air-to-air missile, an AMR-1 medium-range,
      self-guided missile now in development at the Leihua Electronic Technology Research Institute.
    


    
      If China purchases Russia’s SU-30, it also is likely to purchase a range of modern Russian precision
      air-to-ground munitions to allow comprehensive all-weather attacks. These may include the 96-mile range
      anti-radiation missile (the Raduga X-58E), a TV-guided bomb that is accurate within an 8-meter circle (the
      KAB-500KR), and the laser-guided series bomb (the KAB-1500P) that is accurate within a 14-meter circle. A version
      of the latter is designed to penetrate up to two meters of reinforced concrete, a common material for hardened
      aircraft shelters.86 China also may opt to purchase the TV-guided,
      turbojet-powered, 70-mile range X-59ME missile,87 ideal for destroying fixed SAM
      and radar sites and for attacking ships and heavily defended airfields. China’s reported co-production of the
      Zvezda Kh-31 potentially opens the PLA Air Force to a family of long-range ramjet-powered anti-ship and
      anti-radiation missiles.88
    


    
      Airborne Warning and Control System Options
    


    
      Since the mid-1980s, China has sought to obtain airborne early warning and control systems (AWACS), both for
      defensive and offensive missions. The most capable AWACS that China seeks to obtain is the Israeli aircraft
      industry’s Phalcon. With a range of 230 miles, the Phalcon can detect targets as small as cruise
      missiles and helicopters. The Israeli aircraft industry also offers an electronic intelligence suite with this
      system that China also may buy. Israel is a noted world leader in the field of electronic intelligence systems,
      and cooperation in this field could prove very valuable to other services of the PLA. In 1994, Israel and China
      reportedly began negotiating a $1 billion deal for up to four aircraft.89 China
      wanted to put the Israeli Phalcon radar into the radome of a Russian A-50 AWACS aircraft, but Moscow
      wanted the total contract. Russia delayed approving the sale of this aircraft reportedly until the March summit
      between Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu and Russian President Boris Yeltsin.90 This sale is proceeding despite reports of U.S. objections.91
    


    
      Britain’s GEC-Marconi has been negotiating with China for several years to sell its Argus radar. In the
      1980s, this system lost out to the U.S. E-3 AWACS in a hotly contested battle to equip the Royal Air Force with
      an airborne radar. Despite the progress make by the Israeli-Russian offer, the Argus apparently remains a
      contender. GEC-Marconi reportedly is entering into negotiations to sell China four Argus systems that will
      be fitted on to I1–76 platforms.92 However, the Racal electronics firm was
      reported in mid-1996 to have sold six to eight Searchwater airborne early warning radar systems to
      China.93 The deal reportedly is worth $67 million.94 China intends to put the Searchwater system on its Y-8 transport, which at higher
      altitudes could give the radar a range of 200 miles.
    


    
      Aerial Refueling
    


    
      For some time, China has sought to acquire aerial refueling aircraft, which are essential if the Chinese Air
      Force is to extend its reach into the South China Sea or the northern areas of the “First Island Chain.” In early
      1996, a leaked U.S. intelligence report noted that China had converted five H-6 bombers to enable them to refuel
      J-8II fighters, extending the fighters’ range from 430 miles to 630 miles. Technology to convert the bombers into
      tankers reportedly was obtained initially from Israel.95 China eventually may
      convert up to twenty H-6s into aerial tankers.96 Russia, however, may provide a
      faster solution. At the Zhuhai Air Show, an engineer from the Ilyushin Company disclosed that it was negotiating
      with China for the sale of its I1–78 refueling tanker.97 In early 1998 a report
      noted that China had purchased four I1-78s for $1 billion.98 This report,
      however, could not be confirmed. Provided China’s SU-27s were refitted with aerial refueling probes, the I1–78
      could extend the range of this aircraft significantly. One refueling extends the radius of the SU-30 from 932
      miles to 1,615 miles.99 At a 600-mile radius, one I1–78 can carry enough fuel to
      refuel at least six SU-27 or SU-30 aircraft.100
    


    
      Large Transports
    


    
      China has not yet acquired sufficient air transport assets to offer a credible airborne power-projection
      capability. Until the early 1990s, China relied on the Y-8 transport for major military transport missions. This
      aircraft is similar in size and performance to the U.S. C-130 transport. In the 1980s, Air China acquired cargo
      versions of the Boeing 747 that presumably can be used for outsized military loads.101 In the early 1990s, the PLA Air Force began to upgrade its transport capability with
      the acquisition of the I1–76 transport, which is similar in size and capability to the U.S. C-141 transport.
      About ten I1–76M transports were acquired initially. In early 1996, there were reports that China had purchased
      twelve additional I1–76 transports.102 An airline called China United Airlines is
      said to have five I1-76M transports.103 The Chinese Air Force used I1-76s to drop
      paratroops during the March 1996 exercises, but it does not have enough of these transports at this time to move
      a large army unit and its equipment. There are suggestions that the PLA Air Force might also like to acquire up
      to four Russian Antonov An-124 heavy-lift transports. If acquired the PLA would then have an aircraft that
      carries slightly more than the U.S. C-5 transport. However, the expense of purchasing and maintaining these
      complex aircraft likely has so far deterred their acquisition.
    


    
      Modernizing the PLA Navy
    


    
      The PLA Navy so far has benefited less from high-profile foreign source acquisitions, but this may be changing.
      Significant foreign naval acquisitions, mainly from Russia, include the Kilo-class submarine, two
      Sovremenny-class missile destroyers, Moskit supersonic anti-ship missiles, and the KA-27 anti-submarine
      helicopter. Of even greater significance may be Russian assistance in building China’s next classes of nuclear and conventional submarines. Most of the Chinese Navy’s capital has
      been invested in domestic surface and submarine programs. Although these have exhibited increasing
      sophistication, they do not yet match Western naval standards. PLA Navy experience with the Luhu and
      Kilo suggests that as it turns toward better foreign naval technology the Navy is bound to burden already
      inadequate logistic and maintenance capabilities. The Navy will also face a greater doctrinal challenge of
      achieving much better coordination with other services in order to fully exploit its new technology.
    


    
      New Submarines
    


    
      Until 1995, China’s submarine force consisted of about 40 elderly Romeo-class conventional submarines backed up
      by five Chinese-built Han-class nuclear attack submarines. Both designs are notably noisier than modern Western
      conventional and nuclear-powered submarines, thereby increasing their vulnerability. Realizing these
      deficiencies, China again has turned to Russia as a source of new technology, purchasing four Kilo-class
      conventional submarines. Two less-capable export models of the Kilo were delivered in 1995. For the other
      two, China managed to obtain the most advanced version of the Kilo, called Project 636; the first of these
      was expected to be launched in 1996.104 China may buy more Kilos. But
      China apparently also is having trouble training crews for and maintaining its Kilos.105
    


    
      The Project 636 Kilo has advanced stealth features like a skewed propeller that reduces noise and makes
      the submarine more difficult to detect.106 The ONI rates this submarine as quiet
      as the improved model of the U.S. Los Angeles–class nuclear attack submarine.107 The Kilo also will bring China advanced technology in the areas of torpedoes,
      sonar-quieting countermeasures, and hull construction. Future versions of the Kilo may incorporate
      advanced technology engines that allow for greater submerged endurance and make it less necessary that the
      submarine surface to recharge its batteries. Russia apparently also will offer refits for Kilos of hull
      plugs to contain vertically launched cruise missiles like the Yakhont or Alpha from NPO
      Machinostroyenia. Sources interviewed at MAKS 97 also note China’s interest in the Rubin bureau’s Amur
      conventional sub now in development. While smaller than the Kilo, the Amur will feature better
      automation, a smaller crew, air-independent propulsion, and the option to install vertically-launched supersonic
      cruise missiles.
    


    
      These Russian submarine technologies may also be used to improve the Song-class conventional sub that is
      intended to replace the Romeo. This sub features a modern teardrop-shaped hull and a skewed propeller. The
      ONI rates the Song submarine nearly as quiet as the early Kilo.
    


    
      By the middle of the next decade, China is expected to launch its next class of nuclear-powered attack
      submarines, the Type 093. The ONI projects that this type will be noisier than current U.S. nuclear-powered subs
      but roughly equivalent to the Russian Victor III. The Russian Rubin
      submarine design bureau may be helping the Chinese with advanced quieting technology for the Type 093.108 At about the same time, China is expected to launch its long-awaited new
      nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarine, the Type 094, to succeed the solitary Xia-class ballistic
      missile submarine. As the Type 094 is simply an extension of the Type 093, it is logical to assume any Russian
      improvements for the latter will benefit the former. China can be expected to arm its new classes of submarines
      with cruise missiles based either on the YJ-2 or on Russian cruise missiles that may be obtained in the future.
    


    
      Better Surface Combatants
    


    
      During the 1980s China sought Western technology to update its surface combatants. The 4,200-ton
      Luhu-class destroyer uses U.S. General Electric gas-turbine engines, the French Crotale SAM, a
      French Thompson combat control system, a gun-based anti-missile system apparently based on the Italian
      Dardo, Italian Whitehead ASW torpedoes, and electronic warfare equipment apparently derived from Russian,
      Dutch, and Italian technology. Future Luhus are expected to be built with gas turbines from the Ukraine, a
      naval version of the HQ-9, and perhaps advanced Russian supersonic cruise missiles like Yakhont. While
      this ship may compare favorably against lesser regional navies it may not fare well against advanced U.S. or
      Japanese ships. The PLA Navy also has had trouble operating the diverse weapons systems on this ship.
    


    
      Very likely, impatience with the pace of domestic modern ship design was the dominant reason leading China to
      purchase two Russian Sovremenny-class missile destroyers in early 1997. The two ships reportedly were
      purchased for $800 million.109 The two ships in this deal likely are hulls
      recently produced, and may be delivered before 2000.110 The 7,000-ton
      Sovremenny has a balanced suite of weapons: eight SS-N-22 anti-ship missiles, forty-four SA-N-12
      surface-to-air missiles, and one KA-27 anti-submarine warfare helicopter, in addition to advanced radar, sonar,
      and systems to defend against incoming missiles and torpedoes.
    


    
      When acquired, these ships will be the Chinese Navy’s largest surface combatants and will possess the most
      capable weapons outfit. Originally designed by the Soviets to specialize in anti-surface warfare in close
      cooperation with submarines, a Sovremenny/Kilo team operating in conjunction with air force fighters and
      AWACS would significantly increase the Chinese Navy’s ability to blockade Taiwan. The Searchwater-equipped
      Y-8s, or the Phalcon/A-50 AWACS, could provide mid-course guidance to allow the Sovremenny to
      exploit the full range of the SS-N-22 missile.111 In this capacity, the
      Sovremenny would pose a threat to any ship not protected by U.S. naval aircraft, submarines, or the
      Aegis defense system. Although the PLA today may not be capable of this degree of combined-arms
      cooperation, it has the clear potential to achieve this level of proficiency within the next decade.
    


    
      Naval Cruise Missiles
    


    
      With the Sovremenny, the PLA Navy will take possession of one of the most effective anti-ship cruise
      missiles in the world, the Raduga bureau’s Moskit (SS-N-22 Sunburn). As noted earlier, reports in early 1998
      indicate that Russia has started building an initial order of thirty to fifty missiles. The Moskit was designed
      by the Soviets specifically to counter the U.S. Aegis radar/missile ship defense system. It is ramjet-powered and
      can travel at Mach 2 speed at wave-top level. The early 54-mile range version is believed to be capable of a
      maneuver112 that would be difficult for the U.S. point-defense systems like the
      Phalanx gun to intercept. Later 162-mile range versions are said be capable of low-level, highspeed
      evasive maneuvers that complicate interception by defensive missiles and point-defense guns. Russia also markets
      an air-launched version of this missile. According to one recent report, Russia is trying to sell Moskits to
      China to backfit existing Chinese navy destroyers and frigates.113 However, these
      ships may be too small for the heavy Moskit. It is more likely that China may be interested in the lighter-weight
      Yakhont and future Alpha supersonic cruise missiles to refit its older warships. Indeed, there is
      one Russian report that China will forgo the Moskit and arm its Sovremenny destroyers with the
      Yakhont.114
    


    
      It is conceivable that China could in the future produce surface combatants that combine far more capable
      vertically launched anti-ship and land-attack cruise missiles, long-range anti-air missiles, or even ballistic
      missiles like a GPS-guided variant of the DF-15. Such a ship may resemble the Russian nuclear-powered
      Kirov-class cruiser or even the U.S. Arsenal Ship concept.115
      Operating in cooperation with China’s gathering array of space and inner space sensors, submarines and land-based
      airpower, such a ship would extend Chinese naval operations within the “First Island Chain.” A large
      missile-carrying ship might present a financially attractive alternative to aircraft carriers.
    


    
      Aircraft Carriers
    


    
      It remains unclear whether the PLA has sorted out internal debates over the political versus financial merits of
      building aircraft carriers. While Beijing recognizes the political power of U.S. aircraft carrier groups,
      especially following their utilization in March 1996 to counter PLA exercises near Taiwan, there likely remains
      concern over the expense of equipment, personnel, and maintenance infrastructure to support the carriers,
      aircraft, and escorts. There are suggestions that China may instead opt to build a less expensive helicopter
      carrier better suited for anti-submarine or amphibious assault missions.116
    


    
      If and when China builds its first aircraft carrier, Beijing is certain to benefit from many years of research on
      its foreign counterparts, if not the remote possibility of an outright purchase of an operational carrier. An
      attempt apparently was made to purchase a Russian carrier for $3.1 billion.117 In
      1998 it was reported that the rusting incomplete Russian carrier Varyag
      has been purchased by a Macau company, but may end up in a Chinese port. There it may be studied before being
      scrapped. Spain’s Bazan shipyard reportedly has tried to interest China in purchasing a new large carrier design.
      In 1996, there were reports that France was considering a Chinese request to buy its 32,000-ton carrier
      Clemenceau, which is 36 years old and due to be decommissioned in 1997.118
      The deal was reported to include transfer of the carrier for next to nothing, provided French electronics and
      munitions firms received hefty contracts worth billions of dollars to update the ship. Although France denied
      that it was harboring such intentions, reports surfaced that in late 1996, French and PLA officials had discussed
      the possible sale to China of France’s Rafale advanced combat aircraft, which is slated to equip France’s
      new nuclear-powered aircraft carrier.119 To consummate such deals, China would
      have to commit itself to large contracts and France would have to overcome substantial political objections from
      the United States and the Asia region, but an arrangement of this sort would provide the Chinese Navy with a
      shortcut to realizing its aircraft carrier ambitions.
    


    
      China also could chose to build a smaller helicopter carrier as an interim step to building a full-size
      conventional carrier and to build greater support for amphibious assault forces. Some reports indicate China may
      opt for a small design, up to 15,000 tons in size, which may be influenced by Thailand’s Spanish-built 11,500-ton
      carrier—reportedly inspected by Chinese officers.120 A Russian source notes China
      has purchased plans for an “aircraft carrying cruiser,” a term used to describe the Russian Kiev-class
      helicopter carrier.121 This 40,000-ton design carries about twenty-six aircraft
      and an array of long-range surface-to-surface cruise missiles and defensive missiles. Both designs would require
      support from land-based aircraft, limiting their utility to well within the “First Island Chain.”
    


    
      Naval Aviation Upgrades
    


    
      While PLA Naval Aviation forces consist of domestic designs like the J-8II fighter and bombers like the H-6 and
      Q-5, they also may benefit from foreign technology acquisitions. If purchased, SU-30s could be armed with
      anti-ship cruise missiles and be very useful against regional navies or U.S. ships. And if China purchases the
      Zvezda Kh-31, PLA Air Force SU-27 or potential SU-30MK fighters would gain a potent anti-ship weapon. The
      Chinese Navy will receive its most capable ASW helicopter in the Russian KA-27 helicopter with the
      Sovremenny. This helicopter carries a 124-mile range search radar that can provide mid-course guidance for
      anti-ship missiles. Its anti-submarine equipment includes a dipping sonar, sonobuoys, and ASW torpedoes. Later
      versions can carry the 78-mile range Zvezda Kh-35 anti-ship missile. One report in early 1998 indicated
      China would purchase twelve KA-28s.122
    


    
      A potential PLA Navy aircraft carrier wing also is likely to benefit from foreign technology. If it wishes to save time and money, the Chinese Navy could opt to incorporate existing
      Russian designs, in which case the principal combat aircraft is likely to be the SU-33, the version of the SU-27
      the Russians employ aboard the carrier Kuznetsov. The SU-33 has the impressive range of the SU-27 and
      advanced controls to enhance combat maneuverability. A Chinese SU-33 also is likely to incorporate advanced
      attack systems, such as that of the SU-30, to add to its air-superiority capability. Another option would be to
      develop a naval variant of the J-10 or FC-1 fighters, but this may take longer and entail greater expense.
      Carrier AWACS may benefit from Western AEW helicopter designs like the KA-31 or the Racal Searchwater
      radar placed on a helicopter or fixed-wing aircraft.
    


    
      Modernizing Ground Forces
    


    
      PLA ground forces have been late to benefit from China’s increasing military technology acquisitions from Russia
      and elsewhere. It seems that a priority has been placed on upgrading air and naval forces while ground forces
      benefit from a large investment in a domestic production capability. A notable exception to this rule has been
      helicopters; all recent helicopter acquisitions have been from foreign sources. However, in 1997 there have been
      increasing reports of foreign weapon or technology purchases that likely are designed to benefit new Army “Fist”
      units that are being reformulated for mobile high-tech warfare.
    


    
      As with air and naval technology, this new equipment for the Army will pose challenges in the areas of
      doctrine/usage, training, and maintenance. In many cases it is not yet clear whether China is purchasing systems
      with a goal of experimentation or is purchasing militarily useful numbers. And when these few Army units are
      upgraded with new equipment it is not clear that the PLA will have the airlift or sealift assets to be able to
      project these forces in large numbers.
    


    
      Tanks
    


    
      There are reports that by 1995 China had taken delivery of about 200 T-80U main battle tanks123 and an unknown number of BMP-3 infantry fighting vehicles.124 While it is not clear that these sales have been realized, these vehicles have been
      marketed in China. It has been reported that in late 1993 the Russians displayed several modern army systems in
      Beijing, including the T-80U main battle tank, the BMP-3 infantry fighting vehicle, the Smerch multiple
      launch rocket system, and a 152mm self-propelled artillery gun.125 If true, sales
      of the first three probably date back to this time period. The T-80U and the BMP-3 would represent significant
      advances for the Chinese Army in tanks and armored fighting vehicles. If China has purchased modest numbers of
      each, they likely would be used to develop tactics and doctrine for more mobile armored warfare.
    


    
      There also is a cryptic report that China has purchased the Russian BMD-1 or BMD-3 airborne infantry fighting vehicle. The report does not designate the vehicle but describes “a
      paratroop combat vehicle … uses anti-tank bombs … large caliber artillery … used to be exclusively owned by
      Russia’s paratroops.”126 This tank can be carried by I1–76 transports and is
      amphibious. China’s possible purchase of this vehicle would represent a significant boost to its airborne forces.
    


    
      Artillery
    


    
      A U.S. intelligence report leaked to The Washington Times in mid-1997 noted that China would take delivery
      of an unknown number of the Russian Splav Smerch multiple-launch rocket system (MLRS).127 Russian sources interviewed at MAKS 97 confirmed this sale. The Smerch system
      fires a 300 mm rocket that can deliver individually-guided anti-armor submunitions, mines, or a unitary warhead.
      The anti-armor submunition would give the Army a considerable upgrade in capability. But to use this capability
      in fast flowing engagement the Army would need advanced reconnaissance systems like UAVs or access to realtime
      SAR or imaging data from air or space platforms.
    


    
      The same Washington Times report notes that Russia is selling China the Kitolov laser-guided
      artillery round, the Gran laser-guided mortar round, and the Nova-SVK self propelled mortar. At MAKS 97,
      Russian sources confirmed that indeed there had been a sale to China but would not disclose numbers. Laser guided
      artillery shells are readily adaptable to China’s artillery guns. They offer a high degree of accuracy provided
      there is successful coordination between the laser-designator team and the artillery crew. However, laser
      designators are inherently vulnerable to counter-fire. The United States apparently favors using GPS and
      submunitions to add accuracy and flexibility to future artillery shells.128
    


    
      Another Russian source notes that China and Russia have recently concluded a co-production agreement that allows
      China to build 10,000 of the Instrument Design Bureau’s (KPB) Schmel personal fuel-air-explosive (FAE)
      projector. While KPB literature calls the Schmel a “flame thrower,” it describes effects similar to that
      of a FAE, noting the Schmel has the same effect as a 122 mm artillery round. The effect is to give
      infantry a far more potent rocket-grenade that can be used against fortified emplacements, buildings, and a range
      of vehicles.
    


    
      Air Defense
    


    
      Foreign systems are reportedly being sought to give the Army a much better mobile air-defense capability. At MAKS
      97, an Antey bureau spokesman confirmed press reports that China will be purchasing the Tor-M1 (SA-15) SAM but
      would not disclose numbers.129 A later report noted that fourteen Tor-M1 systems
      were delivered to China in 1997.130 If acquired in useful numbers this system
      would offer Chinese Army units a much better short-range air defense capability than it now has. The Tor is said
      to be useful against targets ranging from helicopters to precision-guided
      munitions. Antey officials noted China’s interest in the Tunguska gun-missile air-defense system but also
      said China may be interested in the more modem Pantzyr short-range air defense system.
    


    
      Helicopters
    


    
      PLA ground forces remain woefully deficient in vertical lift capability. China’s Harbin and Changhe helicopter
      firms have relied on foreign designs which they apparently cannot produce in large numbers. The Z-8, a
      co-produced French Super Frelon, and the Z-9, a co-produced French Dauphin, have only been produced
      in modest numbers and only some of the latter have been given to Army units. At the 1996 Zhuhai Air Show Changhe
      announced it was producing the Z-11, a copy of the French Ecureuil light helicopter. However, Z-11s in the
      PLA inventory to date may have been purchased from France and the United States.
    


    
      Co-produced helicopters have been supplemented by imported U.S. and Russian helicopters. The PLA purchased
      twenty-four Sikorsky S-70 transport helicopters from the United States in the 1980s but further purchases have
      been blocked by subsequent U.S. embargoes. As a consequence, the PLA has turned to Russia, buying Mil bureau Mi-8
      and Mi-17 transport helicopters. These designs receive praise from combat operators. This raises the remote
      possibility that China may move to import the larger Mi-26 Halo, the world’s largest operational tran
      sport helicopter. Unsuccessful attempts in the late 1980s and mid-1990s to strike a co-production deal for the
      civil version of the Boeing CH-47 Chinhook at least point to a Chinese interest in obtaining a heavy lift
      helicopter.
    


    
      In addition, Chinese companies are involved in two civil multinational helicopter development programs that could
      provide technology useful for future indigenous civil or military helicopters. The Jingdezhen Helicopter Group is
      part of a consortium led by Sikorsky to build the S-92 Helibus, an advanced technology transport that is
      larger than the S-70.131 It will feature new General Electric engines with
      computer controls, a digital automatic flight control system, and a titanium rotor hub. The S-92 is also being
      considered for purchase by the U.S. Air Force. China National Aero-Technology Import and the Harbin Aircraft
      Manufacturing Co., and Singapore Technologies, have joined a Eurocopter-led program to build the EC-120
      Colibri. This is a light helicopter in the same class as the Gazelle.132
    


    
      The Army has yet to acquire a large attack helicopter. One report notes that PLA delegations have visited Italy’s
      Augusta and South Africa’s Denel companies to discuss attack helicopter purchases.133 In the 1980s China purchased a small number, perhaps eight, French Gazelle
      helicopters which are fitted with four HJ-8 anti-tank missiles.134 Harbin has
      developed an armed version of the Z-9, called the WZ-9. It does not appear to have been built in useful numbers.
      Examples of modern attack helicopters are on display at the Dongshan Aviation Museum near Beijing. These include
      a Russian Mi-24 Hind apparently obtained from Afghanistan via Pakistan.
      Also on display is a U.S. AH-64 Apache attack helicopter. By one description, it seems this Apache
      may have been assembled from discarded pieces.135
    


    
      How Foreign Technology May Be Increasing PLA Capabilities
    


    
      China’s continued growing access to foreign military technology does not absolutely assure the PLA will soon be
      able to threaten the Asian balance of power. The PLA must not only absorb these technologies fully, but it must
      master them and be able to improve upon them so as not to be continually dependent on the next generation of
      Russian, Israeli, or other nations’ weapons. However, the hardware that China is buying, or seeking to buy,
      allows one to discern potential future capabilities that cannot be ignored.
    


    
      Developing a Reconnaissance-Strike Complex
    


    
      Perhaps the PLA’s most profound challenge to the Asian balance of power is its development of a
      “reconnaissance-strike complex” of highly accurate ballistic and cruise missiles, combined with multiple layers
      of long-range sensors. Over the next ten to fifteen years China may use Russian or Western technology to build
      more capable imaging and radar satellites, and perhaps electronic intelligence satellites. Inner-space systems to
      complement satellites with Western technology content will likely include AWACS, airborne Synthetic Aperture
      Radar (SAR) aircraft, Over the Horizon (OTH) radar, and signal intelligence gathering systems. The challenge for
      China will be to fuse these sensors to provide useful reconnaissance and targeting data for its developing cruise
      and ballistic missiles. China clearly has some way to go before it can boast of such a capability.
    


    
      But as it is doing so, China may build hundreds of very accurate, GPS-guided DF-15 short-range ballistic
      missiles, DF-21s with terminally guided warheads, and new long-range cruise missiles—with nuclear and non-nuclear
      warheads. New cruise missiles may eventually be launched from land-based, naval, or air platforms. A
      proliferation of highly accurate missiles, however, will pose organizational challenges for the PLA. For example,
      the Second Artillery may have to share or coordinate strategic missions with the Chinese Air Force and Navy. Even
      if used in an inefficient manner, Chinese ballistic and cruise missiles could saturate anti-aircraft defenses,
      command facilities, ports, and airfields as a prelude to air attacks.
    


    
      Power-projecting Air Force
    


    
      By the end of the next decade, foreign technology may enable China to sustain air superiority and strike aircraft
      at long ranges for a variety of missions. By this time the PLA Air Force may possess over 150 SU-27 and SU-30
      aircraft purchased from Russia and may take delivery of domestically produced
      J-10 and FC-1 fighters. Even if these aircraft are flown by pilots who are less competent than those from Taiwan
      or the United States, they could pose a real challenge to U.S. airpower and to other Asian air forces. The
      Chinese Air Force will have had time to learn how to better use advanced missiles like its helmet-sighted PL-9,
      R-77s, and possibly how to use precision-guided munitions on the SU-30. The Chinese Air Force also may be able to
      better control airspace at longer ranges due to the greater combat awareness obtained from the Phalcon
      AWACS and the staying power provided by aerial refueling aircraft. Reaching these levels of proficiency no doubt
      will require excellent leadership and a serious financial commitment to training and maintenance.
    


    
      More Effective Naval Denial
    


    
      The Chinese Navy’s power-projection capabilities may take longer to realize, but its ability to deny sea control
      to the United States and to oppose other regional navies will improve. By the end of the next decade the PLA Navy
      may have at least fourteen modern conventional and nuclear-powered attack submarines, according to ONI estimates.
      All may have some degree of Russian input. Over this period, Russian technology may give the PLA Navy better
      cruise missiles and anti-submarine capabilities. Better land-based air support, courtesy of Russian and Israeli
      systems, will add to the Chinese Navy’s potential. But meaningful amphibious power projection will require many
      more large amphibious assault ships supported by carrier air power—perhaps a distant prospect.
    


    
      Taiwan and the South China Sea
    


    
      The PLA’s gathering missile, air, and naval warfare technology, provided challenges of doctrine, logistics, and
      training can be mastered, points to a growing threat for Taiwan and the nations bordering on China’s South China
      Sea claims. Absent an investment in satellite warning and laser-based missile defenses, there is little prospect
      for Taiwan to independently balance China in this area—save its own missile or nuclear options. But at the same
      time, Taiwan and Southeast Asian states will be forced to sustain their continued investments in expensive air
      and naval defense assets to counter growing PLA competence in these areas.
    


    
      Absent a continued response, by 2010 the ROC could face a far more sophisticated PLA air and naval challenge.
      These forces may be far more tailored for the requirements of blockade or attack missions that would force
      diplomatic concessions in China’s favor, rather than that of invasion. PLA missile forces will be directed
      against ROC radar, communications, command facilities, and air and naval bases. The ROC Air Force’s current
      qualitative advantage will fade should the PLA obtain hundreds of SU-27 and SU-30 fighters. New ROC jet fighters
      will require better radar/fire control and longer-range successors to the AIM-120 to keep their edge. Taiwan will
      also require vertical take-off fighters that can be disbursed to avoid missile attacks. At sea the ROC will face
      growing pressure to obtain submarines with advanced anti-ship missiles to counter growing PLA Navy capabilities
      in these areas.
    


    
      Figure 5.3 Impact of Foreign Technology: Beginning of China’s Advanced SAM Capability
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      Better Weapons Exports
    


    
      The foreign military technology that China is acquiring today and in the near future may help it to reverse its
      declining fortunes in the international weapons market. A recent Congressional Research Service report notes
      China’s arms exports declining from $2.6 billion in 1990 to only about $500 million annually between 1991 and 1996. A $4.5 billion arms deal with Iran appears to be faltering in part due
      to Iranian dissatisfaction with Chinese weapons, an experience shared by Syria.136 However, access to foreign technology may hasten the day when China is able to improve
      upon its meager offerings of low-tech Migs with the J-10, helmet-sighted air-to-air missiles, long-range cruise
      missiles, highly accurate ballistic missiles, a respectable Song conventional submarine, and extensive
      satellite imaging services. For the right price, these 1980s level technology weapons may be more attractive than
      Russian late 1990s weapons. Also of concern is the prospect of insurgent or terrorist groups gaining access to
      Chinese copies of small but devastating weapons like the Schmel or laser-guided mortar shells.
    


    
      Factors Propelling China’s Current and Future Arms Suppliers
    


    
      Russia
    


    
      Absent a sharp polarization of superpower relations, Russia is likely to strive to remain China’s principal
      source of modern weapons and military technology. The main Russian motivation for doing so appears to be mainly
      financial. By the late 1980s some Russian design bureaus were beginning to reach out to China in the realization
      that new customers would be needed to sustain themselves, made all the more real after the collapse of the Soviet
      Union. China turned to Russia in earnest following the end of military technology cooperation with the United
      States and European countries, part of the 1989 Tiananmen sanctions. Less important, though instructive, is the
      “strategic partnership” referred to in numerous Sino-Russian high-level bilateral meetings. A recent agreement to
      reduce troop levels on the Sino-Russian border eases Moscow’s defense burden, and this improving relationship
      provides a political foil to reinforce Russian complaints to the United States of its leadership in expanding
      NATO.
    


    
      Despite the public image of partnership, it may be Beijing’s financial clout that drives this relationship.
      Chinese capital increasingly will fund new Russian weapons development. For example, China reportedly paid the
      Sukhoi bureau $1.2 billion for a license to produce the SU-27 fighter; but this money has helped to fund the
      development of the new SU-37 thrust-vectored engine variant of the SU-27.137 And
      China is not hesitating to use its leverage to extract—by purchasing or by hiring design talent—Russia’s most
      advanced military technology. The sale of the SU-27 production license, for example, apparently proceeded with
      little oversight from Moscow.138 According to a Russian source, even though
      Chinese engineers originally tried to smuggle plan data to make the Smerch, the Russians later agreed to
      let the Chinese co-produce this weapon. Chinese access to Russian military design bureaus is extensive, and it is
      assumed by U.S. sources that a great deal of high-tech knowledge is obtained by China directly from these
      bureaus. Hundreds, if not thousands, of Russian technicians are currently or have been in China’s employ; China’s recruiting activity is intensive. A U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency
      report leaked in 1996 noted that “much missile and arms-related technology” flows outside official channels from
      design institutes, and that Russia “has made no discernible effort to curtail these exchanges.”139
    


    
      During MAKS 97, the Russian government announced an overhaul of the state arms marketing bureau Rosvoorouzhenie.
      The director was fired amid charges that weapons bureaus were not getting their share of sales due to corruption.
      It was announced that President Yeltsin would take a greater role in future arms sales.140 It remains to be seen whether the Yeltsin government can consolidate the
      military-technical sector, reform weapons marketing, funnel profits back into the design bureaus, and control
      technology leakage. It may also turn out that Yeltsin’s move merely centralizes the corruption. There are doubts
      whether the large Russian military sector can sustain itself in its current size and continue to produce
      competitive weapons. Increasingly, aircraft like the SU-30, new supersonic cruise missiles, and new conventional
      submarines will be dependent on foreign orders.
    


    
      However, Russian military officials promise that they are busily developing next-generation directed energy
      weapons, radio-frequency weapons, and automatic precision weapons that will have no counterpart in the
      West.141 Both the MiG and Sukhoi have managed to sustain fifth-generation fighter
      programs that offer performance and stealth improvements over current designs. For Sukhoi, exports are helping to
      fund new projects.142 So it may be too early to begin to write off Russia as a
      future source of very advanced military technologies for China.
    


    
      Some Russians leaders are aware of the potential strategic and economic challenge posed by Russia’s sale of
      advanced weapons technologies to China. Elements of the Russian military remain wary of China’s growing military
      capabilities while China’s economic and population pressures are being felt in the Russian Far East. When queried
      about the prospect of Chinese copies of Russian weapons stealing their markets, design bureau and factory
      officials at MAKS 97 gave a range of answers. Aircraft manufacturers were sincerely concerned about China’s
      ability to copy their systems and undermine future Russian sales. But missile designers were less concerned,
      noting that by the time China might produce comparable missiles they would have a better model on the market.
    


    
      Israel
    


    
      Driven by a quest for sales and for access to China’s leadership, Israel has built a substantial
      military-technical relationship with China since the early 1980s. Israel’s principal goal is to seek sales to
      support its hard-pressed military-industrial sector.143 For many years the U.S.
      Department of Defense and U.S. intelligence agencies have been concerned with the growth of Israel’s military
      relationship with China, especially concerning possible Israeli sale of U.S.-derived military technology to
      China.144 For instance, the $1.5 billion Lavi program, on which the J-10
      is based, was 90 percent funded by U.S. taxpayers. In 1993, U.S. intelligence
      sources reportedly concluded that Israel sold China a copy of the U.S. Patriot surface-to-air
      missile.145 Israel has denied this and other accusations, but concern over its
      military relationship with China continues in Washington.146 Israel contends its
      military sales to China are quite small, $10 million a year recently, according to Israeli Ministry of Defense
      Director General Ilan Biran.147 This same article notes another Israeli estimate
      of $30 million annually since 1979. Instead of purchasing large numbers of weapons, China apparently is
      interested mainly in Israeli technology, which may not yield great profits. However, the sale of the
      Phalcon AEW radar could earn Israeli Aircraft Industries over $1 billion.
    


    
      Israeli officials claim one benefit of its sale of Lavi technology to China has been to prevent sales of
      surface-to-surface missiles to Israel’s neighbors.148 However, in mid-1996 the
      CIA reportedly disclosed that China may have shipped “missile-related components” to Syria.149 There also is the question whether such advanced technology sales amount to paying
      China “protection.” What would stop China from demanding continued provision of advanced technology from Israel
      to forestall sales of new and more threatening Chinese weapons to the Middle East?
    


    
      Israeli officials discount the danger of Israeli technology coming back to threaten Israel from Chinese arms
      sales to Israel’s enemies. However, this danger should not be ignored as China seeks to expand its weapons sales
      in the Middle East.150 For example, if the reported sale of J-811 M fighters to
      Iran is realized, they likely will be equipped with helmet-sighted PL-9 AAMs, courtesy of the Israeli
      Python-3. Saudi Arabia also is shopping for a replacement for its corroding DF-3 missiles. If cost is an
      issue the Saudis might opt for next-generation Chinese long-range cruise missiles—which might benefit from
      Delilah technology. But if cost is not an issue then the Saudis may opt for future RADAG warhead DF-21s,
      for which Israel and the United States are theoretical sources of technology. China’s chutzpah in marketing its
      arms in the Middle East is illustrated by a brochure for the Xinlian ARW9101A aircraft radar warning system,
      which features an Israeli F-15 fighter in a target ring.
    


    
      Nevertheless, Israel is competing and cooperating with Russia to sell advanced weapons to China. While the early
      1997 death of billionaire businessman Shoul Eisenberg was thought to put in jeopardy some Israeli weapons
      contracts,151 the Israeli government apparently is ready to provide necessary
      sales promotion. It was Prime Minister Netanyahu who reportedly convinced President Yeltsin to sell the I1–76
      aircraft which will carry the Israeli Phalcon AEW radar as part of a joint business venture.152 It remains to be seen whether such top-level Israeli government support is sustained
      for arms sales to China.
    


    
      Europe
    


    
      Not wanting to miss out on lucrative contracts, Britain, France, Italy, Spain, and even Germany are quietly
      seeking to surmount post-Tiananmen European Community restrictions on arms exports.153 Hard-pressed defense industries in Britain and France are eager to compensate for
      declining defense budgets with greater exports. General Liu Huaqing’s high profile visit to several European
      countries in September 1996 was an effort to revive military trade with Europe. Some have already started
      reinterpreting the 1989 European Union arms sales restrictions following the Tiananmen massacre. A British view
      reported in early 1996 essentially bars the sale of things that explode or deliver explosives.154 Hence, by mid-1996, Racal completed a deal to sell its Searchwater airborne
      early warning radar to China. The new Labour government, which has made noble noises about injecting a greater
      concern for human rights in its arms sales, has not prevented completion of the sale of Hawk
      fighter-bombers to Indonesia. It is likely that London may want to continue promoting sales to China, especially
      in defense electronics.
    


    
      Figure 5.4 Impact of Foreign Technology: China’s Next Cruise Missile
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      France’s defense sector is experiencing great financial stress and, thus,
      France hopes to expand its sales on both sides of the Taiwan Strait. During an April 1997 visit to China, French
      Defense Minister Charles Millon apparently told the Chinese he hoped the EU restrictions would be lifted in
      1998.155 Reportedly beginning with General Liu’s visit, China and France have
      discussed the possible sale of Rafale fighter bombers, though China may be more interested in the SNECMA
      M-88 fighter engine.156 Paris holds hopes of building on its sales of weapons to
      the ROC despite a promise to China not to sell any more major weapons following the sale of Mirage
      fighters and Lafayette frigates. But as long as France values the
      prospects of larger sales to the PLA, and the promise of larger civil contracts as well, future military sales
      may be confined to the Mainland.
    


    
      United States
    


    
      As the Russians, Israelis, and Europeans expand their respective shares of the China arms market it is unlikely
      that U.S. arms makers are going to watch passively. Before the October 1997 U.S.-Chinese summit, the U.S.
      helicopter maker Sikorsky appeared to advocate a relaxation of the U.S. 1989 arms embargo to sell spare parts for
      S-70s sold to China in the mid-1980s.157 In early 1998 it appeared that the
      Clinton White House was overuling a Defense Department preference to sell China Blackhawk parts, but then
      reconsidering this sale on the eve of the June summit in Beijing.158 Through 1998
      it appears that the polarized political debate in Washington over relations with China may forestall any
      significant changes in the post-1989 embargoes. The legal and bureaucratic problems encountered by McDonnell
      Douglas in the diversion of sensitive machine tools and Allied Signal’s efforts to sell sensitive jet engine
      technology illustrate some of the challenges U.S. firms face in skirting close to or exceeding export
      limits.159 However, as they have since Tiananmen, U.S. firms will press for sales
      in areas that may entail dual-use technology.160 Absent a surprising positive
      shift in U.S.-China relations that mutually resolves a host of outstanding issues, including that of the future
      of Taiwan, outright weapon sales will remain a distant prospect.
    


    
      Responding to China’s Foreign Tech-Based Military Modernization
    


    
      Like many other aspects of the American relationship with China, there appears to be no consensus in Washington
      in regards to how it should respond to China’s ongoing military modernization based increasingly on foreign
      technology. For instance, Assistant Secretary of Defense Franklin Kramer, during an August 1997 visit to Asia,
      told an audience that he was not worried about Russian sales in the Asian region.161 But on the other hand, earlier that year the House of Representatives voted three
      times to link a reduction in U.S. economic assistance to Russia to its sale of Moskit anti-ship missiles
      to China. Washington’s response to a more powerful PLA will naturally include elements of deterrence, upgrading
      cooperation with regional allies and friends, and engaging the PLA where mutual gain is possible.
    


    
      In addition, a more concerted response to the foreign sources of PLA modernization also is warranted. China’s
      decision to rely increasingly on foreign technology also creates a vulnerability that the United States can
      exploit to press concerns with proliferation and China’s militant behavior toward Taiwan and in the South China
      Sea. The choice is to respond now to those aiding PLA modernization or to respond later to new PLA capabilities
      that could undermine the deterrent effect of U.S. forces in Asia. The U.S. response should include:
    


    
      1. Deterrence. Washington cannot afford to allow PLA modernization or Chinese political pressure to undermine the deterrent role of U.S. forces in Asia. At a political level it is
      necessary for the United States to respond forcefully when China pressures U.S. allies like Japan and Australia
      to reduce defense ties with the United States. In addition, U.S. officials should publicly challenge Chinese
      officials to demonstrate how non-nuclear missile defenses based in Asia can threaten China. The lack of a
      concerted U.S. response to Chinese pressure in these areas threatens to cede a political and moral high ground to
      China.
    


    
      Washington also must maintain sufficient military forces in the Asia region to deter Chinese military adventures.
      The direction of PLA modernization may require that the United States invest in new technologies not currently a
      priority. For example, the United States needs to develop a low-cost but effective counter to supersonic cruise
      missiles. Not everyone can afford an Aegis cruiser. The solution could be missile-based or laser-based.
      Just as important, the U.S. should develop a hypersonic successor to the Tomahawk.
    


    
      It is critical to deploy a defensive counter to China’s gathering precision missile strike capability. Relatively
      near-term solutions like the Navy’s Upper Tier ATBM should be completed and follow-on laser-based defenses
      should be pursued. Future Chinese ASAT systems should spur better passive and active defenses for U.S. military
      communication and reconnaissance satellites. Allies and friends that cannot afford to buy their own missile
      defense systems need to have adequate assurance that U.S. missile defense systems will be available in time of
      crisis. This could simply be a matter of including respective political and military command authorities on the
      “net” that would control U.S. missile defense assets in order to share in command decisions.
    


    
      American airpower assets in Asia also must be ready to counter increasing PLA capabilities in the air. Priority
      should be given to basing the F-22A in the Pacific Theater. Also, as they may have to fight alone, it is
      necessary that Navy fighters be able to prevail over future PLA fighters. The Navy F/A-18E/F should be modified
      to enable it to outfight the SU-27. This should be a requirement for the future Joint Strike Fighter (JSF). The
      JSF’s defensive air-fighting requirement is limiting this fighter to a self-defense missile armament of two
      medium-range AAMs.162 However, the growing number of PLA SU-27s and J-10s may
      require that the JSF be able to fight its way to a target. This aircraft should be configured to be able to carry
      at least four and possibly up to six AAMs internally. Better air-fighting potential should not sacrifice stealth,
      which would result from external missile carriage. Both the F/A-18E/F and the JSF may require thrust-vectoring to
      achieve a better maneuvering capability than the SU-27.
    


    
      Sustaining deterrence in the Taiwan Strait also remains critical. China’s gathering missile, air, and naval
      capabilities may require that the United States reconsider its objections to selling the ROC advanced weapons
      systems that so far have been denied. If the United States cannot provide an affordable defense against
      supersonic anti-ship cruise missiles then it should drop its objections to submarine sales to Taipei. In
      addition, China’s impending acquisition of the R-77 AAM should prompt the United States to
      sell the AIM-120 to Taiwan. In the next decade Taiwan will also need a far more robust missile defense capability
      combined with a satellite or UAV-based long-range reconnaissance system. Taiwan will also require vertical
      take-off combat aircraft that can be disbursed to avoid missile strikes.163
    


    
      2. Engaging China’s suppliers. In the absence of effective arms export review and control arrangements
      like COCOM, it falls upon the United States to exercise the necessary leadership to engage China’s arms suppliers
      to convey concerns about current or future arms sales. The 1996 Wassenaaar Agreement, while an effort to succeed
      COCOM, does not allow for the stopping of arms shipments. Strengthening this agreement would be useful, but may
      never be as effective as direct U.S. pressure when necessary. In addition, the United States should continue to
      set the example of sustaining its 1989 arms embargoes on China until such a time that China proves it is ready to
      be a responsible guarantor of peace in Asia and the Middle East. Even the relaxation of the 1989 embargo to allow
      for a limited resumption of military sales, such as in the case of S-70 helicopter parts, runs a risk of
      encouraging others, like the Europeans, to more aggressively pursue arms sales with China.
    


    
      Washington should make clear to Russia, Israel, and Europe that as long as China threatens Taiwan or peace in the
      South China Sea, and continues to export missile and nuclear technology to rogue states, the United States will
      be gravely concerned about their possible role in the PLA’s military modernization. Engaging these friends also
      may require public diplomacy; informing the public and the U.S. Congress about sales that raise specific
      concerns. Private discussions with allies like Israel are useful but the United States should not refrain from
      raising this issue to the level of public diplomacy. Such discussions should include a frank description of the
      potential threats posed to China’s arms suppliers by a strengthened PLA or by exports of better Chinese weapons.
    


    
      Russia presents a more difficult challenge of engagement. At the elite level there is much greater concern about
      sustaining arms industries than about the impact of arms sales on stability in Asia. It is important for U.S.
      public diplomacy resources to be used to reach out to Russian opinion shapers in the media and academia who are
      known to share concerns about how Russian arms sales may in the future threaten Russian interests. It also
      remains critical to reach out to elements of the Russian military that share U.S. concerns in these areas.
    


    
      3. Engaging China. In the end, a more capable PLA need not be regarded as a challenge per se; it is the
      political and strategic intent behind China’s rearmament, married to greater military capabilities, that
      generates concern. While the United States should make clear to China that it stands ready to deter conflict in
      the Taiwan Strait or the South China Sea, it also should be ready to offer arms control talks pending a
      resolution of outstanding political disagreements. Absent China’s irredentism or the proliferation of its
      destructive technology, it makes sense to consider agreements that balance offensive and defensive missiles in
      Asia.
    


    
      It also remains necessary to engage the PLA with the goal of reaching out to
      multiple levels of its officer corps and to its strategic thinkers to obtain a mutual and better understanding of
      intentions and capabilities. Recent statements by Pentagon officials calling for a real mutual exchange, notably
      those of former chairman of the Joint Chiefs General Shalikashvili, are commendable. But if the PLA stonewalls
      the U.S. should make clear that it is prepared to shape American and Asian public understanding of China’s
      military capability and its intentions.
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      Gallery of Known and Possible Future Foreign Military Acquisitions
      by China1
    


    


    
      Introduction
    


    
      Regarding China’s foreign arms acquisitions, a key question put by organizers of this volume was simply: “What
      does China have?” This section is an attempt to answer that question at least for the recent past. This answer,
      however, must also be qualified in that it does not provide a total picture. Its main focus is on weapon systems
      or dual-use systems with a possible operational military application. It does not examine the wider field of
      dual-use systems and technologies that also contribute to China’s military modernization. A more complete study
      would include, for example, supercomputers, communications satellites and ground telecommunication systems,
      airliner manufacturing, civil radar, machine tools, and many other technologies. These areas deserve greater
      examination and their non-inclusion is merely an attempt to limit the scope of this inquiry. And even excluding
      dual-use systems, this list is not complete. For example, China is seeking foreign military aircraft engines,
      radar, sonar, computers, and cockpit displays—subsystems critical to the success of a number of larger weapons.
    


    
      That said, each system is profiled in regards to its capabilities, its status in the PLA’s inventory, problems or
      difficulties with said system, an examination as to why it is important to the PLA, and, where possible,
      speculation regarding how the system may direct future procurement. Regarding this latter point, some systems may
      never be purchased as the PLA often window shops and does not buy. But some projection is based on an estimated
      logical progression in weapons system acquisition. Each system profiled here
      likely deserves more extensive comment. This examination is not meant to be the last word, as the most recent
      phase in the PLA’s foreign weapons acquisition process continues apace.
    


    
      MISSILE AND SPACE SYSTEMS
    


    
      RS-20 (SS-18 “Satan”) ICBM Technology
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      Status: Reports of overt and covert Chinese acquisition attempts.
    


    
      Specs: First deployed in 1975, it is the only “heavy” Russian intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM).
      About 150 MIRVed variants remain in the former Soviet Union but are due to be eliminated by 2003 under START
      2.2 Length: 36.5 m Range: Mod 1: 10,000 km (6,000 miles); Mod 3:
      13,000 km (7,800 miles). Number of warheads: Mods 2 and 4 can carry ten 500 kiloton warheads while the Mod
      5 carries 750 kiloton warheads. It has a throw weight of 19,400 pounds. Accuracy: Mod 4 is said to have a
      CEP of 250 m (817 ft).3
    


    
      Background: A leaked article from the DIA’s Military Intelligence Digest noted that in December
      1995 PLA leader Liu Huaqing visited Moscow and “expressed great interest in purchasing SS-18 ICBM
      components.”4 China also may have covertly tried to purchase SS-18 data in the
      Ukraine, where there is an SS-18 factory. An Izvestia report said three Chinese missile engineers
      succeeded in purchasing SS-18 engine plans from the Yuzhnoye missile factory in Dnepropetrovsk but that the
      engineers were then apprehended by Ukrainian police.5
    


    
      China has a clear interest in trying to obtain SS-18 technology. The Second Artillery currently lacks a MIRVed
      ICBM with warhead accuracy which approaches that of the SS-18. Knowledge of SS-18 technology could assist the
      Chinese in the areas of making successful multiple warhead busses, warhead design, accuracy, decoys, advanced
      liquid-fuel engines, and making ICBMs more transportable. Such technology could be used to improve existing DF-5
      ICBMs or to improve multiple warhead and accuracy capabilities of future missiles like the DF-31 or DF-41. The
      DIA report mentioned that China was seeking to add a MIRV capability to the DF-5.6
    


    
      Despite U.S. protests to Russia and the Ukraine, further leakage of SS-18 technology to China remains a real
      possibility. Chinese access to Ukrainian sources likely remains unchanged. China and the Ukraine signed a space
      cooperation agreement in December 1995, giving China greater political clout. Chinese protests against a
      Ukrainian police effort to declare the aforementioned engineers persona non-grata resulted in the reversal of
      that order and the firing of the police handling the case. As such, it remains possible that there may be
      continued covert attempts to purchase SS-18 technology from Ukrainian or Russian sources. As Russian SS-18s are dismantled there remains a growing chance that pieces could find their way to
      China.
    


    
      Radar Digital Area Guidance (RADAG) Technology
    


    
      Status: It is a reasonable possibility that China is receiving some foreign help in building radar-guided
      warheads for its ballistic missiles.
    


    
      Background: At the 1996 Zhuhai Air Show the author was told by an engineer from the Beijing Research
      Institute for Telemetry, or the 703rd Research Institute of the China Aerospace Company First Academy, of the
      development of a terminally-guided warhead for a ballistic missile. This institute employs over 1,000 engineers
      and is known to be exploiting GPS technology. When asked which missile said terminal warhead might equip, the
      engineer indicated it would be the 1,100-mi range DF-21. This conversation flowed from the author’s questions
      about China’s application of GPS guidance technology to the DF-15 short-range ballistic missile. Sources in
      Taiwan also confirmed that China does have a terminal guidance program for the DF-21. If indeed the PLA does have
      a terminal guidance program for the DF-21, it most likely is a Radar Digital Area Guidance (RADAG) system which
      uses a radar to match a view of the target with stored reconnaissance images. The heat a DF-21 would generate on
      its warhead would render useless any possible optical terminal guidance system.
    


    
      The question of possible foreign assistance in any PLA RADAG program is a logical one given that the chance that
      such an advanced system would require foreign input for completion by Chinese engineers. There is one well known
      RADAG system, that used by the now defunct U.S. Pershing II missile, which was destroyed as part of the
      1987 INF Treaty. It had a CEP of about 50 m. The only way that China could have obtained this technology, if
      indeed it tried, might have been through covert or overt means—like buying spare parts that may have been junked
      some time after the INF Treaty.
    


    
      The only other foreign RADAG system is alleged to be in Israel. Analyst Harold Hough notes that “Israel actively
      pursued through its military and commercial contacts” obtaining Pershing II terminal guidance
      technology.7 Hough also notes that spy Jonathan Pollard may have helped this
      Israeli program by supplying satellite photos of potential targets that could serve as targeting cues for the
      RADAG system.8 It is not known definitively whether Israel has a RADAG missile.
      And even if it does, it further is not known if Israel may have sold this technology to China. However, the
      possibility cannot be discounted. Reasons for Israel to have conducted such a sale include extracting a
      commitment from China not to sell such very accurate missiles in the Middle East. However, given the greater
      competition from Russian weapon systems which is eroding China’s market share in this region, China may be forced
      to offer possible RADAG missiles for export.
    


    
      If true, China’s building of a terminally guided medium-range ballistic missile presents a serious challenge to the U.S. and its allies. The potential accuracy of radar-guided
      missiles would allow the Second Artillery to use conventional warheads to achieve long-range strike missions
      formerly given to nuclear weapons. With such missiles China could conduct first-strike missions with less fear of
      nuclear retaliation, which may undermine the deterrent effect of U.S. and other nuclear forces. The possibility
      that China is developing such highly accurate missiles also undermines the deterrent effect of U.S. conventional
      forces in Asia absent a U.S. deployment of missile defense systems to that region. As such, it is important that
      the U.S. proceed with the deployment of both ground and naval-based theater missile defense systems in Asia. To
      underscore their deterrent effect, it is critical that such defensive systems be integrated into the normal flow
      of military relations with allies and friends in Asia.
    


    
      Russian “MAZ” Transporter Erector Launcher (TEL)
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Status: China reportedly has at least one MAZ TEL for the former SS-20 IRBM.
    


    
      Background: Reportedly, in May 1996, U.S. satellites detected near a Chinese missile plant, one TEL made
      by the Minsk Automotive Factory (MAZ) that used to carry an SS-20 IRBM.9 This is
      very likely the MAZ 547V that was used to carry the SS-20 and SS-16 IRBMs. While China does have TELs that confer
      road-mobility for the DF-21, the MAZ could offer some improvements in the areas of higher ground clearance, large
      variable inflation tires, and driver controlled inflation and deflation systems. Additionally, the MAZ TEL may
      have inertial navigation equipment to avoid having to use pre-surveyed launch sites. China uses pre-surveyed
      sites to launch its DF-15 missiles from Fujian Province, though advances in GPS/Glonass navigation may also
      supplement any Russian navigation systems. The MAZ TEL could be used to help build new TELs to confer greater
      off-road mobility for the DF-31 and DF-41 ICBMs now in development. Excellent suspension is critical if these new
      missiles are to avoid creating hairline cracks in the fuselage that could prove fatal to the missile. It is
      noteworthy that the TEL for Russia’s newest ICBM, the SS-25, is based on the MAZ 547V.10
    


    
      In Russian service these vehicles have proven to be complex and difficult to operate, necessitating the building
      of special training vehicles.11 They also require support vehicles and troops for
      protection. However, if China is able to absorb this technology and perhaps learn more from the SS-20 or SS-25
      operational experience, it may be able to make the DF-31 and DF-41 ICBMs more mobile and survivable.
    


    
      The transporter was sold to the Chinese by Belarus, location of the Minsk Automotive Factory which makes the
      TELs. The Belarussian government has confirmed that such a TEL has been sold to China. Since the destruction of
      the SS-20s according to the 1987 Intermediate Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty,
      these TELs have been sold mainly to haul fuel at airports or coal from mines. While Belarus and China are
      non-signatories of the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), the sale of the TEL to China is said to violate
      both the MTCR and the INF Treaty.
    


    
      Raduga KH-65SE/SD Cruise Missile
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      Status: Reports that Russia has tried to sell to this cruise missile to China.
    


    
      Specs: Length: 6m (19+ ft). Diameter: 514 mm (1 ft, 8.25 in). Weight: 1,650 kg (2,755
      lbs). Range: SE: 600 km (360 mi); SD: 300 km (180 mi). Payload: 410 kg. Guidance: inertial,
      GLONASS, terrain matching, TV-guidance.12 Accuracy: unknown, assumed high.
    


    
      Background: Sources in Taiwan have told the author that Russia has marketed this cruise missile in China.
      This would be consistent with the fact that the Kh-65SE has been displayed at airshows in Russia and abroad for
      sales promotion purposes. In recent years, however, China has not displayed this missile. It did not appear at
      the 1997 Moscow Aerospace Salon (MAKS 97) and the Raduga spokesman did not want to talk it up. It is not clear
      that China has indeed purchased this missile.
    


    
      The Kh-65 is a proposed short-range version of the Kh-55 (AS-15 ‘Kent’) 3,000 km-range strategic cruise missile.
      It is not yet known to be in production. The Kh-55 has been in Russian service since 1984 as a nuclear-armed
      air-launched cruise missile. The Kh-65SE, which was first displayed in 1992, appears to have been derived from
      the AS-15B. They have the same inertial and terrain-following guidance but the latter may also have GLONASS
      satellite navigation capability.13 Both missiles have triangular fuselage
      attachments which appear to hold more fuel.14 The medium-range SD version was
      revealed in 1995.
    


    
      From the Kh-65SE China could obtain several technologies to build Tomahawk-like cruise missiles with
      potentially as much tactical flexibility. China would gain much desired cruise missile design, engine, fuel, and
      guidance technology. Its folding wings and drop-pod engine are also features that would add to Chinese cruise
      missile design knowledge. Absent the extra fuel tanks, this cruise missile is narrow enough to fit into a
      standard 522 mm torpedo tube. It also can be carried by a range of ships and aircraft in PLA service. With
      TV-guidance technology the Kh-65SE conceivably could form the basis of a long-range PGM. Furthermore, China could
      modify the shorter-range Kh-65 to build a longer-range cruise missile approaching the performance of the Kh-55 by
      simply adding more fuel tanks—both missiles are the same length.
    


    
      Access to NPO Machinostroyenia Cruise Missile Technology
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      Status: China reported to have purchased unused cruise missile technology.
    


    
      Specs: Unused cruise missile technology may have been from the AS-X-19, canceled by Russia in 1992. This
      ramjet-powered cruise missile is said to have had a Mach 2.5 to 3 speed at 70,000 ft. and may have been designed
      for the Russian Oscar-class SSGN.15 Other reports note that it may have been
      designed to carry two independently targetable warheads.16
    


    
      Background: In 1995 PLA expert and ROC government official Dr. Chong Pin Lin stated that China had
      purchased Russian cruise missile manufacturing technology and even hired a Russian cruise missile design team,
      moving them to the Shanghai area.17 This report did not state the missile in
      question but hinted it might be the AS-19. As this program was canceled by the Russians in 1992, it and its
      design team would have been available for purchase. It is at least possible that China could have purchased this
      technology in an attempt to improve its large and unwieldy ramjet cruise missiles. However, there have been no
      follow-up reports or official statements that would confirm this purchase.
    


    
      If there is a business connection, it is perhaps more important whether the PLA obtains new cruise missiles that
      NPO Machinostroyenia intends to market. Of particular concern would be the Yakhont, a 3,000 kg (6,600 lb)
      ramjet-powered anti-ship cruise missile, with a speed of Mach 2 to 2.5, and a range of between 120 km and 300 km
      (72 mi to 180 mi). It was developed in competition with the Raduga 3M80 Moskit and lost in the early
      1980s. It now appears to have won future favor from the Russian Navy.18 It is
      smaller than the Moskit, making it more suitable for vertical or air launch, but it also has been
      criticized by the Russian military for its smaller warhead. Russia’s Rubin design bureau apparently is willing to
      put this cruise missile in a plug that can be used to backfit Kilo-class submarines.19 Its smaller size allows for twice the number of missiles to be carried by a
      Sovremenny-class destroyer and ease the task of backfitting to Chinese destroyers of the Luda and
      Luhu class. This missile features a frontal air-intake similar to U.S. proposals for a ramjet-powered, 400
      mi range, Mach 4 Fasthawk which may replace the Tomahawk cruise missile. A mock-up of the
      Yakhont was displayed at MAKS 97, testing is nearly complete, and this missile can be ready for delivery
      in about two years.20 Company officials believe that “potential customers for
      Yakhont are in the Middle East and Far East.”21
    


    
      The NPO Alfa ASM proposal may be ready in five to six years. It is planned to have a launch weight of
      3,527 lbs, a speed of Mach 2.5 to Mach 3, a range of 162 mi and carry a 661 lb warhead.22 NPO Machnostroynia spokesmen note that this missile will be turbojet powered, meaning
      it needs a smaller rocket booster to reach operating speed. And unlike Yakhont, it will potentially be
      able to carry a full range of submunitions.23 It is capable of being launched
      from air, ground, ship, and submarine platforms; both missiles apparently can be launched from the same storage tube. Alpha is guided by a combination of inertial and satellite
      systems, plus a multi-spectral homing seeker for the terminal phase.24 The bureau
      claims a 65 to 100 ft. accuracy against no contrast surface targets for this missile.
    


    
      Access to NPO Novator Cruise Missile Technology
    


    
      Status: Reports that Russia has tried to sell China advanced cruise missile technology from this bureau.
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      Background: It is reported that on two occasions in 1993 Russia tried to sell China the NPO Novator
      bureau’s Alpha anti-ship rocket-cruise missile.26 It is not known whether
      China has this missle. But after 1993, NPO Novator was denied permission to display this missile in an apparent
      effort to conceal this technology.
    


    
      Possible sale of the Alpha (SS-N-27), or its predecessor, the SS-N-21 Sampson long-range cruise
      missile, should be viewed with some concern. The Sampson is a 1,700 kg (3,700 lb), 1,800-mi range
      subsonic-speed cruise missile, that, like the U.S. Tomahawk, is designed to be fired from a standard
      torpedo tube. The SS-N-21 may have a terrain-matching guidance system similar to the Kh-55, and thus may be
      highly accurate. In Russian Naval service this missile was armed with a 100 kiloton nuclear warhead and placed
      mainly on submarines. It was taken off naval vessels after a 1991 Bush-Yeltsin agreement to remove tactical
      nuclear weapons from naval ships.27
    


    
      The Novator Alpha is believed to be a derivation of the Sampson, which replaces the nuclear warhead
      with a Mach-3 speed anti-ship missile that is fired as the subsonic missile approaches the ship. Fired at a
      reported range of 20 km (12 mi),28 this second stage missile would then have a
      better chance of defeating anti-missile defenses like Phalanx that are designed to counter subsonic
      anti-ship missiles.
    


    
      If China has purchased the Novator Alpha it would have a potent weapon for its Kilo-class
      conventional attack submarines. This missile has the advantage over NPO Mashinostroyenia’s offerings of not
      requiring a larger backfitted launching tube. With a potential range of hundreds of miles, it may also be
      possible to stage coordinated, long-range cruise missile attacks against approaching naval formations. It also is
      possible for China to use technology from the Novator Alpha to build a land-attack cruise missile
      comparable to the Tomahawk.
    


    
      New Raduga Bureau Hypersonic Cruise Missile Technology
    


    
      Status: Raduga is developing a new hypersonic cruise missile; Chinese interest not known but assumed
      possible.
    


    
      Background: Raduga likely is not going to rely simply on future exports
      of the Moskit. At MAKS 97 it displayed on wall charts its ongoing research toward building a hypersonic
      cruise missile. The Raduga D-2 is a testbed for a Mach 7 cruise missile. The engine is being developed in
      cooperation with Germany’s DASA. The projected weight for the testbed may be 300 kg to 500 kg (660 lbs to 1,100
      lbs). It may fly around the year 2000. The testbed missile was illustrated being air-launched from a TU-22
      Backfire but that does not preclude ship and sub-launched versions. Raduga also displayed a small test engine,
      which also was shown attached to a larger AS-6 Kickback ASM. Provided Raduga can obtain development funding, by
      early in the next decade Raduga may have a series of hypersonic anti-ship and land attack cruise missiles that
      will provide even more competition for NPO Mashinostroyenia.
    


    
      The level of Chinese interest in Raduga’s new cruise missile projects is not known but can be assumed to be high.
      After all, Raduga’s sale of the Moskit to China is helping to fund the development of the hypersonic
      successor.29 Hypersonic cruise missiles are less vulnerable to missile-based
      defenses. The Raduga D-2 configuration is applicable to naval and land-attack missions.
    


    
      Delilah Land-Attack Cruise Missile
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      Status: Reports of Chinese co-development assistance to Israel.
    


    
      Specs: Length: for drone: 2.7 m (8 ft, 10 in). Diameter: for drone: 330 mm (1 ft, 1 in).
      Range: for co-developed version, 385 km (est)30 (230 mi), could be much
      longer. Payload: for co-developed version: 450 kg.31 Guidance:
      inertial, GPS, TV-guidance. Accuracy: 91m (300 ft) positioning accuracy for drone; cruise missile accuracy
      likely higher.
    


    
      Background: In 1995 Flight International reported that China was providing funding to develop an
      air-launched cruise missile based on the TAAS Delilah anti-radiation attack-drone.32 The report noted also that China would be a customer for the new cruise missile.
      Reports of this co-development program persist though no official or unofficial statements confirm that China has
      yet received the cruise missile product of this cooperation.
    


    
      The Delilah, in turn, is reportedly based on the Northrop MQM-74 Chukar target drone which first
      flew in 1965. It has been in Israeli service since the late 1980s as an anti-radar system. It is powered by a
      Williams Co. J400–WR-401 turbojet engine, producing 170 lbs of thrust.33 Larger
      Williams Co. turbojets also power the longer-range Tomahawk and Air Force ALCMs. Versions of the
      Delilah are equipped with aircraft-simulating features and electronics to trigger enemy radar
      transmissions, which are then located and attacked with ECM or chaff. TAAS began promoting a warhead-equipped
      version as a stand-off cruise missile in 1995.34 It is reported that a
      deep-penetrating warhead is being developed for the new Chinese version of the
      Delilah.35
    


    
      While the Delilah does not have mobility enhancing features such as folding wings, and its airframe is
      weak, requiring an external spine support, it could provide the basis for a longer-range cruise missile. The new
      missile reportedly will be larger than the Delilah but retain its basic configuration. It is not clear
      whether the larger size will allow for both a longer range and a larger payload, or just the latter. The new
      missile would need a better engine. This may be provided in the recently revealed Bet Shemesh Sorek 4,
      which produces 800 lbs of thrust. The Delilah’s fuselage is small enough to provide for significant
      range-enhancing growth and still small enough to allow torpedo-tube launching. If and when acquired, this new
      version of the Delilah would give the PLA a much more useful and accurate cruise missile. It would also
      provide advanced cruise missile technology in the areas of design, engines, fuel, and guidance. There also
      remains the possibility that the original radar-attack version of the Delilah, or portions of its
      technology, could also be sold to China.
    


    
      Western Radar Satellite Technology
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      Status: Domestic development program well under way; cooperation with Canada’s RADARSAT; European interest
      in co-development.
    


    
      Specs: Unknown, but goal is said to be to produce a radar satellite similar to the Canadian Space Agency’s
      RADARSAT or the European Space Agency’s ERS1–2. The Canadian RADARSAT has a 8m resolution with a 50 km
      observation swath width, and a 100m resolution with a 520 km observation swath width.
    


    
      Background: SARs are useful for digital terrain mapping, surveillance, and target acquisition—especially
      over oceans. Future technology may enable foliage penetration, concealed target location, mine detection, and
      weapon guidance.36 China apparently has had a long interest in building its own
      radar satellite and has a history of using American, Canadian, and likely European earth-sensing satellites for
      economic purposes.37 China used the U.S. SIR-C SAR to scan Taiwan in the
      mid-1980s. China has a downlink for Canadian RADARSAT38 and U.S. Landsat
      images. At the International Astronautics Federation meeting in Beijing in October, 1996, the Chinese announced
      the imminent approval of a project to develop a radar satellite. The projected launch was set for 2002 and
      expected to cost about $250 million. Reportedly, the British company GEC-Marconi and Germany’s DASA expressed
      their interest in participating in this satellite development project.39
    


    
      Apparently, since 1993 Canada’s RADARSAT and China have been working on
      various radar satellite and SAR projects and in 1996 came close to contracting Canada to build two radar
      satellites to be launched by 2004.40 The Canadian company SPAR Aerospace Ltd. was
      reported to have entered into a $600 million contract with the China Aerospace Industry Co. (CATIC) and
      COSTIND.41 However, the status of the contract is not known. Regarding military
      targets, the Canadian Ministry of Defense notes that buildings and airports are “highly detectable” by RADARSAT.
      Runways, large parked aircraft, small parked aircraft, large and small ships, large moving armored formations,
      and stationary missiles are rated “detectable.”42 Continued Chinese interest in
      SPAR could be presumed from the fact that it intends to launch the 3-meter resolution RADARSAT-2 by
      2001.43
    


    
      It is probable that China intends a similar capability for its radar satellite. So in addition to a wide range of
      economic missions, China’s radar satellite potentially could perform a variety of military surveillance and
      targeting missions against naval or land targets.
    


    
      Russian Radar Satellite Technology
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Status: Russian firms are cooperating with China in the development of SAR satellites.
    


    
      Background: Based on interviews at MAKS 97, it appears that China already has a track record of
      cooperation with the NPO Vega-M corporation, which makes the Russian Almaz SAR satellite. The
      Almaz-1–B satellite has a 10 m to 20 m resolution. The Almaz has long been the principal Russian
      military and civil mission satellite SAR. NPO Vega-M also is building a 2 m to 7 m resolution SAR that can be
      fitted to light satellites being offered by the NPO Machinostroyenia and NPO Khrunichev bureaus. While NPO Vega-M
      apparently has dominated the SAR satellite business in Russia, NPO Machinostroyenia is very eager to build its
      business in this area.44 Its officials note that they are ready to do business
      with China. This company does have a skill for integrating SAR satellites with targeting requirements.45 An NPO Machinostroyenia brochure obtained by the author at MAKS 97 shows a map in which
      a SAR satellite conducting reconnaissance in the Sea of Japan is giving data to a Russian downlink which then is
      transferred to a “customer” which is clearly located in China.
    


    
      Airborne SAR Technology
    


    
      Status: Russia may be cooperating with China in developing airborne SAR systems.
    


    
      Background: Chinese engineers advocate developing airborne SAR technology to help build satellite SARs. China has already tested a real-time SAR on ah aircraft.46 Thus, it is possible China may develop more capable airborne SARs, similar to J-STARS
      or the British ASTOR system, which could radically increase China’s tactical surveillance and targeting
      capability.
    


    
      One possible source of airborne SAR technology for China may be NPO Vega-M. Its officials admitted to having
      dealt with China for some time on the problem of airborne SARS. This company is marketing an airborne SAR for
      treaty compliance missions. Russia is not known to have an airborne SAR with the capability of the U.S. J-STARS.
      However, for finding large stationary targets the Russian system may be good enough. China likely would want to
      exploit any Russian advances in airborne SARs as it tries to build its own technological base in this area.
    


    
      Use of Commercial Imaging Satellites
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      Status: For many years China has used commercially available satellite imaging.
    


    
      Specs: Capabilities of commercial imaging satellites China is known to have used or to be interested in
      using: ESA Spot: Spot 1–4 have a 10m resolution; Spot 5, to be launched in 2002, will have a 5m
      resolution; Spot 5A to have a 2.5m resolution. U.S. Landsat: Landsat 4 and 5 have a 30m
      resolution; Landsat 7, to be launched in 1998, will have a 15m resolution. Russian systems: Commercial
      IMSAT has a lm resolution; possible access to military systems like Mir, with a 2 m resolution; or Medres, with a
      1—2m resolution. U.S. Orbimage Orbview-3: lm resolution satellite due to be launched in late 1997. Israeli EROS
      A: lm resolution, launch was planned for 1997. China-Brazil Earth Resources Satellite (CBERS): 19m resolution,
      launch was planned for 1998.
    


    
      Background: China has an obvious interest in exploiting commercial imaging satellite systems. Its current
      FSW-2 film-based imaging satellite is said to only have a 10m resolution—good for finding large objects but not
      good for detailed surveillance. China is developing a small 550 lb. imaging satellite that could have 1.5m
      resolution.47
    


    
      After a year delay due mainly to financial problems in Brazil, Brazil and China launched in 1998 the China-Brazil
      Earth Resource Satellite (CBERS) satellite. It uses a multi-spectral system which views the target with many
      colors to produce an image with better discrimination than panchromatic picture images. At the 1997 International
      Astronautical Federation meeting China unveiled a second generation “successor” to the CBERS that will carry a
      multispectral camera, an infrared scanner or a microwave sensor.48 China and
      Brazil may launch four satellites in a CBERS series.49 China and Brazil also are
      reported to be developing the Ziyuan or ZY-1 satellite that will only have a
      20–meter resolution, but will use a data transmission system that will enhance China’s satellite technology
      base.50
    


    
      China uses commercially available images from the French Spot satellite and recently contracted to build a
      downlink in Miyun.51 Taiwan has had such a downlink. China also uses U.S.
      Landsat and SIR radar images. Spot and Landsat use multi-spectral image systems. China is
      known to have an interest in using Israeli and Russian imaging satellites and will likely want to use many
      emerging commercial satellite imaging services. The Russian Space Agency and Ministry of Defense are creating a
      “Converted Technologies Center” to better market images obtained from military and commercial satellites. Images
      from military satellites are said to be reduced to 2m resolution52 but for a
      price, perhaps lm photos can be obtained. In 1992 China’s National Remote Sensing Center entered into an $8
      million contract with Italy’s Telespazio Company to provide satellite image processing computers and software and
      to train photo interpreters.53 This photo station will eventually work on data
      storage, processing, and transmission technology to be able to handle real-time imagery from multiple satellites.
    


    
      China likely has watched how U.S. military use of commercial satellite imaging during the Gulf War has led to its
      institutionalization in the Pentagon. The PLA likely pays attention to statements like: “I want every warfighting
      commander-in-chief to have the ability to access any commercial satellite,” stated Col. James Clark, executive
      assistant for modeling and simulation on the U.S. Air Force Staff.54 The
      U.S.-French Eagle Vision downlink and dissemination system grew out of U.S. use of Spot images
      during the Gulf War. Controlling hostile access to such images may become problematic with the proliferation of
      commercial suppliers.55 As it deregulates commercial access to higher resolution
      commercial images, the Clinton Administration also is seeking to be able to curtail U.S. commercial image
      dissemination during wartime. Such control may be possible; during the Gulf War only India may have allowed the
      possible sale of images to Iraq. But during a future possible conflict with Taiwan, China may be able to obtain
      militarily useful imaging from Russian, Israeli, French, or Indian sources provided U.S. pressure cannot block
      such access.
    


    
      GPS and GLONASS
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      Status: China uses GPS and GLONASS for military and civilian purposes.
    


    
      Specs: The U.S. Global Positioning System (GPS) is a constellation of twenty-four satellites that provide
      time to within one-millionth of a second, velocity within a fraction of a mile per hour, and location within a
      few feet. Commercial signals are downgraded—location accuracy down to 100m. Russia’s GLONASS
      also is a twenty-four satellite constellation that offers 50m to 70m commercial location accuracy.
    


    
      Background: The U.S. and allied militaries use GPS to provide precision navigation and guidance data for
      weapons platforms and munitions.56 China has a program to develop its Twin
      Star two-satellite twin constellation navigation satellite that reportedly will provide fixes to within 20m
      (66 ft). A 1994 report said launching was projected for 1998 but that does not seem likely.57 China has been said by U.S. sources to have explored purchasing its own GLONASS
      satellites from Russia but more recently is said to be interested in just purchasing ground stations to better
      use GLONASS signals.
    


    
      China is actively seeking to incorporate the use of GPS and GLONASS into its military operations and weapon
      systems. At the Zhuhai Air Show in November 1996, the author was told by an engineer from Beijing Research
      Institute of Telemetry that China was using GPS to improve the accuracy of its DF-15 short-range ballistic
      missile.58 The Institute is known to conduct research on missile guidance
      systems. China also very likely is developing combined inertial/GPS and terrain-matching guidance technology for
      cruise missiles. The Flight Automatic Control Research Institute (FACRI) makes its No. 583 inertial/GPS
      navigation system, which confers a location accuracy within a 200m CEP.59
      Designed for aircraft, this system is not accurate enough to be incorporated into highly accurate munitions,
      which is the U.S. trend. China Aerospace International Holdings Ltd. (CASIL) produces a Mobile Object Tracking
      Control System that uses GPS and a computer map program (based on Microsoft Windows 3.1) to provide location data
      for moving objects like automobiles and trucks.60 U.S. trucking companies have
      long used such systems, which also can be applied to monitor military logistic operations.
    


    
      The U.S. has long grappled with the dilemmas of denying GPS in time of crisis because of growing U.S. military
      reliance and a burgeoning civil market for this service—to exceed $8 billion by the year 2000. U.S. and allied
      commercial GPS receiver manufacturers limit software capability under 1,000 knots and under 60,000 ft. to impede
      their use for missile guidance.61 However, many firms are producing receivers
      that surmount civil restrictions. U.S., Russian, and European firms are developing and marketing differential
      calculation and broadcast systems that use signals from multiple GPS, GLONASS, or combined satellites to produce
      far better location data than the regular downgraded signal. A Russian differential system offers less than lm
      location accuracy for short distances while Ohio State University has achieved .03m accuracy by using signals
      from two Differential-GPS broadcast stations.62
    


    
      An article from Hong Kong claimed PLA troops already use a Differential-GPS system that can provide lm to 3m
      location accuracy out to Taiwan.63 There is no reporting to suggest this has yet
      happened, but there is at least the potential that the PLA could use its D-GPS system to convey very high
      accuracy to ballistic and cruise missiles, or aircraft attacking Taiwan. The Shanghai Avionics Co. has tested a satellite navigation landing system that uses a Differential-GPS
      receiver and a differential GPS ground station.64 An added advantage of D-GPS is
      that it creates a defense against jamming by ignoring any poor GPS signals. Nevertheless, China can be expected
      to explore methods of denying GPS or other Sat Nav data to adversaries. At one extreme, this might include ASAT
      devices or the use of cheap balloon-carried jammers that deny or complicate local use of one or more GPS
      frequencies.
    


    
      Foreign Sources for PLA ELINT and SIGINT
    


    
      Status: China seeks electronic intelligence technology from several sources.
    


    
      Background: Professor Desmond Ball notes, “China maintains by far the most extensive signals intelligence
      (SIGINT) capabilities of all the countries in the Asia/Pacific region.”65 The
      Soviet Union was an early source for Chinese signals intelligence equipment during the 1950s. More recent
      upgrades come from cooperation with the United States started in the late 1970s to establish signals intelligence
      stations on the Soviet border to monitor missile tests. This cooperation lasted, presumably, through the 1980s.
      More recently it appears that Israel has sold China signal and electronic intelligence equipment, particularly
      for use in ELINT aircraft. One source suggests Israel sold the EL/L-8300 SIGINT system to China, perhaps in
      1994.66 China has modified the Y-8 transport and the Russian TU-154
      Careless airliner for electronic intelligence/warfare missions.67 Also,
      Russia may be another source of both electronic warfare and electronic intelligence equipment. China will likely
      continue to exploit foreign technology sources in this area. Beside enabling the monitoring of enemy
      communications and data signals, this capability also is important for being able to gather targeting
      information, for example, on moving naval formations.
    


    
      Raytheon MIM-104 Patriot SAM/HQ-9
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      Status: China acquired at least one, reportedly from Israel.
    


    
      Background: In early 1993 Aviation Week and Space Technology reported, quoting unnamed Pentagon
      officials, that Israel had transferred a Patriot missile or missile technology to China.68 It is not clear when the missile was transferred. Israel vehemently denied having sold
      China this missile and pro-Israeli analysts have suggested to the author that Germany might be the source of
      China’s missile. Nevertheless, a U.S. source has told the author that, indeed, China does possess at least one
      Patriot missile.
    


    
      The Patriot program dates back to the mid-1960s and it did not begin to enter U.S. service until 1984.
      Like the Russian S-300 PMU, the Patriot uses a sophisticated track-via-missile guidance system. Upgrades
      to enable the Patriot to intercept short-range ballistic missiles began in 1984 and entered service in time to participate in the Gulf War. There they scored considerable success
      against Iraqi SCUD missiles. Israel began to receive its Patriot missiles before the Gulf War. These
      likely were PAC-2 version missiles designed to deal with the SCUD threat. In late 1996 the ROC began taking
      delivery of Patriot missiles reportedly ordered in 1994.69
    


    
      For the PLA their Patriot apparently has had a significant impact on their program to develop a new
      long-range SAM known as HQ-9. According to one U.S. source, the HQ-9 utilizes technology from the missile
      guidance equipment in the Patriot combined with a Chinese designed missile motor, in addition to search
      and guidance equipment derived from the Russian S-300PMU. In a 1997 report ONI noted, “Technology from advanced
      Western systems may be incorporated into the HQ-9.”70 A Russian source
      interviewed at MAKS 97 noted that the HQ-9 would use the same guidance frequencies as the Patriot.
    


    
      Almaz/Fakel S-300 PMU-1 (SA-10 Grumble) SAM/HQ-9
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      Status: China acquired about 100 in the early 1990s.
    


    
      Specs: Long-range SAM. Launch weight: 3,300 lbs. Performance: speed, Mach 6, range,
      S-300PMU, 56 mi, 48N6 version, 93 mi, ceiling, 88,500 ft, can intercept targets traveling at 6,200 mph.71 Guidance: 36D6 Tin Shield long-range cueing radar, 36N6E Flap Lid
      phased-array engagement radar, range, 60 mi, can simultaneously track six targets and engage all with one or two
      missiles.72 Mobility: road-mobile, difficult to transport by I1–76, four
      missiles on either a truck-towed or a self-propelled TEL, plus self-propelled Flap Lid, stationary Tin
      Shield. Battery said to be operational within five minutes of stopping vehicles.
    


    
      Background: In 1991 China purchased four to six S-300 PMU batteries (48 to 72 missiles) and then purchased
      an additional 120 missiles in 1994.73 In Chinese service the S-300s are operated
      by the PLA Air Force and are said to have been deployed around Beijing and in defense of air bases—presumably
      SU-27 bases. During the 1996 exercises several S-300 PMU launches were featured on Chinese TV. From this coverage
      it is possible to see the Flap Lid and Tin Shield radar systems. In combat these systems should be
      widely disbursed, so the 1996 exercise was either for show or potentially indicative of poor tactical utilization
      of this SAM.
    


    
      Nevertheless, China’s obtaining the SA-10 marks a major upgrade in its SAM capabilities. It is usually described
      as having capabilities similar to the U.S. Patriot, to include limited use against tactical ballistic
      missiles. One report notes it has been tested against a SCUD missile.74 Radar and
      processing upgrades given to the S-300 PMU-1 give it a capability similar to the U.S. Patriot
      PAC-2.75
    


    
      Jane’s also notes reports of a Chinese copy of the S-300 designated the
      HQ-10. While little is known of this program, more has been stated about the HQ-9, which as previously noted,
      combines Chinese, U.S. Patriot, and Russian SA-10 components. It is not known if this missile has entered
      production or how successful it might be against critical targets like ballistic or cruise missiles. ONI,
      however, projects China will devote considerable resources to obtaining long-range SAMs; it notes “SAM
      Launcher[s]” may number about 420 by 2005 and about 740 by 2015.76 It is expected
      that China will market its HQ-9 SAM.
    


    
      Sources in Taiwan note that the PLA Navy may use a variant of the HQ-9 to equip a new, larger version of the
      Luhu-class destroyer. This may follow inasmuch as the Russians recently have put a version of the Flap
      Lid engagement radar on the nuclear-powered cruiser Petr Velikiy.77
      This at least points the direction for the HQ-9’s Flap Lid integration onto a naval vessel. Russia also is
      marketing its naval vertical launch system for its naval variant of the S-300.
    


    
      At MAKS 97 one missile bureau spokesman said he knew of the HQ-9 project but did not view it as a threat to
      future business because they are building more advanced versions. However, this official said that if China
      wanted to build the radar and guidance systems from the S-300 that it did have all the knowledge necessary to do
      so.
    


    
      At MAKS 97 Fakel unveiled its S-300 PMU2 Favorit, in which China is said to have expressed some
      interest.78 This system includes a new missile with a 200 km (120 mi) range,
      better missile warhead, a new 96L6E three-dimensional radar with a range of 300 km (180 mi), plus improved ECCM
      capabilities.79 The Favorit is said to approach the S-300V in its
      anti-missile capability, having solved radar beam algorithm problems that prevented the S-300PMU1 from better
      intercepting missiles.80 If China obtained this missile then it is likely that it
      could also further improve the capability of the HQ-9 SAM project.
    


    
      Antey S-300V (SA-12A Gladiator/SA-12B Giant)/Possible ABM technology)
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      Status: Apparent ongoing negotiations regarding China’s purchase of this missile.
    


    
      Specs: Long-range SAM. Launch weight: SA-12A, 2,500 kg (5,500 lbs), SA-12B, 4,600 kg (10,120 lbs).
      Performance: speed, SA-12A, 1.7 km/sec (3,600 mph), SA-12B, 2.4 km/sec (5,100 mph), range, SA-12A, 45 mi,
      SA-12B, 60 mi, engagement speed, Mach 10. Guidance: surveillance radar, 9S15 Bill Board, range, 120
      mi, 9S19 High Screen sector radar, range, 120 mi, 9S32 Grill Pan engagement radar, range, 60 mi.
      Mobility: road and rail mobile, air mobile only in large transports such as the AN-124.
    


    
      Background: That China eventually would seek, at a minimum, access to S-300V technology would follow logically on its investment in the S-300 PMU. At MAKS 97 an Antey
      official noted cryptically that China’s purchase of the S-300V was “a matter of commercial negotiations.” Since
      Russia is marketing this system to other Asian countries it follows that it has tried to sell it to China. The
      failure to produce an advanced derivative of the S-300/HQ-9 might also drive a purchase of the S-300V. What China
      would gain by simply buying several batteries of the SA-12B would be an immediate defense against missiles with a
      3,000 km (1,800 mi) range.81 This would be useful against the Indian Agni
      missile, for instance.
    


    
      Of potential greater importance, however, is the technology the S-300V could provide toward developing defenses
      against longer-range U.S. and Russian missiles. China very likely is interested in developing more advanced
      missile defenses and anti-satellite systems. What the S-300V may lack in terms of necessary engagement speed can
      be made up slightly with longer-range radar or satellite cueing, faster targeting computers, and larger
      fragmentation warheads. China built a strategic early warning radar on a mountainside in Zhangjiakou, near
      Beijing in the 1970s, but it is now thought to be inoperative. It is not inconceivable that China would seek to
      revive this system in the future perhaps with foreign help.
    


    
      Another potential cueing radar is China’s Over-The-Horizon (OTH) radar—at least for subsonic cruise missiles. It
      existence was revealed at the 1986 Defense Technology Exposition in Beijing. It is thought to be in a testing
      stage now. It may have a search area of about 600,000 sq mi.82 This radar, in
      conjunction with other ELINT/SIGINT resources, could provide additional targeting data for Chinese cruise and
      ballistic missiles.
    


    
      Early warning satellites are another possible, though distant, area for investment. This would require a global
      satellite downlink or cross link capability, for which a new satellite monitoring station to be built in Tarawa
      may serve as a precursor.83 This monitoring station is strategically placed to
      monitor a large percentage of world satellite traffic. Another potential cueing system may be derived from a new
      Chinese inverse synthetic aperture radar (ISAR) ground defense radar that is said to produce “two dimensional
      microwave imaging of targets including aircraft, warships, satellites, missiles and spacecraft.” This radar also
      is said to have “high counterstealth capability and it is expected to have important applications in such areas
      as strategic defense.”84
    


    
      Foreign Sources for PLA Laser Weapons Technology
    


    
      Status: China said by U.S. sources to be seeking foreign help to build laser weapons.
    


    
      Background: Lasers are designated as a priority technological investment area by the “863” technology
      development program. This program, incidentally, is said to have been China’s response to the Reagan
      Administration’s Strategic Defense Initiative. Recent PLA writing on future
      warfare also reflects an appreciation of the potential role of laser weapons. A U.S. source notes that following
      the collapse of the Soviet Union both China and the U.S. sought out Russian laser experts. Norinco now markets a
      small battlefield laser for the purpose of dazzling, or blinding, soldiers and sensors.
    


    
      Russia remains a potential rich source of military laser technology for China. Since the 1960s several design
      bureaus have been developing laser weapons, to include NPO Astrofizika, NPO Almaz, and OKB Vympel. Russia has
      produced or conducted research on free electron, gas, and C02 lasers and ultra-high frequency directed
      energy weapons. In 1984 Russia used a laser to track the U.S. space shuttle and caused some
      malfunctions.85 Such technology may now be much more advanced. At MAKS 97 a
      Russian missile design bureau said that the Antey bureau continues to do research on laser weapons. If China
      enters into business with Antey on missiles it is at least possible that China will try to explore cooperation in
      laser weapon technology.
    


    
      AIR FORCE SYSTEMS
    


    
      Sukhoi SU-27SK/UBK
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      Status: China has received 50; has license to build up to 200 more.
    


    
      Specs: SK (Series Kommercial): single seat fighter; UBK: twin-seat trainer/fighter. Powerplant: 2x
      Saturn/Lyulka AL-31F turbofans, each 27,557 lb thrust with afterburning. Weight: 50,700 to 72,750 lbs.
      Performance: top speed, Mach 2.35 at altitude, Mach 1.1 as S/L, ceiling 59,000 ft., combat radius, 930
      miles, T-O, 1,475 ft., landing, 2,035 ft. Electronics: Phazatron N001 radar, 62 mile search range, track
      10, attack 1 target, LTTS defensive electronic complex, IRST. Armament: Ten hardpoints that can carry up
      over 8,800 lbs of weapons. In PLAAF service, is armed with the R-27 (AA-10) medium range AAM, R-73 (AA-11) AAM,
      iron bombs, cluster bombs, and rocket pods.
    


    
      Background: China signed its initial deal for twenty-four SU-27SKs and two SU-27UBKs in 1991, very likely
      as a response to the U.S. withdrawal from the Peace Pearl program to upgrade the J-8. This first batch began
      delivery in 1992. Initially deployed to Wuhu Air Base they are now thought to be in Liancheng in Fujian
      Province.86 In 1994, China bought a second batch of twenty-four, including two
      two-seat fighters, which were delivered in 1996. This batch is based at Suixi in Guangdong. Another report notes
      that thirty-eight single-seat and twelve two-seat aircraft were purchased.87 A
      Russian source notes that China requested special modifications for its aircraft which included strengthened
      landing gear to enable the aircraft to carry its designed fuel load and enable greater range.
    


    
      In early 1996, China spent $1.5 to 2.2 billion to purchase rights to co-produce up to 200
      more SU-27s over fifteen years.88 By the end of 1997 a group of Russian
      technicians reportedly will have arrived in China to begin the transition to Chinese production, to begin in
      1998. By 2000 the first “Chinese” SU-27SK may fly. The Russian side is said to be responsible for supplying the
      AL-31F engines and electronic equipment. Initial production will be facilitated by Russian-produced “kits” to be
      assembled in China. The co-production contract reportedly allows Russia to reject any Chinese modification to the
      design or third-party sales of this aircraft, and stipulates that Russia will build “30 percent” of the aircraft
      components.89 Moving to greater indigenous production will pose a considerable
      challenge to the Chinese. One report noting that twenty-one to twenty-four SU-27s would be delivered in kit form
      1997 may be premature.90 Another report notes that China may try to build fifteen
      SU-27s a year.91 When produced in China it will be called the J-l1.
    


    
      In the SU-27 China has obtained its first fourth-generation combat aircraft comparable to the latest U.S. and
      European combat aircraft in service. In fact, the Russians claim that the SU-27 has outflown the F-15 during
      friendly air combat exercises.92 The latter is said to have a better radar,
      defensive electronics suite, and a more advanced cockpit. However, the second SU-27SK batch delivered last year
      appears to be equipped with two wingtip-mounted Sorbitsya ECM pods, which enhances its offensive and
      defensive capabilities. And at the Paris Air Show, Phazotron’s director said the third batch of Chinese SU-27s
      will have an improved radar with a larger antenna.93 At MAKS 97 Phazotron
      officials noted that within six months it could develop the software necessary to allow this radar to engage four
      instead of the current two targets. Instead of an upgraded Phazotron N-001, it may have already delivered a
      variant of the Zhuk-27 radar, which also may be able to fire air-to-ground munitions like the Zvezda Kh-31
      supersonic anti-ship missile.94 China’s (and presumably Vietnam’s) SU-27s are the
      only advanced fighters in Asia to have helmet-sighted AAMs (the R-73), which have conferred a decisive advantage
      during close-in combat exercises. China reportedly is now seeking even better HMS AAMs like the Israeli
      Python-4 or the Vympel K-74.95
    


    
      Beyond the prestige of having one of the best combat aircraft in the world, China does not get high marks for
      using the SU-27SK to its full potential. It is not known to train hard with the aircraft for fear of accidents.
      Also, it uses an aircraft designed for air superiority missions also for ground attack missions with dumb bombs
      and rockets. Against an advanced opponent like Taiwan or the United States, this requires exposing an expensive
      aircraft to very likely fatal air defenses. China also has had not-surprising troubles absorbing this aircraft
      into its inventory and apparently was not prepared for its expense. A Russian source notes that poor maintenance
      plus humidity have “greatly decreased the service life and reliability of avionics systems.”96 According to reports, some seventeen of the twenty-four SU-27SK at Liancheng were
      recently damaged by a typhoon, three beyond repair. This accident is said to
      have “pained” PLA leader Liu Huaqing and incurred the wrath of the CMC on the local commanders.97
    


    
      Sukhoi SU-30
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      Status: Reports of China negotiating purchase of up to seventy-two SU-30s, either the two-seat SU-30MK or
      a single-seat version.
    


    
      Specs: Two-seat fighter/attack aircraft based on SU-27. Powerplant: 2x Saturn Lyulka AL-31F 27,500
      lb thrust with afterburning, is being modified to carry thrust-vectoring engines. Weight: 55,000 to 74,900
      lbs. Performance: Mach 2 at altitude, 839 mph at S/L, ceiling, 57,400 ft., unrefueled radius, 930 mi, with
      one inflight refueling, 1,515 mi., with two refuelings, 2,170 mi., T-O, 1,800 ft, landing, 2,200 ft.
      Electronics: Phazotron N001 radar (Western radar fit possible), rear-waming radar, SPS-161 ECM jammer, TV
      and laser-navigation/targeting pod, data-link pod for missiles, modern cockpit displays and HUD. Armament:
      carries most Russian AAMs, Kh-31 (AS-17) ASM, KAB-500KR laser-guided bomb, laser-guided Kh-29L (AS-14) missile,
      TV-guided Kh-59M (AS-18) missile.
    


    
      Background: Reports of China’s seeking to purchase “up to 50” SU-30MK appeared along with reports of the
      acquisition of the Sovremenny destroyer.98 Later reports noted that China
      was seeking at least the same $1.5 billion deal that India recently secured to purchase forty highly modified
      SU-30MKs with eventual co-production rights.99 Perhaps some of these same sources
      are responsible for a later report that by the end of 1997 China will finalize a deal to purchase fifty-five of a
      version of the SU-30.100 According to some sources India is said to have
      persuaded the Russians not to sell China the MKI version.101 Still another source
      suggested that by early 1998 that China was seeking a single-seat version of the SU-30.102 It remains to be seen if China concludes such a deal with its attendant added expense
      for the PLA Air Force.
    


    
      But if China does purchase fifty SU-30MKs or the Indian mod it will have acquired its first dedicated all-weather
      long-range precision-attack aircraft. The Indian SU-30MKIs (India) eventually will be modified with
      maneuverability enhancing canard winglets and thrust-vectored engines that have been tested on the SU-37
      prototype. The winglets are also said to be made necessary by the added weight of the newer Russian active array
      radar that can handle multiple target engagements. While decidedly unstealthy, with maneuverability modifications
      the SU-30MKI will be one of the most agile aircraft in the sky.
    


    
      The SU-30 will present a long-range, low-level, fighter-attack aircraft that approaches the capability of the
      U.S. F-15E. Combined with AWACs and refueling aircraft—which China eventually will acquire—the SU-30 conveys an
      impressive capability. Of particular importance for the Chinese Air Force will
      be the SU-30’s ability to deliver PGMs and advanced air-to-surface missiles. For example, equipped with the
      Zvezda Kh-31 ramjet powered anti-ship, anti-radiation missile, the SU-30 would pose a considerable threat to U.S.
      and Allied shipping operating within the aircraft’s range. With multiple refuelings, the SU-30 conceivably could
      conduct airstrikes as far away as Guam, Australia, or the Indian Ocean, or be able to loiter for significant
      periods over contested areas of the South China Sea.
    


    
      Tupolev TU-22M-3 Backfire
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      Status: Reports of Chinese interest in this Russian bomber.
    


    
      Specs: Medium-range strategic bomber. Powerplant: 2x Kuznetzov NK-25 turbofans, 55, 115 lbs thrust
      with afterburner. Weight: max T-O, 273,370 lbs. Performance: Mach 1.88 at high altitude, combat
      radius at subsonic speed, high altitude, 1,300 mi. Electronics: Down Beat targeting and navigation
      radar. Armament: 2x AS-4 Kitchen ASM, 185 mi to 285 mi range, nuclear or conventional-armed; 6x
      AS-16 Kickback air-to surface missile, 62 mi to 95 mi range nuclear or conventional-armed; AS-17
      Krypton ASM or anti-radiation missile, in versions with ranges from 31 mi to 125 mi; or up to 52,900 lbs
      or bombs or mines.103
    


    
      Background: There have been rumors of Chinese interest in purchasing the TU-22M Backfire
      intermediate range bomber to begin to replace its aging TU-16/H-6 bombers, which ended production in the early
      1980s. One source notes China originally approached Russia to buy this aircraft in 1993.104 Selling China this bomber would likely result in a political firestorm for Russia in
      Asia. It also is questionable whether China can afford such an expensive aircraft. However, sources in Taiwan
      note that China remains interested in this bomber and that a sale is still possible.
    


    
      Russia produced over 211 TU-22M-2s and 268 TU-22M-3s. The M-2 version has less powerful engines and is only armed
      with up to three AS-4 Kitchen ASMs. If China were to purchase this bomber it likely would opt for the more
      capable M-3 which carries a wider range of weapons.
    


    
      In the Backfire China would obtain a large supersonic bomber capable of long ranges if modified for
      in-flight refueling. It would carry a larger conventional weapons load than any other attack aircraft in the
      PLAAF inventory. While currently modified to carry two AS-4 ASMs, and smaller attack missiles, the TU-22M-3 could
      be modified to carry newer and smaller Russian cruise missiles like Yakhont, Alpha, or future hypersonic
      missiles from the Raduga bureau. Should it acquire the Backfire the PLA could assemble a more formidable
      array of missile, aircraft, and submarine systems to attack U.S. aircraft carrier task groups in Asia.
    


    
      However the cost of this system would pose a considerable burden for the PLA.
      A Backfire on display at the MAKS 97 show did not participate in the flying display, likely due to fuel
      costs. During an August 1997 trip to Russia the author viewed two derelict Backfires. It is not likely
      that China could afford the cost of Tupolev starting production of new Backfires—which ended in 1993—so it
      would be buying from the Russian Air Force inventory. Due to declining maintenance standards, many of the
      aircraft likely to be offered to China may require extensive repairs.
    


    
      Dassault Rafale
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      Status: Chinese purchase reportedly discussed with the French.
    


    
      Specs: Single-and twin-seat fighter/attack aircraft. Powerplant: 2x SNECMA M88–2 turbofans, 16,400
      lb thrust with reheat. Weight: 42,990 max weight. Performance: Mach 2 at high altitude, 800 mph at low
      altitude, 654 mi radius for attack missions, 1,100 mi for air superiority missions, T-O, 1,300 to 2,000 ft.
      Electronics: RBE2 fixed-array scanning, tracking and mapping radar, range, about 60mi, FLIR, IRST,
      Spectra automated defensive system including ECM, laser warning, jamming, decoys, chaff, flares,
      Topsite helmet display, advanced cockpit displays, JTIDS equivalent. Armament: Matra Magic
      short-range AAM, MICA medium-range AAM, laser-guided bombs, anti-ship missiles, medium-range cruise missiles.
    


    
      Background: In April 1997, Flight International reported that France was trying to sell China the
      Dassault Rafale 5th-generation fighter-attack aircraft by linking it to sale of the SNECMA M88 engine that
      China may have an even greater interest in purchasing. Chinese officials had visited the Dassault plant last
      year, presumably during the European tour of PLA leader Liu Huaqing, and Dassault and SNECMA officials have
      “spent considerable time in Beijing.”105 France is desperate to secure foreign
      orders for the Rafale to supplement defense budget cutbacks and to subsidize its financially strapped
      defense aerospace industry. However attractive the Rafale may be to the PLA it boggles the mind to
      consider how China could afford yet another major combat aircraft program. However, if China follows through on
      the equally incomprehensible reported French offer to sell the retiring aircraft carrier Clemenceau,
      buying the Rafale M naval-version may logically follow.
    


    
      Should China buy the Rafale it would acquire one of the most advanced Western fifth-generation
      fighter/attack aircraft to enter service in the next decade. Save for a stealthy airframe design, the
      Rafale will incorporate many of the latest Western capabilities in composite structure design, engine,
      radar, defensive electronics, targeting and cockpit systems, plus the latest in anti-air and anti-ground target munitions.106 China already has reportedly
      expressed an early interest in the M88 engine. The Rafale’s radar would probably be the first fixed-array
      fighter radar that China would acquire, transferring technologies that would benefit other tactical radar
      programs. The Spectra automatic defensive electronics and decoy system is one of the world’s most advanced
      aircraft protection systems, and also would significantly advance China’s knowledge of these technologies.
      Purchasing the naval variant of the Rafale would also benefit any potential program to build naval
      variants of other fighter programs like the J-10.
    


    
      Israeli Aircraft Industries Lavi/J-10
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      Status: Israel and Russia reportedly assisting the development of the J-10, flight testing reported
      started in 1998.
    


    
      Specs: Single-seat fighter/attack aircraft, two-seat trainer likely. Powerplant: unknown,
      candidates include Russian Lyulka AL-31F (27,557 lbs thrust) and/or Klimov RD-33 (18,300 lbs thrust).
      Weight: same class as Rafale, Eurofighter, and F-16. Performance: approaching that of the
      F-16, but perhaps with shorter unrefueled range and less payload. Electronics: possible Russian Phazotron
      Zhuk Zhemchoug or RP-35, or Israeli Elta E1/M-2032 radar, Israeli FBW, defensive electronics may also come
      from Israel or Russia, advanced cockpit displays, possible navigation and targeting pod. Armament: 2x
      short range AAMs like the PL-9 or R-73, 2x medium range AAMs, possible provision for PGMs, ASMs.
    


    
      Background: This domestic project began in the mid-1980s but did not gain attention until Israel began
      assisting, at least in the early 1990s. The J-10 is intended to be a low-cost fighter to complement the
      SU-27/J-11. Estimates of the J-10 production run for the PLAAF run up to 300. However, the program is said to
      have experienced substantial difficulties. Rumors include trouble with the Fly-by-Wire (FBW) system that allows a
      computer to fly the aircraft, resulting in better agility, and with fitting a non-U.S. engine to an airframe
      designed for such. There are also rumors that a prototype has already both flown and crashed.107 However, it is reported in Flight International that in March 1998 the J-10 did
      begin test flights, with the lower power RD-33 engine.108 There also are further
      unconfirmed reports in mid-1998 that two versions of the J-10 are being tested. The first is the single-engine
      J-10A powered by the A1–31F. The J-10B is said to be a twin RD-33 engine
      version, perhaps more suited for an aircraft carrier.
    


    
      Despite apparent significant resources spent on this project it is not clear when the J-10 will enter service.
      Indeed, there are still many who doubt that it will ever enter PLAAF service. Countering this is an April 1997
      Straits Times report noting that a Thai military shopping delegation was offered the J-10. The Office of
      Naval Intelligence, however, states the J-10 is intended to reach squadron service before 2005.109
    


    
      Until the release of prototype photos one can only speculate on the J-10’s configuration. The J-10’s Lavi
      pedigree was illustrated by a desk-top model displayed in 1996. The vertical stabilizers of the two aircraft are
      almost identical. Both share roughly the same canard layout and an underslung air intake. However, it is possible
      that the desk-top model was a ruse and the final configuration may be much different, though with the same
      canard-delta arrangement. A CAD-CAM drawing of the J-10 said to have been released in late 1997 shows a much
      different square intake, said to be optimal for mid and low altitude operations. This also is said to indicate an
      emphasis on fighter-bomber roles.110
    


    
      U.S. government sources have said that Israel transported at least one out of an alleged four Lavi
      prototypes to China.111 This program was canceled in 1987 after receiving $1.4
      billion in U.S. aid. Israelis, however, claim the Lavi program only produced two prototypes and deny that
      any are in China. Nevertheless, there is long-standing concern in the Pentagon that the J-10 benefits indirectly
      from U.S. technologies provided to Israel for the Lavi project.112 For
      example, U.S. contractors provided advice in the critical area of system integration.113 Added complications could come if China decides to sell the J-10 to Iran to respond to
      reported Iranian dissatisfaction with less-capable Chinese weapons, and to forestall Iran’s increasing interest
      in Russian weapons.
    


    
      It appears that Israel and Russia are competing for the J-10s radar and weapons fit. The Russian offer reportedly
      includes the Phazotron Zhemchoug, 192-mile range, 4x multiple engagement radar, capable of guiding the
      weapons offering, to include the R-77 medium-range AAM and Kh-31 supersonic anti-ship missile. The Israeli
      offering included the El/M-2035 radar developed for the Lavi, plus the Python-4 short-range AAM and
      the Derby, a medium-range AAM being developed with South Africa.114
    


    
      The Office of Naval Intelligence notes that “the F-10 will IOC with more sophisticated on-board systems than the
      SU-27SK.” ONI projects it is possible that a naval variant of the J-10, perhaps with twin-engines, may equip a
      possible Chinese aircraft carrier. In 1996 ONI noted that the J-10 may be slightly more maneuverable that the
      F-18E/F, which is slated to become the U.S. Navy’s next principal combat aircraft. This projection, however, may
      depend on the J-10 being equipped with a more powerful engine than the RD-33. Apparently after having been
      briefed on the J-10, the Thai Air Force Commander reportedly said, “with technology acquired from Israel, China
      has produced a top of the line combat fighter.”
    


    
      Despite the heavy foreign content, perhaps the most important aspect of the
      J-10 program is that it represents China’s first attempt to build its own 4th-5th generation combat aircraft.
      Mastering its production and support base for such an advanced aircraft, a difficult enough task, may prove to be
      the J-10’s main contribution to China’s aerospace development.
    


    
      Chengdu FC-1
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      Status: Co-development with Pakistan under way, substantial Russian and Western content being sought,
      prospects for program uncertain.
    


    
      Specs: Single-seat fighter/attack aircraft. Powerplant: one Russian Klimov RD-93 turbofan, 18,300
      lb thrust with afterburning. Weight: 27,500 max weight. Performance: Mach 1.6 to 1.8 at altitude,
      ceiling 52,000, radius, 745 mi fighter mission, 435 mi attack mission, T-O 1,640 ft, landing 2,300 ft.
      Electronics: radar: choice between GEC-Marconi Blue Hawk, Fiar Grifo-7, or Phazotron Super Komar, GEC Marconi and
      Thompson CSF/Sextant competing for INS and air data computer, possible fit with GEC Marconi wide-angle HUD,
      likely Western, Russian, or Chinese defensive systems.115 Armament:
      Chinese, Russian, or Western short-range and medium-range AAMs, up to 7,900 lbs of external stores.
    


    
      Background: The FC-1 grew out the Grumman/Chengdu Super-7 lightweight fighter, which was to receive
      substantial U.S. technology until Tiananmen. By 1992 MiG-MAPO had moved to replace Grumman as Chengdu’s
      development partner for this project.116 By 1995 the FC-1 was presented as a
      joint Chinese-Pakistani project to build an inexpensive lightweight fighter with capabilities between the
      Mig-21/F-5 class and the F-16. Like the K-8 trainer, Pakistani interest and export interests appear to be the
      main driver behind this project. Amid concerns over Pakistani financing for the project, there is a report that
      China may buy 100 of the FC-1.117 The Chinese version may contain Chinese-built
      avionics and electronic systems. But like the Chinese-Pakistani K-8 trainer, it is possible that the PLA will
      oppose the FC-1 as unnecessary. There is also the suggestion that the FC-1 may be intended to back-up the
      J-10.118 A mockup of the cockpit and nose was displayed at Zhuhai and a prototype
      was reportedly due to fly in early 1997 but there have been no such reports. At the 1997 Paris Air Show a Chengdu
      official said the prototype would fly before 2000.119
    


    
      While the FC-1 may end up primarily as an export aircraft, by the mid-1990s it has become a center of renewed
      foreign technology inputs for China. The wing and vertical stabilizer bear a strong resemblance to that of the
      U.S. F-16. And there are rumors that Pakistan may have provided one of its
      F-16s to China as a model. The fuselage bears a closer resemblance to that of the Super-7. However, on the inside
      the FC-1 is likely to become a hodgepodge of Western, Russian, and Chinese systems. Both China and Pakistan are
      likely to choose different radar and electronics packages. The FC-1’s maneuverability potential, combined with
      modern cockpit systems and AAMs like the helmet-sighted PL-9, plus likely low cost, make it a good contender in
      the Mig-21/F-5 follow-on market.
    


    
      Provided the program obtains a strong PLA support base the FC-1 could see future exports to Iranian, African, and
      perhaps South American customers. But the ultimate survival of this program is not assured should Pakistan
      ultimately prove unable to pay its share of this program.120 For its part,
      Pakistan is pressing the PLA Air Force to commit to this program—which is facing competition for funds from
      several other combat aircraft projects.121
    


    
      Foreign Components of the Chengdu J-7 MG
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      Status: Prototype flying; now for sale.
    


    
      Specs: Single-seat fighter/attack aircraft. Powerplant: Wopen WP-13F, 14,550 lb thrust with
      afterburner. Weight: 16,600 lbs w/2x AAMs. Performance: Mach 2 at altitude, ceiling, 59,000 ft,
      radius, 528 mi air-to-air mission, 342 mi attack mission, T-O, 2,300 ft, landing, same. Electronics:
      radar, GEC-Marconi Super Skyranger with 9.3 mile range, tied to GEC-Marconi air data computer and HUD,122 Chinese defensive electronics. Armament: 2x short-range AAMs (helmet-sighted
      PL-9, AIM-9), bombs, 30mm cannon.
    


    
      Background: As an attempt to capture the non-U.S. low-cost fighter market, or as a testament to China’s
      bureaucratic inertia, the J-7MG represents the ultimate development of the 1950s-vintage MiG-21F short-range
      interceptor. Two prototypes were featured at the Zhuhai Air Show and China is now marketing this aircraft. In
      outward appearance it resembles the double-delta wing J-7E in PLAAF service. As such it confers some improved
      maneuverability over the straight delta J-7. While it is doubtful that the PLAAF will buy the J-7MG, China does
      hope to sell it to existing J-7 customers like Pakistan, Iran, and Zimbabwe.
    


    
      As regards Western cooperation, the J-7MG appears to be a winner for GEC-Marconi, which has been responsible for
      its radar and much of its mission avionics. While the radar does not have a long range, when tied to positive
      ground control, the radar/HUD combination offers the pilot a heads-up combat
      capability in short-range intercept missions. At Zhuhai a Chengdu engineer told the author that the new
      helmet-sighted PL-9 AAM would be fitted to the J-7MG, giving this aircraft a respectable short-range air combat
      capability that makes up for its less-than-F-16 maneuverability.
    


    
      Foreign Components of the Shenyang J-8 IIM
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      Status: Prototype flying; now for sale.
    


    
      Specs: Single-seat fighter/attack aircraft. Powerplant: 2x Wopen WP-13B, 15,400 lb thrust with
      afterburner. Weight: 33,700 lbs normal take-off weight, 41,620, max weight. Performance: Mach 2,
      ceiling, 59,000 ft, radius, 375 mi for combat mission, 310 mi for attack mission, T-O, 2,067 ft, landing with
      brake-chute, 2,950 ft. Electronics: radar, Russian Phazotron Zhuk-8II, with a 50 to 80 mi range, Chinese
      rear-waming radar, HUD, INS/GPS navigation system. Armament: helmet-sighted PL-9 short-range AAM, Russian
      R-27 (AA-10), R-77 (AA-12) medium-range AAM, bombs, possible ASMs like the Kh-31.
    


    
      Background: In the early 1990s the Russians picked up the J-8 modification program that Grumman left off
      after Tiananmen. Test flights for the J-8IIM program began in April 1996 and the aircraft was displayed at the
      Zhuhai Air Show. It is not clear whether the PLAAF will buy the new J-8IIM or whether it will seek to backfit
      existing J-8IIs with the new Russian electronics and missiles. This aircraft is aimed at the export market and
      Iran reportedly may be an early customer as part of a multi-billion dollar arms deal.123 However, this sale may be clouded as there are reports of Iran not being able to make
      its payments and of Iranian dissatisfaction with Chinese weapons.124
    


    
      Compared to the F-16 or Mirage-2000 the J-8IIM would find itself at a disadvantage save in a close-in combat
      scenario in which it had helmet-sighted AAMs. That said, this aircraft does represent a significant evolutionary
      step in China’s efforts to build a world-class combat aircraft. It is the first Chinese combat aircraft that
      incorporates a respectable radar with beyond-visual-range missiles plus modern cockpit systems. The Zhuk-8II
      radar is a downgraded and reduced-weight version of the Phazotron radar in the SU-27. It has slightly less range
      but can track ten targets while directing missiles at two.
    


    
      Initially the J-8IIM will be armed with the 30 mi range R-27, which already equips Chinese SU-27s. However there
      are reports that China will also equip it with the better R-77,125 which in some
      aspects may exceed the performance of the U.S. AIM-120. There also is a report that China may outfit this
      aircraft with the Zvezda Kh-31 supersonic anti-ship missile.126 Equipped with the
      R-27, the PL-9 helmet-sighted AAM, and the Kh-31, the J-8IIM should inspire
      greater respect from its opponents.
    


    
      NAMC Karakorum 8, K-8 Training Aircraft
    


    
      Status: Chinese-Pakistani co-development, prospects uncertain for this aircraft.
    


    
      Specs: Tandem-seat light training jet. Powerplant: Allied-Signal TFE731–2A-2A turbofan, 3,600 lbs
      thrust, with Lucas Aerospace full authority digital engine control (FADEC); Progress DV-2 turbofan, 4,852 lb
      thrust. Weight: 8,000 lbs (with TFE engine). Performance: speed, 501 mph, range, 870 mi with
      internal fuel only. Electronics: Rockwell/Collins cathode ray tube (CRT) flight information displays,
      Bendix/King communication radios.
    


    
      Background: The Nanchang Aircraft Manufacturing Company’s (NAMC) K-8 trainer represents an attempt to
      acquire foreign technology to build a better and economical training aircraft. It first flew in 1990. A prototype
      experienced a minor though embarrassing accident at K-8’s first foreign appearance, the 1992 Asian Aerospace show
      in Singapore.127 The K-8 remains controversial inasmuch as the PLA Air Force has
      so far refused to buy it, perhaps out of concern over its reliance on foreign components.128 Pakistan is a 25 percent partner in this project and was expected to purchase 75 to
      100 K-8s. However, it so far has taken delivery of only six preproduction aircraft. Like the FC-1, Pakistan is
      trying to convince the PLA Air Force to commit to this program and buy 100 to 150 jets.129 NAMC is trying to market this trainer in African countries that already operate
      Chinese combat aircraft.
    


    
      At first glance it would appear that NAMC has succeeded in building an economical trainer in the class of the
      SIAI-Marchetti S.211 trainer, which first flew a decade before the K-8. Though not an impressive accomplishment,
      for China the K-8 incorporates some Western technologies which represent an improvement over older model
      aircraft. According to an engineer interviewed at the November 1996 Zhuhai Air Show, the Rockwell Collins CRTs
      have provided technology for China to begin to build its own aircraft CRT systems. They are the building blocks
      of modern four-generation cockpits in that they enable display of information from multiple sensors to aid
      anti-air and ground attack missions. NAMC’s plan was to be able to co-produce the TFE731 engine, which was denied
      by the U.S. Commerce Department in 1995. The deal was denied over fears the engine’s “hot section” constituted an
      advanced technology that China could use to build better fighter or cruise missile engines.
    


    
      Without access to co-produced TFE731 engines, NAMC has substituted the Ukrainian Progress DV-2 turbofan, which
      powers the Czech L-59 trainer. The DV-2 weighs about 200 lbs more than the TFE731 and has necessitated a
      lengthening of the fuselage. This version is known as the K-8J. China is said to have ordered an initial
      preproduction batch of fifteen aircraft, but has yet to commit to a larger order.130
    


    
      Israeli Aircraft Industries Phalcon Airborne Radar/Beriev A-50
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      Status: Israeli-Russian joint venture; China buying one, up to seven more.
    


    
      Specs: Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS) based on Beriev A-50 airframe. Powerplant: 4x
      Aviadvigatel D-30K turbofans, 26,455 lbs thrust. Weight: greater than 400,000 lbs with fuel.
      Performance: speed, over 450 mph, range, greater than 3,000 mi, provision for in-flight refueling,
      endurance exceeds 10 hrs. Electronics: main surveillance radar, Israeli Aircraft Industries Elta Phalcon,
      range, up to 240 mi, possible Israeli or Russian ESM, ELINT and data link
    


    
      Background: The March 1997 summit between Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu and Russian President
      Boris Yeltsin saw the lengthy competition between Israel and Russia to sell China an AWACS turn into in a
      political agreement to make a joint venture to produce the aircraft.131 At the
      Paris Air Show, a contract was announced between Rosvooruzhenie, the Taganrog Aviation Complex and Israeli
      Aircraft Industries to produce a prototype in about three years.132 Russian
      sources report that China may purchase up to eight of these early-warning aircraft.133 Israel reportedly has demonstrated the Phalcon system to the PLA Air Force on
      Chile’s aircraft.134 Integrating this aircraft into the PLAAF and extending its
      benefits to other services will present a difficult and expensive challenge.
    


    
      China has long sought an AWACS capability. An indigenous airborne radar was once placed on top of a Chinese copy
      of the TU-4 Bull, in turn a copy of the U.S. B-29. Very likely, China was further encouraged to obtain
      such aircraft after watching the performance of U.S. AWACS during the Gulf War, and by the ROC’s acquisition of
      E-2C Hawkeye AWACS from the United States. Such aircraft, as demonstrated so aptly during the Gulf War,
      are an essential ingredient to obtaining air dominance. They are able to provide near total awareness of the air
      combat environment to assist both offensive and defensive operations. Data-linking information to ground or naval
      forces can help cue their SAM defenses. For conventional aerial operations against Taiwan, U.S. forces, or in the
      South China Sea, AWACS aircraft are essential for China.
    


    
      China’s A-50/Phalcon AWACS combines a proven Russian airframe with the relatively new Israeli airborne
      phased-array radar. At MAKS 97 a spokesman for the losing radar, made by NPO VEGA-M, noted that the fact that
      some of its engineers had emigrated to Israel might have helped Israel’s winning this competition. Chile, the
      first foreign Phalcon customer, experienced initial trouble with its system. On the A-50, the phased array
      will be configured into a triangle and placed in the radome above the fuselage, requiring no change to the A-50
      airframe. The radar can cover a circle almost 500 mi wide. The aircraft China receives also may contain advanced
      Israeli ELINT and ESM equipment, though Russia is also a possible source. The
      Chilean Phalcon/707 has the Elta EL/L-8321 ESM/ELINT system and the Elta EL/K-7031 HF/VHF/UHF COMINT
      system and downlink.135 Chinese airborne ELINT equipment like the BM/KZ-8608 is
      said to be derived from the Israeli Elistra CR-2800.136 The A-50 also has a
      secure data-link and is able to provide control for up to ten fighters.137 China
      may also want to use some Russian sensors such as an infrared device that is on some A-50s, used to detect
      missiles. Whoever wins the contracts for the electronic warfare and communication subsystems may gain a powerful
      advantage in competitions for similar future systems. Should the PLA succeed in absorbing this technology, it is
      likely that a possible eight aircraft fleet could sustain a 24-hr presence over at least two search areas. This
      may be sufficient to support an air and naval blockade of Taiwan.
    


    
      Racal Searchwater Airborne Radar
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      Status: Reported six to eight sold to China by Britain.
    


    
      Specs: Maritime search radar to be fitted on Shaanxi Y-8 transport. Performance: range, 125 miles
      at 10,000 ft138 (possibly longer at higher altitude), can detect targets as small
      as a submarine periscope in all weather states, provide target classification and over the horizon targeting, and
      control aircraft.
    


    
      Background: In August 1996, Britain’s Racal electronics firm was reported to have sold six to eight of its
      Searchwater airborne radar systems to China for about $66 million.139 This
      purchase came after a lengthy evaluation of contending airborne radar by the PLA. It is not known when the radar
      will be delivered to China and when they will be integrated into the Y-8 aircraft. However, the smaller size of
      this radar and its attendant equipment make it possible that the Searchwater-equipped Y-8 could enter
      service well before the Phalcon-equipped A-50. In mid-1998 a report noted that the first
      Searchwater-equipped Y-8 was soon to begin flight-testing.140
    


    
      In the Searchwater the Chinese will obtain a mini-AWACS capability from a tested and capable British
      system. Searchwater is the commercial name for a radar that entered service in 1979 on the British
      Nimrod ASW aircraft. It was adopted to the Westland Sea King helicopter after the Falklands War to
      provide the British Navy with a small airborne early warning (AEW) for its carriers. In this role it also serves
      in the Spanish Navy. At the normal operating altitude of the helicopter it is said to have about a 125 mi range.
      But from the higher altitudes at which the Y-8 can potentially operate it may have a much longer range, perhaps
      out to 200 mi, giving it a potential footprint 400 mi wide. The small size of the Searchwater and its
      requirement of a crew of only a one or two leaves much room for other
      equipment to be put on the Y-8. Later versions of the Searchwater are designed to be compatible with the
      U.S. Joint Tactical Information Distribution System (JTIDS). While Racal likely would not compromise this
      technology, China’s interest in obtaining it can be assumed. China may seek other data-link and electronic
      intelligence or warfare equipment to add to these Y-8s. British AEW helicopters also carry the Racal MIR-2 ESM
      system which provides 360 degree radar emission detection and voice and data communication. They also have a
      system to jam radar guided anti-ship missiles.141 It is possible that these may
      also be offered to China.
    


    
      The Y-8 is a Chinese copy of the Antonov-12 Cub, a four-turboprop engine transport comparable to the U.S.
      C-130. The Y-8 may have an endurance of about 11 hrs.142 With eight
      Searchwater/Y-8 aircraft the PLAAF could mount 24-hr surveillance over at least two search areas. Against
      Taiwan, this may be sufficient to cover the Strait from over the Mainland. Or there could be a division of duty,
      with the Searchwater/Y-8 AWACS supporting naval operations near the Strait and the Phalcon/A-50
      AWACS supporting air operations. Sources in Taiwan note that the PLA has dispatched Y-8s to follow U.S. naval
      intelligence aircraft monitoring PLA exercises.
    


    
      GEC-Marconi Argus Airborne Radar
    


    
      Status: GEC-Marconi reportedly now entering into negotiations to sell China four Argus AEW
      systems.143
    


    
      Specs: Airborne early warning and control radar developed for defunct AEW Nimrod.
      Performance: range comparable to U.S. E-3, which has a 300-mi range, intended for naval and land use.
    


    
      Background: The Argus radar was developed from British requirements in the mid-1960s for a new AEW
      aircraft. It first flew aboard a converted Nimrod maritime patrol aircraft in 1982. However, the program
      was plagued by technical difficulties and cost overruns. Of particular trouble was the central computer which was
      not powerful enough to effectively process data from its unique radar configuration: planar arrays located fore
      and aft the aircraft.144 In 1986 the British government canceled the project and
      a few years later purchased the E-3 from the United States.
    


    
      Chinese interest in this radar system perhaps extends back to the late 1980s and has continued until
      recently.145 In 1994 the British government reportedly approved GEC-Marconi’s
      proposal to sell the Argus to China. GEC would have had much time with which to seek solutions to computer
      and related software problems that dogged the system in the past. GEC-Marconi proposes to fit the Argus
      onto an I1–76 with the same fore and aft configuration as on the Nimrod. This would have required
      considerable redesign of the I1–76. For a time the Russians refused to sell GEC the Il-76s, as it did for a time
      to the Israelis, in a bid to advance the sale of the A-50 AWACS to China.146
      However, GEC may have access to a Chinese I1–76 in order to accomplish the
      needed modifications.147 It also remains possible that China entered into
      discussions with GEC at about the same time as it did with the Israelis and Russians in an effort to get the best
      deal. With the decision to procure the Israeli Phalcon/ A-50 combination it seemed unlikely that China
      would proceed with the GEC proposal. However, Chinese interest in the Argus reportedly continues and may
      lead to an eventual fly-off between the two systems.148 However, in mid-1998
      reports surfaced that negotiations between GEC and China had deadlocked over the issue of price.149
    


    
      Ilyushin IL-76M transport/IL-78 Aerial Tanker
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Status: China has seven to ten I1-76Ms, possible sale of fifteen more, discussions on sale of I1–78
      tanker.
    


    
      Specs: Long-range heavy transport, basis for I1–78 tanker. Powerplant: 4x Aviadvigatel D-30K
      turbofans, 26,455 lbs thrust. Weight: max takeoff, M, 374,785 lbs, I1–78, 418,875 lbs. Performance:
      cruising speed, 466 mph, range with max payload, 2,360 mi. Payload: I1–76M, max payload, 88,185 to 110,000
      lbs, up to 140 troops, 125 paratroops I1–78, can transfer 110,231 lbs of fuel at 1,616 miles, 44,090 lbs of fuel
      at 3,138 miles.150 Background: In the early 1990s, China upgraded its
      transport fleet with its first purchase of seven to ten I1–76M transports. In 1995 the Kanwa Information Group
      reported that China purchased an additional fifteen Il-76Ms from Uzbekistan.151
      The latter were said to be deployed to support airborne troops. During the 1996 military exercises near Taiwan,
      I1-76s were used to drop paratroops. The I1–76 is the PLA’s first dedicated heavy military air transport. In
      addition to troops it can carry a range of armored vehicles and missiles like the DF-15 and DF-21, though not
      with their TELs.
    


    
      At the November 1996 Zhuhai Air Show the Ilyushin bureau displayed an I1-78 tanker and bureau officials stated
      they were discussing its possible sale with the Chinese.152 An early 1988
      Jane’s report says that China has purchased four I1-78s for $1 billion.153
      However, at that time this report did not bear confirmation. If acquired, the I1–78 would supplement indigenously
      designed tanker variants of the H-6 bomber. However, the I1–78 would represent a large increase in tanking
      capability over the H-6. China could follow the example of India, which is showing greater interest in buying the
      I1–78 to exploit the long-range strike capabilities of its recently purchased SU-30MKIs.154 At a range of 1,600 miles the I1–78 could conceivably refuel five SU-30MKs, which
      carry about 20,000 lbs of fuel.
    


    
      Acquiring the I1–78, as with other advanced Russian combat aircraft, will entail considerable expense and
      commitment of manpower. Aerial refueling is not a simple task and will require a high degree of professionalism
      on the part of the PLAAF. But when accomplished, a potential force consisting of the SU-30MK, the Phalcon/A-50, and the I1–78 will present a potential power-projection force that
      would complicate defense planning from Japan to Australia.
    


    
      Vympel R-73 (AA-11 Archer) AAM
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      Status: China acquired the R-73 with the SU-27SK.
    


    
      Specs: Helmet-sighted AAM. Guidance: infrared. Weight: M1, 232 lbs, M2, 243 lbs.
      Range: M1, 18.8 mi; M2, 25 mi.
    


    
      Background: China acquired the R-73 when it purchased its first batch of SU-27SKs. When it did so the
      PLAAF became the first air force in Asia to acquire an off-boresight, helmet-sighted AAM. China used this missile
      against balloon targets during the 1996 exercises. It is not known how proficient PLA pilots are with this
      missile.
    


    
      Nevertheless, the PLAAF has purchased a very capable air combat system. The R73 is capable of 12g maneuvers due
      to its use of thrust-vectoring vanes. Its guidance system uses infra-red counter counter-measures to help evade
      defenses like flares. The Arsenel SHCH-3UM-1 helmet sight can confer off-boresight targeting of 60 degrees, or a
      field of fire of 120 degrees. This allows a one-half to two-thirds reduction in the time elapsing from visually
      detecting the target to firing the weapon when just using the missile sensor for lock-on.155 A Vympel brochure states the off-boresight capability is 75 degrees. An advanced
      version in development will confer a 180 degree field of view.156 The U.S.
      Sidewinder short-range AAM only confers a 50-degree field of fire. The Chinese apparently liked the helmet
      sight so much they copied it for their PL-9 helmet-sighted missile. In exercises between U.S. fighters and German
      Air Force MiG-29s armed with the R-73, the U.S. fighter does not fare well. The United States will not have a
      comparable missile until the Hughes AIM-9X helmet-sighted missile enters service early in the next decade.
    


    
      And even before the advent of the AIM-9X, China is considering the purchase of even more advanced HMS AAMs.
      Reportedly, China is considering the purchase of the Vympel K-74ME. This missile has a 120 degree field of view
      and may have a longer range than the base-line R-73.157
    


    
      R-27 (AA-10 Alamo) AAM
    


    
      Status: China acquired the R-27 with the SU-27SK.
    


    
      Specs: Medium-range AAM. Guidance: active (AE, EM) and semi-active radar (R), and infra red (T,
      TE). Weight: R, 558 lbs, RE, 772 lbs, EM, 772 lbs. Range: R, 50 mi, RE, 81 mi, EM, 105 mi.
    


    
      Background: In the R-27 China obtained its first beyond-visual-range air-to air missile on a modern combat aircraft. So far as is known, China may only have the semi-active,
      shorter-range R-27R. However, it remains possible that China could buy more advanced versions of this missile.
      The very long-range R-27EM would be useful against U.S. or ROC AEW aircraft. However, the R-27 is a large missile
      and may be less advanced than the R-77, in which China may have a greater interest.
    


    
      Vympel R-77 (AA-12 Adder) AAM
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      Status: China may acquire the R-77 with a near future batch of SU-27s.
    


    
      Specs: Medium-to long-range AAM. Guidance: active radar. Weight: 385 lbs. Range: 56
      mi.
    


    
      Background: Reportedly China may buy this missile for its SU-27SKs and for use on its F-8IIM
      fighters.158 Sources interviewed at MAKS 97 said that China might receive this
      missile when its begins “producing” the SU-27. Another source notes that China might have the R-77 by the year
      2000.159 When China acquires this system it will have a missile that is perhaps
      as advanced as the U.S. AIM-120 active-radar, fire-and-forget AAM. The R-77 uses wide lattice tail fins that
      enable a 12g maneuverability. The lethality of the R-77 is increased by its ability to maintain a high speed when
      it gets close to its target. Its internal radar is designed to operate in an intense ECM environment and over
      water. A more advanced version, the R-77M-PD, is in development. It will have a ramjet motor, a range of about
      100 mi and is designed to attack AWACS aircraft.160 But before this version is
      developed, Vympel may issue an R-77M that has a longer solid-fuel motor, conferring greater range, and equipped
      with an improved warhead and radar-seeker.161
    


    
      This missile, despite its potential, has had a rough time surviving as a program. It has taken some time to move
      its production line from the Ukraine to a place outside Moscow. Production reportedly has just started and the
      Malaysian Air Force, not Russia’s, may be its first user.162 Another inhibiting
      feature in fully exploiting the R-77 is the need for advanced radar capable of multi-target engagements. The
      Phazotron radar China currently possesses can engage two targets. But Phazotron officials also have announced
      that China will soon receive an upgraded version that eventually will be able to engage four targets. In the
      future China could buy even more capable Russian active-array radar, when they become available, for its SU-27 or
      possible SU-30MK fighters.
    


    
      The increasing availability of the R-77 puts greater pressure on the U.S. to accelerate advanced AAM design
      programs so as to sustain the deterrence-through-superiority of U.S. combat aircraft in Asia. Absent an advanced
      missile response, existing U.S. fighters like the F-16 and F-15 will face a more serious threat, and the
      superiority of newer aircraft like the F-22 and F/A-18E/F may fade faster. While actual combat performance
      depends on many additional factors, it is at least unsettling that the vast investment made in advanced combat
      aircraft, support aircraft and training—in the U.S. and by our Asian allies—is
      being undermined by the proliferation of advanced AAMs to China.
    


    
      Rafael Python-3/PL-8/PL-9 HMS AAM
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      Status: Co-production in late 1980s; technology used for PL-9.
    


    
      Specs: Short-range AAM. Guidance: Python-3, infrared, all aspect; PL-9, infrared, all aspect.
      Length: Python 3,3m, PL-9, 2.99m. Diameter: Python-3, 160 mm, PL-9, 160 mm. Weight:
      Python-3, 120 kg, PL-9, 120 kg. Range: Python-3, 15 km (9 mi), PL-9, 5.5 km (3.3 mi).
    


    
      Background: In the late 1980s Israel sold China its Python-3 AAM, which then co-produced as the
      PL-8. CATIC then used the fuselage and seeker of the Python-3, combined with control surfaces that more
      resemble the PL-5 Sidewinder derivative, to produce an export-oriented PL-9 unencumbered by patents. This
      missile was first shown at the 1991 Paris Air Show. At the 1996 Zhuhai Air Show, the Luoyang Electro Optical
      Equipment Research Institute (LEOC) displayed a helmet sight for the PL-9. And at IDEX 97, Norinco issued a
      brochure describing a new PL-9-based mobile air defense system.
    


    
      At the time of its entry into service in the early 1980s the Python-3 was an advanced AAM that used an
      all-aspect infrared seeker, meaning it could attack from head-on instead of seeking just engine heat. It was also
      capable of detecting a target 30 degrees off-boresight—a slight improvement over the U.S. Sidewinder. The
      seeker also used countermeasures designed to overcome defenses like flares. Less noticed was its wider engine
      which conferred more energy, reflecting Israeli operational experience resulting in demand for very rapid missile
      acceleration during dogfights.
    


    
      China has made good use of Python-3 technology in constructing the PL-9. It is almost identical to the
      Python-3 save in its control surfaces, which look more conventional. The one major difference, according
      to information in Jane’s, is that the PL-9 has only about a third of the range of the Python-3.
      Nevertheless, the Chinese have further improved upon the PL-9 by marrying it to an apparent copy of the Arsenel
      helmet sight from the R-73. A LEOC brochure credits the helmet sight with a 60 degree off-boresight capability,
      or a 120 degree field of fire. This is about equal to the M2 version of the R-73 helmet sight. At the Zhuhai Air
      Show a Chengdu engineer told the author that the PL-9 HMS will first be fitted onto the J-7MG, then the J-8IIM,
      and then subsequently to other fighters in the PLAAF.
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      China has moved quickly to apply the PL-9 to other uses. Norinco’s “PNPL-9 Medium and Low Altitude Surface-to-Air Missile Weapon System” combines a 18 km (10.8 mi) range radar,
      a laser range-finder, and four PL-9HMS missiles on a six-wheeled APC. The brochure issued at IDEX mentions the
      missile can be launched “off-axis” possibly indicating it uses a helmet sight. The brochure only showed a model
      illustration indicating the system is likely still in development. While it may not have the automatic targeting
      and launch capability of systems like the SA-15, the PL-9 air defense system is likely much cheaper to purchase.
    


    
      In Russian service the Arsenel helmet sight is being replaced by an improved version now produced by the NPO
      Avtomatica. It is said to have a faster processing computer and reduced weight for the helmet.
    


    
      Israeli Python-4 AAM
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      Status: reportedly in competition with the Vympel K-74ME for future PLAAF purchase.
    


    
      Specs: Short-range air-to-air missile. Guidance: infrared; all aspect; 120 degree field of view;
      helmet cued. Length: 3m (9.27 ft). Diameter: more than 160 mm. Range: 5.5 km (3.3 mi).
    


    
      Background: Israel reportedly is offering the Python-4 in a competition to provide China with and
      upgraded HMS-cued AAM.163 This missile is perhaps the most lethal short-range AAM
      now in service. Its lethality derives from its wide 120 degree field of view and its amazing acceleration and
      stress tolerance. It is thought to be able to sustain 70 G of pressure, whereas the U.S. AIM-9M can only
      withstand 35 G.164 This missile’s infrared seeker is thought to be highly
      resistant to countermeasures in that it uses two or three spectral bands. Chile operates the Python-4
      while Singapore may be another operator.
    


    
      Should China purchase this missile it also may obtain the Elbit Helmet-Mounted Display used to guide the
      Python-4. This system displays flight information onto a light-weight visor screen in addition to cueing
      the missile—much more advanced than the Arsenel sight for the R-73. Elbit and Kaiser Electronics have joined
      forces to develop the U.S. Joint Helmet Mounted Display System, which will equip combat aircraft for all U.S.
      services, and cue the AIM-9X. Thus, if China purchases the Python-4 it also may receive technology that
      the U.S. intends to use for its first helmet-sighted missile. Such new generation helmet displays are viewed as a
      step on the road to creating a “virtual” cockpit165 that could remove the pilot
      from a combat aircraft.
    


    
      French Matra Magic 550/PL-7 AAM
    


    
      Status: Purchased in 1980s, co-produced, exported by China to Iran.
    


    
      Specs: Short-range AAM. Guidance: infrared. Length: 2.72 m (8.4 ft). Diameter: 16 m.
      Weight: 89 kg (196 lbs). Range: Magic 1, 3 km (1.8 mi); Magic 2,
      5 km (3 mi).
    


    
      Background: China acquired the Magic from France in the 1980s. China then co-produced this missile as the
      PL-7. It is most usually seen photographed on J-7 fighters. More recently the PL-7 has been exported to Iran,
      which has had to modify its U.S. F-5E fighters with special wing tip mounts to carry this missile.166
    


    
      Russian Precision Guided Munitions
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      Status: Likely to be acquired with SU-30 MK or could be purchased separately from the attack aircraft.
    


    
      Background: Russia has developed a range of TV and laser-guided PGMs for its aircraft. These are heavily
      marketed. Should China purchase the SU-30MK, it follows that it also will purchase a selection of Russian PGMs so
      as to exploit the full potential of the attack aircraft. China could select from the following (data from Russian
      brochures):
    


    
      Region KAB-1500 A 1,500 kg (3,300 lbs) laser guided bomb with a CEP of 7 m. At MAKS 97 Region displayed a version
      of this bomb with a TV guidance seeker which confers a drop-and-leave capability for this PGM.
    


    
      Region KAB-500 A 525 kg (1,155) TV-guided bomb with a CEP of 4 m.
    


    
      Raduga X-59ME A 930 kg (2,046 lbs) TV-guided, 115 km (69 mi) range turbojet-powered PGM. It has a 320 kg (704
      lbs) warhead.
    


    
      Raduga X-58E A 650 kg (1,430 lbs) anti-radiation missile, up to 160 km (96 mi) range. It has a 152 kg (334 lbs)
      warhead.
    


    
      Zvezda Kh-31 A or Kh-31P, AS-17 Krypton
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      Status: Reports of an agreement for China to co-produce an anti-ship or anti-radiation version of this
      missile.
    


    
      Specs: Ramjet-powered air-to-surface missile. Guidance: anti-ship, active radar; anti-radiation,
      passive radar seeker. Length: Mod 1, 15ft; Mod 2, 17 ft. Diameter: (span) 3 ft., 9 in.
      Weight: 600 kg (1,320 lbs), warhead, 198 lbs. Range: Mod 1, 93 mi; Mod 2, 125 mi.
    


    
      Background: This Mach 3 speed missile was originally designed to attack U.S. Aegis and
      Patriot phased-array radar.167 It is produced in four versions with ranges
      varying from 31 mi to 125 mi. It can perform anti-ship and anti-radiation missions. A short-range version of this
      missile has been purchased by the U.S. Navy to simulate advanced Russian ASMs.
    


    
      China is reported to have reached an agreement in 1997 to co-produce either
      the Kh-31 A anti-ship or Kh-31P anti-radiation version of this missile.168 China
      may already have five non-flying Kh-31 A missiles in order to test the engines.169 Once produced, its Chinese designation may be YJ-91. China’s purchase of this missile
      could significantly upgrade the attack capability of its fighters and bombers, giving them a long-range stand-off
      weapon. If China succeeded in buying the longer range Kh-31 anti-radiation missile it might then obtain a potent
      weapon to attack AWACS and electronic warfare aircraft. Chinese aircraft with newer models of the Phazotron
      Zhuk radar, like the J-8IIM or the next batch of SU-27s, could use the Kh-31.
    


    
      NAVY SYSTEMS
    


    
      “Rubin”Bureau Type 882 and 636 Kilo Submarine
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      Status: Two 882s delivered; two 636 class were to be delivered by 1998.
    


    
      Specs: Diesel-electric powered attack submarine. Displacement: 2,350 tons. Speed: submerged,
      20 kt, surface, 11 kt. Range: submerged, 3 kt, 400 mi, snorkel at 7 kt, 7,500 mi endurance, 45 days.
      Diving depth: 300 m (1,000 ft). Armament: 18 torpedoes, two tubes outfitted for wire-guided
      torpedoes, or up to 24 mines, 6–8 SA-N-5/8 SAM.
    


    
      Background: The PLA Navy took delivery of two export model Type 882 in 1995. Reportedly, the first Type
      636 will be delivered in 1997 and one more in 1998. In 1995 there were several reports that China would buy more
      Kilos than the initial four but to date there have been no further reports concerning future contracts.
      According to one recent report, problems with maintenance and skimping on training have resulted in a less than
      satisfactory operational readiness for the first two Kilo submarines. A training program for the more
      advanced Type 636 Kilos has yet to be completed.170 However, the
      Kilo was featured in PLA Navy exercises in 1995 and 1996.
    


    
      Despite the early difficulties in working up these submarines, the PLA’s acquisition of the Project 882 and
      Project 636 diesel-electric submarines marks a major advance in PLA Navy submarine technology. Designed by the
      Central Design Bureau for Marine Engineering (“Rubin”), the Kilo entered Russian service in the early
      1980s. They use a double-hull, compartmentalization, and a large degree of reserve buoyancy to confer an ability
      to sustain damage and still keep fighting. The Project 636, which has been in Russian service for about six
      years, incorporates modern quieting devices like elastic couplings for the propeller shaft, a reduction in shaft
      speed, modified bow shape, and a reduction in sound propagating machinery.171 It
      uses a seven-blade skewed propeller, placed on a shaft which extends slightly from the end of the hull, which
      serves to reduce noise. The Project 636 is said to be at least 8 decibels
      quieter than the Project 887.172 ONI has indicated that the Project 636 is almost
      as quiet as the improved version of the U.S. Los Angeles–class nuclear attack submarine.173
    


    
      With its Kilos the PLA Navy may also have acquired advanced submarine weapons like the 53–65KE wake-homing
      torpedo and wire-guided torpedoes that are sold to other Kilo customers.174 Wake-homing torpedoes are difficult to detect and thus harder to counter. Rubin also
      is developing a torpedo-tube missile delivery system to upgrade the Kilo.175 Candidates for future anti-ship missiles include the NPO Novator Alpha, or the
      NPO Machinotroyenia Alpha and Yakhont. As previously mentioned, the Yakhont could be fitted into a
      new hull plug that may be inserted on Chinese Kilos during a major scheduled overhaul.
    


    
      The PLA Navy also has likely learned much from the Kilo’s combat control and sonar systems. The Project
      636 sonar system can track five targets and produce fire solutions on one or two. Future Rubin sonar projects
      will include automated detection and sonar/acoustic imaging.176 In fact, it is
      possible that China could use the range of Russian submarine technology and design know-how it is purchasing to
      improve its new Song conventional submarine. It eventually may be outfitted with new Russian torpedoes,
      countermeasures, sonar, hull coatings, and internal quieting devices. Taiwanese sources note that the Song
      uses a seven-blade skewed propeller similar to that of the Kilo 636. The PLANs Kilos and
      Songs also could be backfitted with the Rubin Air-Independent Propulsion (AIP) now in development that may
      allow fifteen days of submerged operations at low speeds.177 The Song will
      be the test-bed for a new Chinese sub-launched anti-ship missile reportedly based on the C-801 cruise missile.
    


    
      Sources in Taiwan note that China also is interested in the Amur, a Rubin proposal for a Kilo
      follow-on. This submarine will be built in a range of sizes from 550 to 1,850 tons. It will also use a smaller
      crew and better automation with an emphasis on coastal operations.178 Sources
      interviewed at MAKS 97 note that the Amur also may be armed with vertically-launched Yakhont cruise
      missiles.
    


    
      Russian Assistance for Future PLAN Nuclear-Powered Submarines
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      Status: Ongoing assistance from Russian Rubin bureau.
    


    
      Background: According to one report the Rubin bureau in 1995 started helping China design its next class
      of nuclear attack submarine, the Type 093.179 Construction of the first of this
      class began in 1994 and is expected to enter service in 2001.180 ONI estimates
      the PLA Navy could have four Type 093s by 2010.181
    


    
      Rubin has a great well of expertise in every area of submarine design to offer the Chinese. In terms of design,
      the Type 093 looks more like the U.S. Skipjack-class, a very streamlined teardrop hull with sail-mounted
      stabilizers. In this area alone it will mark an improvement over the existing
      Han nuclear attack subs. It is probable that China will purchase Rubin’s technology, or at least its
      expertise, in the areas of hull and machinery quieting, hull coatings, combat control, sonar, and weapons. It has
      some of the best to offer; the Rubin-designed Akula II nuclear attack submarine is perhaps quieter than
      the improved Los Angeles-class. One report notes Russia is selling the Chinese hull coating technology to
      help reduce radiated sound.182 It is noteworthy that ONI estimates the Type 093
      will be comparable to second-generation Russian submarines like the Victor III. Though dating to the late
      1970s, the Victor III is a formidable opponent armed with a range of torpedo and cruise missile weapons,
      and a radiated noise-level that approaches that of the early Los Angeles-class. Building such a level of
      capability into the Type 093 would be a substantial achievement for the Chinese. It remains to be seen if they
      can succeed, but Russia’s help likely eases that task.
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      Inasmuch as ONI depicts the Type 094 SSBN as just a Type 093 extended to carry sixteen SLBM tubes, it stands to
      reason that the Type 094 will also benefit from whatever Rubin bureau technology is transferred for the Type 093
      project. ONI expects the first Type 094 to be built by 2005, and a total of three to be completed by 2010. Given
      the difficulties China has experienced with its first indigenous SSBN it may not be assured that China can meet
      this production schedule. However, it can be assumed that knowledge gained from Rubin for design of the Type 093
      will ease China’s task in building its next SSBN. The prospect of a modest fleet of PLAN SSBNs may be viewed as
      strategically stabilizing by some, but for the U.S. Navy, which is facing SSN cutbacks to a 55–ship fleet, new
      and more capable Chinese SSNs and SSBNs present an added defensive burden.
    


    
      Project 956A Sarych “Sovremenny” Missile Destroyer
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      Status: Negotiations nearly complete for purchase of two ships.
    


    
      Specs: Multi-purpose guided-missile destroyer. Displacement: 7,600 tons fully loaded.
      Powerplant: 4x boilers for steam turbines, 102,000hp. Performance: speed, 32 kts, range at 18 kts,
      4,500 mi, endurance, 30 days. Armament: 4x 130 mm guns in 2x turrets, 8x Kh-41 Moskit ASMs, 48x
      SA-N-7/17 SAMs, torpedoes, CIWS, 1x Ka-27 ASW helicopter. Electronics: search radar, Fregat (Top Plate,
      Top Steer), for SAM (Front Dome), for 130 mm gun (Kite Screech), for CIWS (Bass Tilt)
      sonar (Bull Horn and Whale Tongue). Countermeasures: ECM, ESM, torpedo and ASM decoys, chaff.
    


    
      Background: Chinese interest in the Sovremenny goes back several years but did not crystallize
      until the U.S. deployment of carrier battle groups in response to China’s
      provocative 1996 exercises near Taiwan. In early 1997 leaked U.S. intelligence reports were the first indication
      that a deal was well in the works.183 By the March visit to Moscow of Chinese
      Foreign Minister Qian Qichen, the Russian press was reporting that an agreement had been reached to sell two
      destroyers.184 Subsequent reports noted continued bargaining over the price of
      the ships and their equipment, with a Chinese price accounting reportedly about $100 million less per ship than
      that of Russia.185 According to one analyst the two ships could be delivered to
      China by the year 2000.186 The two ships China likely will receive are two
      uncompleted vessels launched in 1994 and 1995. As such they could be fitted out to the Project 956A version,
      which includes a longer-range version of the Moskit ASM and a new fire-control system.187 However, there also is a report that China may opt to equip its destroyers with the
      NPO Mashinostroyenia Yakhont supersonic cruise missile.188 Should China
      opt for this missile, its smaller size could allow carriage of many more, perhaps as many as eighteen ASMs.
    


    
      In its Sovremenny the PLAN will receive its first truly effective, modern, multi-purpose combat ship. It
      combines in one platform credible anti-ship, anti-air, and anti-submarine systems. While the Sovremenny
      was designed with a priority on anti-ship and shore bombardment missions, it will also carry the PLAN’s most
      effective medium-range naval SAM and its most advanced ASW helicopter. As Russian naval strategy stresses
      coordination of surface and subsurface platforms, especially in ASW, it will be interesting to see whether China
      eventually seeks the communications equipment and knowledge of operations needed to replicate this capability.
    


    
      The PLA will learn a great deal from Russian ship and combat system architecture that will likely be applied to
      future Chinese combat ship designs. But as with the Kilo, the PLAN is likely to experience maintenance and
      training difficulties absorbing this new ship. These are likely to be complicated further by shortages of spare
      parts; Russia is hard-pressed to maintain its own Sovremenny fleet.
    


    
      Raduga Bureau 3M80/3M82 Moskit (SS-N-22 Sunburn) Anti-Ship Cruise Missile
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      Status: May be purchased with Sovremenny, offered by Raduga for other PLAN ships.
    


    
      Specs: Anti-ship rocket/cruise missile. Weight: 9.920 lbs. Powerplant: integral rocket
      booster with ramjet sustaining motor. Guidance: inertial, active radar, can be cued by ship radar or KA-27
      radar. Performance: speed, Mach 2.3 to Mach 3, range, 93 mi at S/L.189
      Warhead: 700 lb high explosive.
    


    
      Background: Provided China does not opt for another missile, it will receive Moskit ASMs with the Sovremenny destroyers. However, Raduga reportedly is trying to
      sell Moskits to China to backfit onto older PLAN ships.190
    


    
      This missile was designed to counter the U.S. Aegis ship-defense system through high speeds, making it far
      more difficult to shoot down. The early version of this missile is said to use a pop-up maneuver that allows the
      missile to dive on its target at very high speed. The speed combined with its large warhead make it a deadly
      threat to opposing navies. While this missile entered Russian service in 1981, it was not until March 1997 that
      the U.S. Navy tested the Aegis system, successfully, against a target that simulates the Moskit.
      Ships that are not defended by Aegis may be vulnerable to the Moskit. Even if the most common U.S.
      anti-ASM system, the Phalanx, were able to hit the Moskit, it might not be able to stop all the
      pieces still traveling at Mach 2 to Mach 3. For example, Taiwanese sources point out that the Phalanx
      might score one or two hits on the Moskit—not enough to take it out.
    


    
      PLAN ships like the Luda or Luhu might be hard-pressed to take on the heavy Moskit. However,
      the future 7,000 to 8,000 ton version of the Luhu might be redesigned to accommodate this system. Chinese
      ramjet cruise missile technology will receive a boost from the Moskit. Navies that have little prospect of
      defending against this missile, like that of the ROC, will likely put a greater priority on acquiring submarines
      which can better target the missile platform.
    


    
      9M38 (SA-N-7 Gadfly) or the 9M38M2 (SA-N-12 Grizzly) Naval SAM
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      Status: Likely to be acquired with Sovremenny destroyer.
    


    
      Specs: Medium-range naval SAM. Weight: SA-N-7, 690 kg (1,500 lbs), SA-N-12, 720 kg (1,584 lbs).
      Performance: speed, SA-N-7, Mach 3, SA-N-12, Mach 4, range, SA-N-7, 25 km (15 mi), SA-N-12, 50 km (30 mi).
      Guidance: semi-active radar, cued by Top Steer surveillance radar, guided by MR-90 Orekh (Front
      Dome) engagement radar, optical back-up guidance, terminal homing radar in missile. Warhead: both
      missiles may use a 70 kg (154 lb) fragmentation warhead, though the SA-N-12 may have a smaller 50 kg (110 lb)
      warhead.191
    


    
      Background: China could receive either the older SA-N-7 or the newer SA-N-12 with its Sovremenny
      destroyers. The PLAN likely would prefer the newer, faster, and longer-range SA-N-12. The latter would be more
      useful in defending against ASMs as well as aircraft. Inasmuch as the SA-N-12 is derived from the land-based
      SA-17 it stands to reason that the PLA may eventually be interested in purchasing this missile to obtain an
      effective medium-range SAM with potential ATBM capability. At any rate the naval missile would be an additional
      source of technology for future Chinese SAMs.
    


    
      In the SA-N-7 or 12, the PLA Navy would receive a missile comparable, at least in size, to the U.S. Navy’s
      Standard SAM. Its launcher even resembles the U.S. Mk 13 missile
      launcher. For the SA-N-7, each MR-90 Front Dome engagement radar (there are six on the Sovremenny)
      can engage one target out to 30 km (18 mi) and launcher re-load time is about 12 seconds. Engagement radar
      capability is likely increased for the SA-N-12.
    


    
      Kamov KA-28 Anti-Submarine Helicopter
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      Status: Likely to be acquired with Sovremenny destroyer.
    


    
      Specs: ASW helicopter. Powerplant: 2x Klimov TV3–117 turboshafts, 2,190 shp. Weight: about
      25,000 lbs. Performance: max speed, 155 mph, radius, 124 mi. Electronics: 360 degree radar, dipping
      sonar, sonobouys, ESM, IFF. Armament: torpedoes, depth charges, mines.
    


    
      Background: In 1997 Taiwanese sources told the author that China would purchase four to six KA-28 ASW
      helicopters to equip its Sovremenny missile destroyers. The same sources note that the contract for this
      helicopter will include the Region bureau APR-3E homing torpedo. This weapon has a short running time of one to
      two minutes but also has a high 72 mph speed and can attack targets as deep as 800 m.192 In early 1998 Jane’s reported that China would be buying twelve KA-28s and may
      also use them on a new 8,000 ton destroyer under construction.193
    


    
      In the KA-28, the PLA Navy will receive its first dedicated ASW helicopter capable of autonomous operations. The
      KA-28’s dipping sonar will be particularly useful in the unique waters around Taiwan that complicate ASW
      operations. However, in PLA Navy service this helicopter could be hampered by the small storage space allocated
      to its weapons and supplies on the Sovremenny.194 Should the PLA Navy
      decide that it likes its KA-28s, it may purchase more for other helicopter-carrying ships, even though its tall
      co-axial rotor configuration may require ship hangar modifications on Chinese-built combat ships. There are also
      other variants of the KA-27/KA-32 series that may interest the Chinese, like the KA-31 radar-picket helicopter
      which may be useful in providing a low-cost AEW system for a Chinese aircraft carrier.
    


    
      Foreign Origin Components of the Luhu Destroyer
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      Status: China uses numerous foreign components for its operational Luhu destroyers and may be
      seeking more foreign parts for future members of this class.
    


    
      Specs: Multi-purpose destroyer. Powerplant: 2x General Electric
      LM-2500 gas turbines, 55,000 hp and 2x MTU TB83 diesels, 8,840 hp. Displacement: 4,200 tons.
      Performance: speed, 31 kts, range, 5,000 mi at 15 kts. Electronics: Thompson-CSF TAVITAC combat
      control system; Thompson-CSF TSR 3004 Sea Tiger air and surface search radar; Thompson-CSF Castor fire control
      radar for Crotale; Hai Ying air search radar; HSA Rapids ESM; ECM electronic intercept and jammer; chaff.
      Armament: C-801/802 ASM; Crotale SAM; 37mm CIWS; Whitehead ASW torpedoes; 2x 100 mm gun.
    


    
      Background: China has two Luhu-class destroyers and reportedly is building a larger 6,000 ton version
      (Luhai class). Until the delivery of the Sovremennys, the Luhu will be the most advanced
      ship in the PLA Navy. That said, it does not compare well to modern Western warships in that it lacks long-range
      anti-air and ASW systems. Its construction also lags behind Western standards.
    


    
      However, the Luhu also illustrates China’s dependence on foreign technology to build modern warships. The
      gas turbine engines for the first two of the class are from the U.S. The fire-control, SAM, and associated
      tracking radar are French. Sources in Taiwan note the close-in weapon system is derived from the Italian
      Dardo. The electronic intelligence and warfare fit shows substantial Dutch input. The ECM system may be
      reverse-engineered from the HSA RAMSES system. The ASW torpedoes are Italian. As China has yet to master the
      building of an adequate naval gas turbine it appears that the 7,000 to 8,000 ton version of this class will be
      powered by a Ukrainian naval gas turbine.195 It also may be armed with a naval
      variant of the HQ-9 SAM now in development. There also is a possibility that this ship will be armed with either
      a new long-range subsonic Chinese cruise missile or a Russian missile. It would be large enough to accommodate
      the Moskit or the smaller Yakhont.
    


    
      But as might be expected the PLA Navy has had some trouble absorbing this veritable floating United Nations of
      military technology. A recent report in Jiefangjun Bao notes the difficulties the crew had with foreign
      languages for weapons systems. But the new capabilities of these systems also forced the senior officers to seek
      a better understanding of joint-warfare by taking assignments in submarine and naval air units.196
    


    
      Potential French/Russian/Spanish/Australian/U.S. Aircraft Carrier Assistance
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      Background: The Far Eastern Economic Review reported in October 1996 that France had responded to a
      Chinese inquiry regarding possible sale of the retiring aircraft carrier Clemenceau. This marked the
      latest in a series of Chinese efforts to seek foreign technology support for a possible aircraft carrier program.
      The French reportedly considered selling the Clemenceau for a bargain
      price provided the Chinese then purchased a much more expensive electronic and weapons fit for the
      carrier.197 It is doubtful that China could afford such a financial commitment in
      the face of a long-standing indigenous aircraft carrier research program. But if it did buy the Clemenceau
      outfitted with Rafale fighter-bombers, Exocet cruise missiles, and perhaps Russian ASW and AEW
      helicopters, it would have a potent platform when arrayed against Asian navies.
    


    
      While one aircraft carrier would boost the prestige of China’s Navy, to be militarily useful it would have to be
      supported by more carriers plus attendant escort and support vessels. This would argue against buying the single
      Clemenceau. However, buying French naval fighters and weapons would make sense from the perspective that
      French equipment has a long operational record. But then the PLAN would have to justify ignoring the PLAAF’s
      large investment in the SU-27, which also flies off the sole Russian aircraft carrier.
    


    
      China has sought other sources of aircraft carrier technology. The Spanish shipyard Bazan made a big splash in
      1995 when it tried to interest China in its proposed 25,000 ton CTOL carrier.198
      Bazan’s experience, however, includes building only small VSTOL carriers for the Spanish and Thai navies. China
      also has gained some information about World War II-era carriers when it purchased the British-built, Australian
      carrier Melbourne in the mid-1980s for scrap. More recently a Chinese scrap concern purchased a mothballed
      U.S. Essex-class carrier from an East Coast yard.
    


    
      Potential Foreign Technology for PLA Navy Helicopter Carrier
    


    
      Status: China reportedly seeking foreign helicopter carrier design information and foreign helicopters to
      equip such a ship.
    


    
      Background: Other sources suggest that China may build a less expensive helicopter carrier as an interim
      step toward building a CTOL carrier.199 Flight International has reported
      that such a design may only be as large as 15,000 tons and perhaps be similar to the Spanish-built 11,500 ton
      Chakri Nuruebet VSTOL carrier in the Thai Navy. Spanish builder Bazan has held talks with the Chinese
      regarding assistance in building carriers. Thailand’s carrier reportedly has been inspected by PLA Navy
      officers.200 This same report notes the PLA Navy is looking for a troop-carrying
      helicopter for such a ship. For ASW operations it would appear that the KA-27 would have the upper hand, having
      been purchased for the Sovremenny destroyers. If economy was a priority, it is possible that the PLA Navy
      could chose the KA-29 assault (sixteen troops) and KA-31 AEW versions of this Kamov bureau design. A design like
      the Thai carrier would also be able to eventually support a small number of VSTOL aircraft. One potential source
      for these fighters would be Russia, which no longer operates its short-range Yak-36 VSTOL fighters, and has
      halted development of its next-generation supersonic Yak-41. In the 1980s
      Britain is reported to have marketed the Harrier to China, which did not buy any.
    


    
      China also is reported to have purchased from Russia, for $896,000, “the complete design documentation package
      for [an] aircraft-carrying cruiser.”201 This very likely is a reference to the
      Russian Kiev-class vertical or short-takeoff (VSTOL) fighter-carrying anti-submarine cruiser—a more
      ambitious construction project. This 40,000-ton cruiser carries a mix of twenty-six helicopters and VSTOL
      fighters, 36 x 330 mi-range SS-N-12 cruise missiles, 192x SA-N-9 SAMs and an extensive radar, ECM, and sonar
      suite. Should China opt for this path, then a Kiev-like design that combines helicopters with a variety of
      anti-air, antiship, and land-attack cruise missiles would offer a variety of weapons to support ASW, land-attack,
      or amphibious naval operations. Such a ship would be dependent on land-based air-support but could later be
      equipped with VSTOL aircraft. But until then it would be suited for operations within the “first island chain.”
    


    
      ARMY SYSTEMS
    


    
      Russian T-80U Main Battle Tank
    


    
      Status: Reports that China has purchased 200 T-80U tanks.
    


    
      Specs: Main battle tank. Weight: 46,000 kg (50.6 tons). Engine: 1,250 hp turbine;
      power-to-weight ratio, 27.2 hp/ton. Performance: road speed, 70 km/h, range, 335 km (200 mi).
      Armament: 1 x 125 mm cannon/missile launcher with up to 39 rounds; 1 x 12.7 mm MG with 450 rounds; 1 x
      7.62 mm MG with 1,250 rounds; up to 6 x 9M119 Refleks (AT-11 Sniper) laser-guided anti-tank
      missiles.202
    


    
      Background: Jane’s reports that China purchased 200 T-80U tanks in late 1993 and which were delivered by
      1995.203 This sale could have followed a reported late 1993 Russian display in
      Beijing of the T-80U and other armored equipment to include the BMP-3, Smerch MLRS, and a 152 mm
      self-propelled artillery gun.204 If true, China has purchased a small number of
      T-80U tanks likely to outfit a few “Fist” Army units to develop new tactics and doctrine, and to learn from
      advanced Russian technology.
    


    
      In the T-80U China would receive a modern Russian main battle tank that would offer many features that China has
      yet to develop indigenously. The T-80U is an upgraded version of a tank initially produced in the mid-1970s. It
      features improved armor protection, a better 125 mm gun, and space for additional rounds. The laser-guided 9M117
      missile would be a new tank weapon for China. Recent export failures point to a continued Chinese requirement to
      acquire and absorb new Russian tank technology. In 1997 China lost out to the Ukraine in a hotly contested battle
      for Pakistan’s new tank. China offered an indigenous tank with a British diesel engine, but a defective turret in
      hot weather caused China to lose the deal.
    


    
      Russian BMP-3 Infantry Combat Vehicle
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      Status: Cryptic reports of the sale to China of the BMP-3.
    


    
      Specs: Amphibious infantry combat vehicle. Weight: 18,700 kg (20.5 tons). Engine: 500 hp
      diesel; power-to-weight ratio, 26.7 hp/ton. Performance: speed, 70 km/h on roads, 10 km/h in water; range,
      600 km (360 mi), carries a crew of three to seven infantrymen. Armament: 1 x 100 mm gun with up to 40
      rounds; 1 x 30 mm gun with up to 600 rounds; 3 x 7.62 mm MG with up to 6,000 rounds; up to 8 9M117 laser-guided
      anti-tank guided missiles.205
    


    
      Background: The first possible reference to a Russian sale of the BMP-3 armored infantry vehicle to China
      seen by the author was in the August 1997 issue of the Russian magazine Military Parade, which featured a
      picture of Chinese officers taking instruction on a BMP infantry combat vehicle.206 A second reference to this possible sale pertains to disagreements over pricing
      leading to a possible delay in delivery of the BMP-3.207 It cannot be confirmed
      that China indeed is taking delivery of this vehicle, but it has been exported to other countries, including
      Cyprus, Kuwait, and the UAE.
    


    
      If China has purchased the BMP-3 then it likely has acquired a modest number to equip select “Fist” units for
      training and development of new armored tactics and doctrine. If reports that China has purchased 200 T-80U tanks
      are correct, then China may be buying a similar number of BMP-3 IFVs. Buying the BMP-3 would also make sense
      considering the poor performance during the Gulf War of Chinese IFVs sold to Iraq.
    


    
      Russian BMD-3 or BMD-1P Airborne Combat Vehicle
    


    
      Status: Reported sale to China’s airborne forces within the last two years.
    


    
      Specs: Air-transportable infantry combat vehicle. Weight: BMD-3, 13,200 kg (29,000 lbs); BMD-1P,
      8,000 kg (17,600 lbs). Performance: BMD-3, speed, 71 km/h, range, 500 km (300 mi), can carry up to five
      extra soldiers; BMD-1P, speed, 61 km/h, range 500 km, can carry up to six soldiers. Armament: BMD-3: 4x
      AT-4/AT-5 anti-tank missile, 1x 30 mm gun with up to 500 rounds, 1x 7.62 mm machine gun, 1x 5.45 mm machine gun;
      BMD-1P, AT-3/AT-4 anti-tank missile, 1x 73 mm gun with 50 rounds, machine guns.208
    


    
      Background: A report out of Hong Kong noted that within the last two years the Chinese airborne forces had
      been equipped with a “paratroop combat vehicle … light tank … 12 metric tons … uses anti-tank bombs …
      large-caliber artillery … used to be exclusively owned by Russia’s paratroops.”209 While the combat weight mentioned in this article is less than but closer to the
      BMD-3, the mention of the large-caliber gun also raises the possibility the
      PLA purchased the older BMD-1P. Either vehicle would represent a large increase in the combat capability of PLA
      airborne forces by providing them with a respectable lightweight infantry fighting vehicle. Both BMD models are
      amphibious and three can be airdropped from an I1–76 heavy transport. Russians did not like the BMD-1 inasmuch as
      it tended to break down in rough terrain.210 In addition to Russia, other
      possible sources for the BMD-1 are Iraq and Cuba.
    


    
      Crotale/HQ-7 SAM
    


    
      Status: Production under way.
    


    
      Specs: Short-range SAM, for HQ-7. Launch weight: 84.5 kg (186 lbs). Performance: speed, Mach 2.3,
      range, 12 km (7.2 mi). Guidance: command guidance by target acquisition and guidance radar, range, 15 km
      (9 mi), with TV-tracker to counter ECM. Mobility: road mobile and air mobile in an I1–76, two units,
      missile and tracking radar, plus search radar unit.
    


    
      Background: The HQ-7 very clearly is a copy of the French Crotale short-range SAM. It was first
      revealed at the Dubai Air Show in 1989 and is said to have entered PLA service in 1991.211 A version of the HQ-7 equips the Luhu-class destroyer. The Crotale
      entered French service in the 1970s, having emerged from a cooperative program with South Africa to build an
      advanced air-defense missile. It was likely sold to China during the 1980s. Later versions like the Crotale
      NG have a higher speed up to Mach 3.5 and more advanced all-weather guidance systems.
    


    
      9M330 Tor (SA-15 Gauntlet) SAM
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      Status: China reported to take delivery this year of fifteen S A-15 systems.
    


    
      Specs: Self-propelled short-range SAM. Launch weight: 167 kg (367 lbs) eight missiles per
      TELAR vehicle. Performance: speed, 850 m/s, range, 12 km (7.2 mi). Guidance: command
      guidance, integral surveillance and engagement radar on the TELAR, each with a range of 25 km (15 mi), can data
      link with other air defense systems.212
    


    
      Background: Russian and U.S. press reports noted that fifteen Russian SA-15 systems would be delivered to
      China this year.213 This would include at least 120 missiles, but likely many
      more would be acquired. An early 1998 report notes that fourteen SA-15 systems were delivered to China in
      1997.214 It is not reported which PLA service
      will receive the SAMs. But inasmuch as the sale was reported in conjunction with the sale of the Tunguska-M
      1 air-defense system, it is probable that the SA-15 will go to Army units. In Russian service, fifteen units
      would be enough to equip three Batteries of SAMs. Unless China intends to use these SA-15 for
      reverse-engineering, it is likely to purchase more. Russian sources interviewed at MAKS 97 noted that it would be
      very difficult for China to reverse-engineer this system.
    


    
      The Tor represents for China a significant improvement in automated short-range air defenses. Reaction
      time is 5 to 8 seconds from detection; missiles can be launched at 3 second intervals. A pulse-Doppler C-band
      surveillance radar can detect up to forty-eight targets at fifteen miles, and track the ten most threatening. A
      phased-array K-band target tracking and guidance radar can engage two targets traveling up to 1,500 mph, by day
      or night, in all weather, and in a dense ECM environment. A TV tracking system with a 12 mile range complements
      the SA-15’s performance in all weather and in dense ECM. For China, the SA-15 will be able to defend not only
      against helicopters and low-flying aircraft, but also a range of PGMs, UAVs, cruise missiles, and some ballistic
      missiles. It is intended to be deployed in conjunction with the S-300. Should China either co-produce or purchase
      larger numbers of this missile, it might also equip future PLA Navy frigates. Russia has long used a naval
      version of this missile, the SA-N-9, on destroyers, cruisers, and its sole aircraft carrier.
    


    
      2S6 Tunguska/9M311 (SA-19 Grison) SAM
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      Status: Reported sale, number unknown, possible interest in the more advanced Pantzyr air defense
      system.
    


    
      Specs: Self-propelled AA gun and SAM system. Performance: 8x SA-19, speed, 900 m/s, range, 10 km (6
      mi). Launch weight: 43 kg (94 lbs). Guidance: radio-command in manual or automatic mode, Hot
      Shot search radar, range, 18 km (10 mi), engagement radar, TV and thermal imager, laser rangefinder and laser
      designator. System weight: tracked TELAR, missiles and 2x 30 mm guns, 24,000 kg (52,800 lbs).
    


    
      Background: Reports of China’s purchase of an unknown number of Russian Tunguska self-propelled AA
      systems surfaced in the Spring of 1997.215 If true then it would mark an effort
      by the PLA to add further depth to the short-range air defense capability to its advanced Army units. It combines
      a capable 30mm gun with eight SAMs. It may have reaction time of 8 seconds from detection of its target.216 It is not known if the PLA plans to purchase militarily significant numbers of the
      Tunguska or only enough to support a reverse-engineering effort. Like
      the SA-15, the Tunguska missile-gun combine also is produced in a naval variant designed for point-defense
      against subsonic cruise missiles and aircraft. This system likely is much better than the PLA Navy’s current 37
      mm gun-based CIWS.
    


    
      A source interviewed at MAKS 97 noted that Tunguska was an old system and hinted that China might be more
      interested in the newer Pantzyr which features faster processing and targeting capabilities.
    


    
      Splav 300 mm BM 9A52 “Smerch”MLRS
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      Status: Reported sale, number unknown, possible delivery in 1997.
    


    
      Specs: Self-propelled multiple-launch rocket system, 12x missiles. Missile: 9M55K rocket, weight,
      800 kg (1,760 lbs) range, 70 km (42 mi). TEL: 9A52–2 launcher, weight, about 40,500 kg (89,100 lbs),
      speed, 60 km/h (36 mph), range, 850 km (510 miles).217
    


    
      Background: According to leaked U.S. intelligence information China may take delivery of an unknown number
      of Russian Smerch multiple launch rocket systems, and an unknown number of artillery rockets, some time in
      1997.218 Sources interviewed at MAKS 97 said the related rockets sold to China
      are a downgraded version with only a 50 km vs a 70 km range. While plausible, this would be inconsistent with
      recent Russian export practice that has seen China receiving the best version rather than lesser versions of
      weapon systems.
    


    
      China’s purchase of the Smerch MLRS would mark a significant upgrade in its artillery capability. The
      significance of this system is that it opens the door to “deep strike” tactics and capabilities that combine
      advanced reconnaissance and smart munitions, which enable Army units to defeat large armored formations with less
      effort. Somewhat comparable to the U.S. MLRS, the Smerch 300 mm rocket can carry up to five Bazalt
      parachute-retarded munitions which use a two-colored sensor to find the target and fire a 1 kg penetrator at
      2,000 m/s. This can penetrate 70 mm of armor at a 30 degree angle.219 It is very
      likely that China will purchase this submunition, which it may copy and use to equip its own artillery rockets or
      longer-range cruise missiles. The purchase of the Smerch is likely to help drive PLA investment in the
      direction of more capable UAVs and toward usage of advanced satellite imaging systems to support Army operations.
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      2S23 Nona-SVK self-propelled mortar
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      Status: Reported sale of 100, possible delivery in 1997.
    


    
      Specs: Self-propelled mortar. Mortar: 120 mm, projectile, 25 kg (55 lbs) range, 7.5 km (4.5 mi).
      APC: weight, 14,500 kg (31,900 lbs), speed, 80 km/h, range, 500 km (300 mi). Crew: 4x, ammo, 30x
      120 mm.
    


    
      Background: The previously mentioned Washington Times report also notes China will take delivery in
      1997 of about 100 of the Russian 2S23 Nona-SVK self propelled mortars. This system combines features of a
      howitzer and a mortar, in that it fires mortar ammunition through a breach-loading tube. It has no western
      equivalent.220 This purchase increases the mobility and flexibility of the PLA’s
      artillery support forces and the power of its airborne forces. Of particular interest would be the possibility
      that China would purchase the Gran laser-guided mortar round that can be used with the Nona-SVK. The
      Gran may have a 14 km (8.4 mi) range and up to a 0.9 hit probability. It also may have a tandem-warhead
      capable of defeating explosive-reactive armor.221 Another round developed for the
      2S23 may contain 35 HEAT anti-armor submunitions.222 The Nona-SVK is
      transportable in China’s Il-76s. When used with airborne forces it will supply a mobile artillery system capable
      of defeating tanks and stationary targets with a high degree of accuracy.
    


    
      Kitolov-2 Cannon-launched guided projectile
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      Status: Reported sale, may have been delivered in 1997.
    


    
      Specs: 122 mm laser-guided howitzer projectile. Weight: 25 kg (55 lbs). Range: Kitolov-2, 12
      km (7.2 mi), Kitolov-2M, 14 km (8.4 mi). Guidance: laser designator, range, 7 km (4.2 mi), hit
      probability, up to 90 percent.
    


    
      Background: Also reported in the previously mentioned Washington Times article was China’s purchase
      of the Russian Kitolov-2 laser-guided artillery shell. The latter laser-seeker components may also be used
      with the Gran mortar round.223 For the PLA the Kitolov allows a
      simple howitzer to become a PGM delivery system. While there must be coordination between the forward
      observer/laser designator and the howitzer crew, the Kitolov allows one gun to do what previously required
      many guns to accomplish. China likely will try to reverse-engineer this system and then sell it abroad.
    


    
      Instrument Design Bureau (KPB) Shmel Personal Fuel-Air-Explosive
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      Status: China has signed a contract to produce up to 10,000 of this system.
    


    
      Specs: Weight: 12 kg (26.4 lbs). Max range: 600 m (1,850 ft).
    


    
      Background: China has obtained a license to co-produce the Instrument Design Bureau’s Shmel
      infantry-artillery system.224 A Russian source notes that after a rocky start
      which included Chinese engineers being caught trying to smuggle out plans for this rocket, both the Russians and
      the Chinese then worked to successfully conclude a co-production agreement. This contract also may be delayed due
      to pricing conflicts.225 While often called a flame thrower this unique system
      can be likened more to a personal fuel-air-explosive. It fires a can that upon impact produces “excess pressure,
      blast wave and high temperature field,” according to KBP promotional literature. KBP also notes that Shmel
      has the same explosive power as a 122 mm high-explosive fragmentary shell. Pictures of its handiwork are rather
      impressive, to include exploded buildings, and bunkers and burning aircraft and trucks.
    


    
      Mil Mi-6 Hook
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      Status: A small number in PLA service, apparently, since early 1970s.
    


    
      Specs: Heavy transport helicopter. Powerplant: 2x Aviadvigatel D-25V turboshafts, 5,425 shaft
      horsepower. Weight: 93,7000 lbs max weight. Performance: speed, 180 mph; range, 870 mi (maximum).
      Accommodation: up to 26,450 lbs cargo, or 70 fully equipped troops, or 90 civil passengers.
    


    
      Background: In early 1998 reports began to appear that the PLA had a limited number of what was once the
      largest and fastest transport helicopter in the world. A photo appeared in the Hong Kong magazine Comilt
      of two PLA Mi-6s at night.226 Additional references also mention sightings of the
      Mi-6 around the Beijing area.227 According to Hui Tong, China very likely stole
      some Mi-6s transiting China on their way to Vietnam in the early 1970s.228
      Vietnam eventually acquired eleven of these helicopters. It is not reported how many China managed to obtain.
    


    
      The PLA’s obtaining the Mi-6 is important inasmuch as it illustrates a heretofore unknown heavy-lift capability.
      The Mi-6 can carry either troops or small armored vehicles. After the Mi-6 first flew in 1957 it set several
      performance records that remained until broken by its successor, the Mi-26 Halo. That the PLA has the Mi-6 at least raises the possibility that the PLA may seek eventually to purchase
      the Mi-26. This remarkable helicopter can carry as much weight as a U.S. C-130 cargo aircraft.
    


    
      Mil Mi-8/17 Hip
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      Status: China has acquired at least fifty-five Mi-8 and twenty-eight Mi-17.
    


    
      Specs: Transport and transport/assault helicopter. Powerplant: Mi-8, 2x Klimov TV-2–117A
      turboshafts, 1,677 shaft horsepower, Mi-17, 2x Klimov TV-3–117MT turboshafts, 1,923 shp. Weight: Mi-8,
      26,455 lbs, Mi-17, 28,660 lbs. Performance: Mi-8, speed, 155 mph, range 264 mi, Mi-17, speed, 155, range,
      289–307 mi. Accommodation: both versions, up to 24 combat troops, 8,820 lbs internal cargo, or 6,614
      external cargo. Armament: both versions can carry pintle mounted machine guns, or external racks for a
      range of unguided missiles or guided anti-tank missiles.
    


    
      Background: According to the Military Balance, 1996/97, the PLA has twenty-eight Mi-17 and
      twenty-five Mi-8 helicopters while the PLA Air Force has thirty Mi-8s. The PLA apparently uses the
      assault/transport version of the Mi-17, very likely to equip advanced technology “fist” units.229 China may have started purchasing M1-17s in 1990 after the Tiananmen embargo closed
      off further supply of the Sikorsky S-70. There does not appear to be an effort to co-produce this helicopter in
      China.
    


    
      The Mi-8 and the Mi-17 are the standard Russian transport helicopters, which have been in Soviet/Russian service
      since the early 1960s. More than 12,000 have been built.230 The Mi-17 was first
      displayed at the 1981 Paris Air Show. It is an upgraded version of the Mi-8 with more powerful engines, better
      avionics to include a weather radar, and an automatic hovering system.231
      Specific versions of the M-8 and Mi-17 are designed for transport, medevac, anti-tank, ELINT and ECM missions.
      The Mi-17 gets high marks from combat operators. After using the Mi-17 in Angola, the South African mercenary
      company Executive Outcomes praised the helicopter’s ease of handling, reliability, maintainability, and ability
      to take combat punishment.232
    


    
      Eurocopter Dauphin/Harbin Z-9
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      Status: Fifty co-produced, now in limited production.
    


    
      Specs: Transport helicopter. Powerplant: 2x Turbomeca Arriel 1C/1C1 (WZ 8/WZ 8A, 734 shp).
      Weight: max, 9,039 lbs. Performance: speed, 177 mph, range, 534 mi, payload, 4,439 lbs.
    


    
      Background: The Z-9 is a co-produced version of the Aerospatiale
      Dauphin medium transport helicopter. The contract between Harbin and Aerospatiale was signed in 1980 and
      the initial batch of fifty was completed in 1992. Production of the Z-9A-100, a follow-on version with greater
      Chinese content continues. It serves in the PLA mainly as a troop carrier, though in exercises in late 1995 a
      naval variant was pictured dropping a torpedo. This helicopter was an advance for China’s technology base in that
      it was an opportunity to produce a modern turbine-powered helicopter with then-new “fenstron” tail-rotor
      technology. However, China’s very slow production rate does not inspire confidence that it has been able to
      easily master its technology.
    


    
      Eurocopter SA-342L Gazelle
    


    
      Status: Reported eight sold to the PLA in the 1980s.
    


    
      Specs: Medium transport and attack helicopter. Powerplant: Turbomeca Astazou XIVM, 858 shp.
      Weight: 4,400 lbs. Performance: speed, 161 mph, range, 440 mi. Armament: four anti-tank
      missiles.
    


    
      Background: A reported eight Gazelles are in PLA service.233 These
      likely were sold by France in the mid-1980s.234 In French service they are armed
      with the HOT wire-guided anti-tank missiles. The PLA Gazelles are said to be armed with the HJ-8
      anti-tank missile. There are no reports available to the author to indicate that China has purchased more
      Gazelles, and thus, these helicopters represent a modest increase in airborne anti-tank capability.
    


    
      Eurocopter AS 350 Ecureuil, AS 550 Fennec/Changhe Z-11
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      Status: China has acquired at least ten; may be co-produced.
    


    
      Specs: Light transport helicopter. Powerplant: 1x Turbomeca Arriel turboshaft. Weight: T-O
      weight 2,200 kg (4,840 lbs). Performance: speed, 144 mph, range 358 mi, endurance, 3.7 hr.235
    


    
      Background: The PLA was revealed to possess this helicopter at the Zhuhai Air Show. A Changhe brochure
      shows the Z-11 in military camouflage. According to Kenneth Munson, editor of the China section of Jane’s All
      the World’s Aircraft, China acquired two AS 350s from a U.S. operator in 1994, and France sold China another
      eight in 1996. While the Chinese claim to have built eight of this helicopter, Munson suggests that these may in
      fact be the helicopters that China purchased from France—which will not confirm this sale.236 If France did sell these aircraft to the PLA they then represent a low-level attempt
      to sustain their business relationship with the Chinese despite the European Community embargo. The PLA likely
      will use these helicopters for training and liaison missions. While it is not the cutting edge of helicopter
      technology, the AS 350 is an economical design that can be modified for
      numerous missions to include antitank and anti-submarine duties.
    


    
      Sikorsky S-70C
    


    
      Status: Twenty-four delivered to China by 1985.
    


    
      Specs: Medium transport helicopter. Powerplant: 2x General Electric CT7–2C, 1,625 shp.
      Weight: max T-O, 20,250 lbs. Performance: speed, 180, range, 294 mi, payload, about 8,000 lbs, or
      up to nineteen passengers.
    


    
      Background: The sale of twenty-four S-70C helicopters dates back to the 1980s, and the then flourishing
      U.S.-China military relations, during the period of anti-Soviet comity. In 1992 they were said to be offered for
      sale following a dearth of spare parts caused by the Tiananmen embargoes.237
      However, these helicopters are still used by the PLA, and very likely were featured during large-scale PLA
      exercises in 1996. China likely is looking for spare parts to keep its fleet operational. Before the October 1997
      visit to the United States of Chinese President Jiang Zemin, a wire story quotes “an official at U.S. helicopter
      maker Sikorsky” saying that “The visit to the United States of President Jiang Zemin may give us some relief… the
      discussions we have with the Chinese are on how we can try to persuade the U.S. government to waive the [1989
      arms export] sanctions.”238 Though not granted in conjuntion with that summit,
      Sikorsky apparently continued to seek a waiver into 1998. At one point, Secretary of Defense William Cohen was
      reported to have supported the waiver, only to be countered by the White House. The Blackhawk is the
      standard U.S. Army transport helicopter, standard U.S. Navy ASW helicopter, is used by U.S. Special Forces, and
      is used by the ROC Navy for ASW.
    


    
      Sikorsky S-92 Helibus Joint Venture
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      Status: Joint venture civil development and production program including Jingdezhen Helicopter Group,
      production may commence in 2001.
    


    
      Specs: Twin-engine transport helicopter. Powerplant: 2x General Electric CT7–6D, with 1,750 shaft
      horsepower. Weight: 24,100 lbs. with max internal load. Performance: speed, 178 mph; range 550 miles, up
      to nineteen passengers, twenty-two troops, or over 9,000 lbs cargo.
    


    
      Background: Started in earnest in 1995, the S-92 represents an attempt by Sikorsky to provide an evolution
      to the S-70 series that more effectively competes with European EH-101 and NH-90 advanced technology transport
      helicopters. To assist its marketing, Sikorsky has enlisted five development partners including Mitsubishi Heavy
      Industries (7.5%), Gamesa (7%), Taiwan Aerospace (6.5%), Embraer (4%), and
      China’s Jingdezhen Helicopter Group (2%). Including Jingdezhen is clearly an attempt to break into the China
      market. The latter will build the tail pylon and tailplane. All of the development partners are linked by the
      CATIA three-dimensional design system that allows drawing and documents to be exchanged over an encrypted
      computer network.239
    


    
      Originally designed as a companion for the S-70 helicopter series, the S-92 has come to incorporate many advances
      in drive and electronic systems. The dynamic system, or rotor, will be 20 percent more powerful than that of the
      S-70. Instrumentation will be formated on liquid crystal displays and the S-92 will have an automatic hovering
      and navigation system. The S-92 will use a 1553 computer data bus, which will provide an “open architecture” for
      adding sensors or weapons.
    


    
      From this project China will gain the most in the areas of advanced computer design, and depending on its level
      of access to the design process, possible invaluable assistance in helicopter design integration. Actual sale of
      the S-92 in China will depend on a U.S. relaxation in military use export controls. But if China does acquire the
      S-92, its civil sector, at least initially, will obtain a modern helicopter that represents the American state of
      the art.
    


    
      Boeing 234
    


    
      Status: 1995 negotiations for co-production, outcome uncertain.
    


    
      Specs: Large twin-rotor transport helicopter. Powerplant: 2x Avco Lycoming AL-5512 turboshafts,
      4,075 shp. Weight: max, up to 50,000 lbs. Performance: speed, 167 mph, range, 264 mi with max
      internal load, about 20,000 lbs, or 44 passengers.
    


    
      Background: The civilian version of the U.S. CH-47 heavy transport helicopter, the Model 234 made a
      promotion trip to China in 1987.240 At that time negotiations with Harbin were
      under way to co-produce the Model 234. These negotiations broke down following the Tiananmen sanctions. However,
      in 1995 there were reports that these negotiations resumed. There have been no further reports. In China this
      helicopter was promoted mainly to support the offshore petroleum industry. However, its utility as a heavy
      transport must not have gone unnoticed by the PLA. It remains a matter of conjecture whether Harbin could have
      manufactured this helicopter without substantial support from Boeing. Taiwan’s Army operates three Model 234
      transport helicopters.
    


    
      Foreign Sources for Future Attack Helicopters
    


    
      Status: The PLA is evaluating possible foreign sources for attack helicopters or related technology.
    


    
      Background: Since the late 1980s and early 1990s, the PLA has operated a small number of light attack
      helicopters, but may now be placing a higher priority on acquiring a dedicated
      heavy attack helicopter. In addition to the eight HJ-8 (Hot)-equipped Gazelle light attack helicopters,
      China has modified at least one Z-9, called the WZ-9, with HJ-8s plus an optical/IR sight.241 China has at least one Mi-24 Hind, captured in very good condition by Afghan
      guerrillas and shipped via Pakistan.242 China has the option of purchasing the
      Mi-24, as produced by the Russians, or as modified with French avionics. European sources indicate the Chinese
      are concerned about the Mi-26’s high maintenance costs. Russia is reported to have offered the Mi-8AMT,243 a version of the Mi-8 armed with 16x 6 mi-range Vikhr laser-guided anti-tank
      missiles. Another possible Russian attack helicopter option is the Kamov Ka-50/52 Hokum. This attack
      helicopter is unique in that it uses Kamov’s coaxial rotor system, which confers better speed and
      maneuverability, to emphasize counter-helicopter as well as ground attack missions.
    


    
      PLA delegations also are reported to have visited Italy’s Agusta and South Africa’s Denel companies to discuss
      possible purchases of combat helicopters.244 The Agusta A-109 attack helicopter
      is in the Italian Army. Denel is marketing its Rooivalk attack helicopter in Asia, Malaysia being its
      first customer. This helicopter is armed with the South African–made ZT-4 laser-guided anti-tank missile.
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      Introduction
    


    
      “There are three kinds of lies,” Mark Twain once remarked, “lies, damned lies, and statistics.” Twain’s cynicism
      could well apply to much of the current discussion about the defense budget of the People’s Republic of China
      (PRC). Some point to the growing Chinese defense budget as evidence of commensurately menacing Chinese intentions
      and capabilities. Others, typically Chinese analysts, employ officially announced figures which show a diminished
      PRC defense budget in real terms as evidence of China’s benign intentions and underfunded capabilities.1
    


    
      Other studies provide more nuance and insight and often draw from Chinese sources to evaluate Chinese defense
      spending.2 While useful, however, these studies provide a wide range of
      estimates, varying from between 1.5 and 15 times the official defense budget figure (see Table
      6.1). Furthermore, most of the analyses conducted in the past provide only single-year estimates and do not
      provide analyses of trends over time.3
    


    
      Access to reliable data from the Chinese government is problematic, and where access is possible, the sources
      often employ inconsistent terms and definitions to explain defense spending. The varying use of purchasing power
      parities, inflation rates, currency exchanges, deflators, and devaluations and other indices to determine rough
      equivalencies between Chinese spending and U.S. dollar values also complicates
      the reliability of estimations. The rapidly expanding and decentralizing Chinese economy—which includes the
      shadowy realm of PLA extrabudgetary earnings—adds further complexity to the task of estimating the military’s
      resource base.
    


    
      Unfortunately, in the effort to sort out Chinese military spending and reach a conclusive figure for “actual
      spending,” the means may have lost sight of the end. In short, it is exceedingly important—though difficult—to
      reach conclusions about Chinese military spending figures in ways which matter most: as an indicator of
      Chinese military intentions and capabilities. Unfortunately, Chinese military and official circles wish to
      keep information about its military spending shrouded in secrecy, which in turn raises suspicions and concerns as
      to China’s actual military spending and its military intentions.
    


    
      With this key point in mind, this chapter will estimate Chinese defense-related spending. However, more
      importantly, it will reach conclusions which link the budgeting and procurement process to Chinese military
      intentions and capabilities. The chapter reaches these conclusions by drawing from Chinese and Western sources in
      three principal areas: Chinese defense spending calculations, Chinese defense budget management, and Chinese
      procurement budgeting procedures. In short, these conclusions are:
    


    
      •  Open-source studies to date on the Chinese defense budget have illuminated issues of “off-budget” and
      “extrabudgetary” resources, but they do not shed much light on Chinese military capabilities and intentions. A
      continuing and singular focus on quantitative measurements of Chinese intentions and capabilities—whether it is
      the aggregate figure of actual Chinese military expenditure, or a compilation of actual and potential weapons
      procurement—are misplaced at best and misleading at worst.
    


    
      •  The procurement budgeting process is moving toward a more decentralized, more market oriented, process, but
      the pieces are not in place for this process to be effective. The trend is undermined by difficulties which might
      be summed up as the contradiction of profits vs. professionalism.
    


    
      •  A focus on the problems and benefits of the evolving procurement budgeting process in China can offer new
      insights into questions of Chinese military capabilities and intentions.
    


    
      To cover this ground, this chapter will proceed in three principal sections: (1) a review of the past literature
      on Chinese defense spending; (2) a discussion of Chinese defense spending as an indicator of military
      capabilities and intentions; (3) a more careful look at defense procurement budgeting processes as an indicator
      of Chinese capabilities and intentions.
    


    
      To the greatest extent possible, the chapter will stay narrowly focused on budgetary and spending issues. We
      should acknowledge at the outset that simple reliance on strictly quantitative
      indicators such as budget figures, line-items, hardware procurements, and front-line deployments do not even tell
      half the story. Other, often more important indicators, must also be factored into any analysis of Chinese
      intentions and capabilities: training, education, leadership, morale, maintenance, logistics, doctrine, and other
      intangibles within the military; technological, scientific, managerial, administrative, absorptive, and other
      “software” issues within the defense procurement and production system. To focus on quantitative indicators alone
      will lead to poorly grounded conclusions and recommendations.
    


    
      Contemporary Studies on Chinese Defense Spending
    


    
      A number of articles and studies appearing in the West have attempted to analyze Chinese military
      expenditure.4 Most of these studies focus on what can and cannot legitimately be
      termed a part of “military expenditure” and attempt to reach a figure to represent actual Chinese defense
      spending as opposed to the official figure announced each March at the National People’s Congress. While each of
      these studies is slightly different in terms of scholarly approach, methods, and conclusions, they all share
      common themes and help dispel a number of misconceptions. At the same time, for the most part they do not go far
      enough to explain what Chinese military spending tells us about Chinese military capabilities and intentions.
    


    
      “Official” Spending vs. “Actual” Spending
    


    
      Western and Chinese analysts would generally agree that the PRC’s officially published military budget does not
      represent China’s total defense spending nor its potential revenue base. Chinese sources openly acknowledge that
      the announced figure does not cover all military spending, although these sources usually claim that the total
      budget is not much higher than the official published figure. Wang notes that in the case of at least five
      “off-budget” activities and sources of revenue—military R&D, the militia, the People’s Armed Police (PAP),
      subsidies for the production of weapons, and earnings from arms sales—“no one would dispute that they should be
      counted as ME” (military expenditure).5
    


    
      Official Chinese sources make very clear that a small portion of funds generated from PLA commercial enterprises
      (jundui qiye) are to be handed over to the General Logistics Department of the PLA to make up for “budget
      deficiencies” (junfei buzu) and to “improve the standard of living for the troops” (gaishan budui
      shenghuo).6 Arthur Ding identifies a number of Chinese sources—in both
      official neibu and open sources—which clearly indicate that the officially announced figure does not fully
      account for the PRC’s defense spending.7 Thus, statements such as those from the
      London-based Institute for International Strategic Studies (IISS) that “the Chinese government still maintains
      that all Chinese military expenditure is accounted for in the defence budget” are misleading and
      inaccurate.8
    


    
      Table 6.1
    


    
      Range of Estimates of Chinese Defense Spending, 1990–98 (in US$ billion)
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Notes: 1. Official figure in current prices, converted at official exchange rate.
    


    
      2. Wang Shaoguang, “Estimating China’s Defence Expenditure: Some Evidence From Chinese Sources,” The China
      Quarterly, September 1996.
    


    
      3. James Harris et al., “Interpreting Trends in Chinese Defense Spending,” China’s Economic Dilemmas in the
      1990s, vol. 2, submitted to the Joint Economic Committee of the U.S. Congress (Washington, DC: Government
      Printing Office, 1991), p. 677.
    


    
      4. Based on official figures and expressed in constant 1990 prices, adjusted for consumer price index deflators
      and exchange rates. SIPRI Yearbook 1997 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), p. 197.
    


    
      5. SIPRI “low” and “high” estimates from SIPRI Yearbook 1992 (Oxford: Oxford
      University Press, 1992), pp. 245–250.
    


    
      6. IISS Military Balance normally publishes the official figure, but occasionally issues calculations of
      actual spending. The IISS figures shown here are from the Military Balance (London: Brassey’s and Oxford
      University Press), published in 1993 and 1994.
    


    
      7. International Monetary Fund figure based on officially announced Chinese defense budget adjusted by IMF
      purchasing power parity (PPP) estimates, and expressed in constant 1993 U.S. dollars. See Military Balance
      1995/96 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), p. 271.
    


    
      8. David Shambaugh (section on China), “World Military Expenditure,” SIPRI Yearbook 1994 (Oxford: Oxford
      University Press, 1994), p. 443.
    


    
      9. World Bank figure based on officially announced Chinese defense budget adjusted by World Bank purchasing power
      parity (PPP) estimates, and expressed in constant 1993 U.S. dollars. See Military Balance 1995/96 (Oxford:
      Oxford University Press, 1995), p. 271.
    


    
      10. Figures reached using purchasing power parity estimates; source notes that the figures are “rough estimates.”
      U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military Spending and Arms Transfers, 1995,
      http://www.acda.gov, September 1997.
    


    
      11. Nicholas D. Kristof, “The Rise of China,” Foreign Affairs, November/December 1993.
    


    
      12. Richard Bitzinger and Chong-Pin Lin, The Defense Budget of the People’s Republic of China (Washington,
      DC: Defense Budget Project, November 1994), pp. 13–16.
    


    
      When discussing this issue, it makes more sense not to use the term “budget,”
      since it implies a comprehensive single document with carefully crafted line-items. It would be preferable to use
      the term the Chinese typically use—military expenditure (junfei)—which is more comprehensive in scope and
      implies the monies spent on military-related items. This also makes more sense in terms of better understanding
      military intentions and capabilities. If the term “budget” is used, it should refer only to the announced figure,
      but with the understanding that it does not represent all Chinese military spending.
    


    
      But while it is no secret that the officially announced budget figure does not fully account for Chinese military
      spending, the various estimations of actual Chinese military expenditures vary to a degree which can complicate,
      rather than clarify, the picture (see Table 6.1). As illuminating as these various studies
      are, however, they do not tell us enough about how “actual spending” explains Chinese military capabilities and
      intentions.
    


    
      What Is Included in the Announced Figure?
    


    
      Most analysts generally agree on which expenses are actually covered in the announced budget figure. These
      include: a significant share of personnel costs (including salaries, education, and training), operations and
      maintenance costs, and some (though by no means all) equipment costs, including some basic procurement and
      logistics research. These categories appear in the Chinese white paper on arms control and disarmament, published
      in November 1995, which states that the Chinese defense budget is composed of three main parts: personnel
      (shenghuo fei), equipment (zhuangbei fei), and operations and maintenance (O&M) (shiye he
      gongwu fei).9
    


    
      Relying on Chinese sources, some studies have disaggregated the overall official budget into further
      subcategories. In 1986, a Chinese book on defense economics noted two main categories—-spending on goods and
      spending on human resources—and further subdivided these categories. Under “goods,” this source includes
      scientific research, weaponry and equipment procurement, weaponry and equipment maintenance, training and
      military operations, defense construction projects (guofang gongcheng fei), military provisions, and
      miscellaneous.10 A later study edited by one of China’s leading defense
      economists listed thirteen important subdivisions under “Chinese defense expenditure”: personnel, office
      expenses, operations, equipment maintenance, equipment procurement, fuel, horse-related expenses (mapi
      gouzhi) (transportation), capital expenses, scientific research, war preparedness, miscellaneous, reserve
      forces, warfighting expenses.11
    


    
      Wang Shaoguang, referring to Chinese sources from the late 1980s, lists eleven broad subcategories divided
      further into fifty-seven items.12 He suggests that the eleven subcategories would fit within the three main parts of the budget identified in the November
      1995 white paper as follows: personnel; equipment (procurement, maintenance of weapons and equipment, military
      scientific research [junshi kexue yanjiu]); O&M (maintenance, operations, construction, education and
      training, stockpiling strategic materials, combat costs, miscellaneous costs). Arthur Ding, drawing from a 1993
      neibu encyclopedia on defense budgeting, also lists eleven—though in some cases slightly
      different—categories as belonging to “state funds managed under the military expenditure budget”: living
      expenses, office expenses, operating expenses, education and training, equipment purchases, warfare expenses,
      construction, scientific research, fuel management, militia, and air raid protection. However, he notes that the
      figure announced each year as the official defense budget only includes “O&M” funds, namely: personnel,
      office expenses, operating expenses, maintenance, and some procurement, capital construction, and scientific
      research. He suggests that funds for most capital construction and scientific research, as well as for the PAP,
      come from other sources outside the official defense budget.13
    


    
      From these and other sources, it would appear that the announced figure each year covers the following major
      spending categories, narrowly confined to military-related PLA activities: some personnel costs, office
      expenses, routine army-related operating expenses, logistics support, training, basic equipment purchases, some
      major weapons purchases, some military science research, and equipment maintenance. The 1995 white paper states
      that for 1994, the announced figure covered personnel (34.09 percent of the budget), operations and maintenance
      (34.22 percent), and equipment (31.69 percent).14
    


    
      As will be noted below, the system of budgeting, covering expenses, and procurement is undergoing significant
      changes in the current period of rapid reform and decentralization. As such, while it is important to recognize
      those categories within the officially announced figure, it is becoming more important to understand the
      evolutionary processes at work and how they affect Chinese military capabilities and intentions.
    


    
      What Is Not Included in the Announced Figure: Other Government Sources?
    


    
      Most analysts generally agree on the areas of spending not included in the announced budget figure. These
      “off-budget” military-related spendings are funded from two key sources. The first source is national and local
      government budgets other than the officially announced defense budget. The other source is extrabudgetary
      earnings generated by PLA commercial activities and the commercial activities of the defense industrial sector.
      These arrangements are roughly in accordance with the so-called three-thirds principle set out in the early 1990s
      by the Central Military Commission. Under this principle, PLA units should expect to cover one-third of their
      expenses from central government outlays, one-third from local government funds, and the
      last third from PLA economic activities. The PAP and local militia units have likewise been instructed to abide
      by this principle.15
    


    
      It is important to note that most of these funds are not under the command of the PLA, but rather are
      controlled by other national and local government agencies. In addition, identifying sources of off-budget
      income, while important and helpful to analysts, does not in and of itself explain Chinese military intentions
      and capabilities.
    


    
      Key military items funded from other national and local government sources include: paramilitary forces
      (specifically the People’s Armed Police, or PAP), the nuclear weapons and strategic rocket programs, defense
      R&D (guofang kexue yanjiu), demobilization costs and military pensions, some of the costs for regional
      troop expenses and militia maintenance, foreign weapons procurement, and subsidies to ailing defense industries
      which help underwrite the cost of indigenous arms procurement for the PLA. Studies differ in their estimates of
      how much money is spent in these different areas and the extent to which different areas of spending ought to be
      considered as part of the aggregate military expenditure figure. But there is general agreement that these are
      the primary expenses paid by sources other than the announced defense budget.
    


    
      Wang argues that several of these non-defense budget spending items should not be considered as defense
      expenditures. For those he states might be fairly considered as part of overall defense spending (but are not
      included in the official figure), he typically provides figures well below figures calculated by Western analysts
      (as a result, his figure for total defense spending is closest to the officially announced figure; see Table 6.1). He argues that these funds from government sources other than the announced defense
      budget in 1993 amounted to an additional 15.1 billion yuan (about U.S.$2.6 billion at 1993 exchange rates). These
      funds supported defense R&D, the militia, the PAP, and the production of weapons in the form of
      subsidies.16
    


    
      In his 1994 study, David Shambaugh puts forward a higher level of military funding (for 1993) derived from
      government sources outside the officially announced budget. He counts the PAP, subsidies to the defense
      industrial sector, defense R&D, local government support, pensions and demobilization costs, and militia
      expenses to reach a total of 164.1 billion yuan (or U.S.$28.3 billion at 1993 exchange rates) (see Table 6.2). Several important differences between these two estimates highlight the difficulties with
      such analyses. First, Wang’s study does not include important income derived from local entities to support PLA
      troops which Shambaugh does include in his calculations. In addition, Wang does not include demobilization and
      retirement expenses, even though he acknowledges at the beginning of his study that “pensions to retired military
      personnel” should be included as part of military expenditure.17 On the other
      hand, Wang’s calculations estimate those funds which end up contributing directly to military as opposed to
      nonmilitary purposes, whereas Shambaugh appears to estimate the PLA “revenue base” and
      potential “financial resources at the disposal of the PLA.”18 Nevertheless, even
      if Shambaugh’s calculations were radically adjusted to account for Wang’s concerns (cut by two-thirds, which
      would be far too much), Shambaugh’s figure would still amount to approximately U.S.$9.3 billion, more than three
      times Wang’s estimate. In any event, the two calculations vary significantly, especially with regard to subsidies
      to the defense production sector (by a factor of nearly 30), and the militia (by a factor of 12).
    


    
      Table 6.2
    


    
      A Comparison of Chinese Military-Related Funds Derived from Government Sources Other Than the Formal Defense
      Budget, 1993
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      Sources: Wang Shaoguang, “Estimating China’s Defence Expenditure: Some Evidence from Chinese Sources,”
      The China Quarterly, September 1996, p. 910; David Shambaugh (section on China), “World Military
      Expenditure,” SIPRI Yearbook 1994 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994), pp. 443–44.
    


    
      Notes: DIS = defense industial sector. U.S.$ equivalents calculated at 1993 official exchange rates.
      Figures are rounded.
    


    


    
      Interestingly, neither of these studies considers the important off-budget category of foreign weapon purchases,
      which have significantly increased in recent years.19 Major foreign weapon
      purchases (Su-27s, Kilo-class submarines, S-300 ground-to-air missile systems, Sovremenny
      destroyers, etc.) and perhaps sorely needed special weapons development programs (J-10 fighters, Project 093 and
      094 submarines) are largely funded through special appropriations supported by the Central Military Commission
      and sanctioned by the Party Central Committee and the State Council. A rough estimate of major conventional
      weapon purchases from the Soviet Union and Russia since 1990 would be equivalent to approximately U.S. $10
      billion. However, the actual cash outlay is perhaps one-third to one-half less as early purchases were covered in
      part by barter, and some deals—such as the proposed Su-27 co-production arrangement and the Sovremenny
      purchase—have not been completed.
    


    
      Another form of off-budget funding for foreign arms purchases apparently came from the PLA itself. According to
      Tai Ming Cheung, barter goods from PLA factories contributed toward “as much as half of the value of the
      contracts for the sale of Su-27 fighter planes, S-300 air defense missile systems, and Kilo-class
      submarines.”20 However, for the future, barter deals appear less and less likely, both as a result of resistance from Russian hardware producers (who have
      little desire for such payments), and from Chinese domestic producers (who would prefer to earn cash profits for
      their goods rather than subsidize high-level arms acquisition decisions).
    


    
      What Is Not Included in the Announced Figure: Commercial Earnings
    


    
      Sources of earnings derived outside of government budgets are typically cited as PLA commercial activities
      (farms, mines, industrial enterprises, service activities, rents, etc.) and funding from arms sales generated by
      the defense industrial sector and PLA entities such as Polytechnologies. Studies greatly differ on how much
      income is generated by the commercial activities of PLA and defense industrial enterprises. More importantly, it
      is unclear how much of this income is put toward defense-related purposes.
    


    
      In the case of the PLA, commercial activities are significant. According to a recent Chinese publication on
      military spending, sanctioned PLA enterprises include agricultural activities (forestry, fishery, animal
      husbandry, farming); industrial activities (mining, equipment maintenance, production of military-and
      civilian-use goods, printing); commercial activities (commodity exchanges, transaction services, trading firms,
      department stores); construction activities (civil engineering, road and infrastructure construction);
      transportation activities (vehicular, air, and maritime transport); and tourism (hotels, hostels, restaurants,
      and clubs).21
    


    
      Again, a comparison between studies indicates widely different estimates as to military-related commercial
      earnings (see Table 6.3). Methodological differences similar to those discussed above arise
      here as well. Shambaugh speaks of the “revenue base,” and calculates the gross earnings for PLA economic
      activities. He bases his estimate of U.S.$5 billion for PLA commercial earnings in 1993 on an internal study
      conducted by the Chinese National Defense University and interviews. He also notes that this figure coincides
      with a CIA study published in 1993, and that “the majority of these earnings remain with the unit which generated
      them and do not make their way into the General Logistics Department’s budget stream.”22
    


    
      Wang reaches his net estimate for economic activities by quadrupling a 1987 figure for PLA commercial earnings,
      and assuming an 18 percent profit rate. Cheung assumes a gross turnover of 50 to 75 billion yuan for PLA economic
      activities, from which is generated a profit of about 10 to 15 billion yuan (a profit rate of 20 percent). Of
      this profit, Cheung believes approximately 4 to 6 billion yuan may go to the GLD and other PLA units
      (approximately 8 percent of total turnover, and 40 to 60 percent of profits).23
    


    
      Differences also arise as to the earnings brought in by arms sales. Shambaugh notes that “the PLA brought in an
      estimated income during 1993 of $1.5 billion in arms sales.”24 However, that figure is more likely the total earnings generated by Chinese arms
      exports—the bulk of which goes to the defense industrial producers, not the PLA. Also, the figure of U.S.$1.5
      billion is probably gross income, rather than profit. Wang reaches his figure for arms sales earnings by
      adjusting for net profit and roughly calculates what amount of these earnings were generated by PLA sales. Wang
      errs by not including defense industry arms sales as part of his overall calculations for the military-related
      revenue.25 Significantly, neither study calculates earnings generated by the
      defense industrial sector’s commercial activities, which are significant and a portion of which would contribute
      to China’s military development.
    


    
      Table 6.3
    


    
      A Comparison of Chinese Military-Related Funds Derived from Commercial Activities
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      Sources: Tai Ming Cheung, “The Chinese Army’s New Marching Orders: Winning on the Economic Battlefield,”
      in Jorn Brommelhorster and John Frankenstein, eds., Mixed Motives, Uncertain Outcomes: Defense Conversion in
      China (Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1997), p. 195. Wang Shaoguang, “Estimating China’s Defence Expenditure: Some
      Evidence from Chinese Sources,” The China Quarterly, September 1996, p. 910; David Shambaugh (section on
      China), “World Military Expenditure,” SIPRI Yearbook 1994 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994), pp.
      443–44.
    


    
      Notes: U.S.$ equivalents for Wang and Shambaugh studies calculated at 1993 official exchange rates.
      Figures are rounded. The study by Tai Ming Cheung only considers PLA economic activities; U.S.$ equivalents for
      his study calculated at 1997 exchange rates.
    


    


    
      One other potential area of earnings which has emerged, but which previous literature does not mention, are those
      derived from a variety of financial instruments. Both PLA and defense industrial enterprises have an
      ever-increasing array of sanctioned options to raise capital. These include: bank loans, stock issues, bonds,
      commercial credits, leasing, access to foreign exchange, and foreign direct investment.26 Some loans are provided by the GLD itself—for investment, capital improvements, as well
      as for demobilized soldiers and their dependents to establish start-up businesses. Provided there are few
      defaults and the rate of interest outpaces inflation and loan service costs, the interest paid on these loans
      could provide the GLD with an additional source of earned income. In an atmosphere of increased decentralization
      and profit-seeking (see below), such financial instruments and investment vehicles as a source of income may
      increase in years ahead.
    


    
      Regulations passed in late 1993 prohibit PLA business activities below the
      corps level, which may have leveled off the rise of PLA earnings. However, given the diversity of PLA and defense
      industry commercial activities and the growth of the Chinese economy overall, if we assume a conservative 7 to 10
      percent annual growth in PLA earnings for the period 1994—97, then current earnings may be as much as 1.3 to 1.5
      percent higher than in 1993. In addition, parts of the defense industrial sector have met with considerable
      success as well. The China State Shipbuilding Corporation, for example, is said to have grossed some U.S.$2.8
      billion in foreign exchange alone for its shipbuilding and repair activities for the period 1990–95, and expects
      its net pre-tax profits to reach approximately 3.0 billion yuan (approximately U.S.$365 million at current
      exchange rates) by 2000.27 Trading conglomerates related to the defense
      industrial sector—including China National Machinery Import and Export Corporation (CNMIEC), China North
      Industries Corporation (NORINCO), and China National Aviation Technology Import and Export Corporation
      (CATIC)—are among China’s very largest and successful import-export firms.28 But
      it is not clear how much of these earnings go toward military purposes.
    


    
      What Percentage of Extrabudgetary Earnings Go to Military Purposes
    


    
      Most studies of Chinese military expenditure recognize the existence of extrabudgetary earnings, but do not
      clearly estimate how much of these earnings directly contribute to China’s military intentions and capabilities.
      What should be made clear is that gross income is not a reliable guide since it does not represent profits or
      direct payments to military authorities such as the GLD or toward military-related activities. As in most
      businesses, earnings must first go toward payment of financial and tax obligations. These include local and
      national fees and taxes, debt repayment, operation costs, and investment. In addition, earnings are also lost to
      corruption in the form of payoffs and/or lavish purchases and lifestyles.
    


    
      According to Ding, certain regulations govern the handover of after-tax profits generated by PLA commercial
      activities: commercial guest houses and hotels turn in 20 percent of after-tax profits to the General Logistics
      Department (GLD); “troop service centers” turn over 30 percent to the GLD; China Xinxing Corporation (the largest
      commercial conglomerate associated with the GLD) is to turn in 70 percent of after-tax profits; other large
      enterprises, mines, factories, and farms negotiate with the GLD to determine their after-tax
      obligations.29 Based on interviews he conducted, Tai Ming Cheung writes that
      enterprises may retain between 20 and 40 percent of their profits (some of which go toward improved living
      standards and some of which are lost to corruption), with the remainder of profits going to the GLD (40 to 60
      percent), regional and provincial military authorities (10 to 20 percent), and the local PLA unit which owns the
      enterprise (10 to 20 percent). Based on his estimate in a 1997 publication
      that PLA enterprises have a total profit of approximately 10 to 15 billion yuan, this means the GLD would take in
      between 4 and 9 billion yuan (U.S.$480 million to $1.0 billion), and regional and local military authorities and
      the local PLA unit would each receive about 1 to 2 billion yuan each.30
    


    
      However, these financial obligations are changing. Generally speaking, PLA enterprises are becoming increasingly
      independent. Since the 1980s, PLA enterprises have moved from a system of micromanagement to one of
      macromanagement by the GLD, and from a form of strict administrative management to one governed more by economic
      and market principles, albeit with some continued administrative oversight from the GLD. In the 1990s, there is
      increased separation of the enterprises from their military units, in legal, financial, and administrative terms.
      There is also increasing evidence that the defense industrial sector seeks to break free of administrative
      constraints and quotas imposed by the center, both in terms of how it raises capital and the production
      activities it undertakes.31
    


    
      Taken together, this evidence suggests that the direct financial obligation of PLA enterprises and defense
      industrial enterprises to higher authorities is diminishing. This would be particularly true the larger an
      enterprise becomes, and the more confident and independent financially it can be. In addition, some companies
      formed in the mid-to late 1980s when the commercialization of government and military enterprises was taking off
      have now distanced themselves from their original parent units and are no longer passing on profits. Under these
      circumstances, an obvious tension arises between the commercial ambitions of PLA and defense industrial
      enterprises, on the one hand, and efforts on the part of sponsoring units, the GLD, and government agencies, on
      the other, to impose administrative constraints on earnings in the form of production quotas, taxes, fees, and
      other financial obligations.
    


    
      In the end, in each of these cases of extrabudgetary earnings it remains unclear what proportion is in turn put
      toward strictly military end-use, toward reinvestment in commercial activities, toward capital accumulation,
      toward improvement in living conditions at the unit level, or is siphoned off in corruption. However, it is
      probably the case that under the “three-thirds principle,” a significant share of extrabudgetary earnings are
      allocated toward the improvement of living standards in the forms of better salaries, housing and facilities, and
      other socioeconomic responsibilities of the unit under the danwei system. This is the case both for PLA
      enterprises (jundui qiye) as well as defense industrial enterprises (jungong qiye).
    


    
      Comparative Analyses
    


    
      Some studies provide Chinese military spending within a comparative context. The most useful of these studies
      provide time series data and are adjusted for inflation, currency devaluations, and
      purchasing power parities. Such studies allow the analyst to assess growth and reductions in Chinese defense
      spending over time, provide the burden of defense spending as a percentage of gross national product (GNP) and
      central government expenditure (CGE), and compare these data to those of China’s neighbors. The leading example
      of such analyses are those prepared by the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.32
    


    
      Table 6.4 provides such figures for comparative analysis. As the table shows, adjusted
      Chinese military expenditure remained relatively stable from 1985 to 1992, remaining between U.S.$52 and $58
      billion. For the period 1993–95, Chinese defense spending has grown, posting a 9.0 percent increase from 1994 to
      1995. At the same time, however, Chinese defense spending over the 11-year period of 1985–95 has generally
      decreased when expressed as a percentage of China’s GNP and CGE, and as a percentage of overall East Asian
      military expenditure.
    


    
      We see also that the proportion of GNP China spends on the military is roughly equivalent to that spent by India
      and South Korea. As a percentage of CGE, however, China’s military expenditure tends to be higher than any of its
      neighbors—with the exception of Taiwan—especially in recent years. Interestingly, one recent Chinese study
      suggests that Chinese defense spending as a percentage of national expenditure should “not exceed the average
      percentage over the past 40 years of 16.26 percent.” Ideally, the study continues, the percentage should stay at
      about 12 percent of national expenditure, which would be roughly 3 percent of China’s GNP.33
    


    
      If one is concerned with intentions, aggregate levels of Chinese defense spending can be misleading. After all,
      it is almost always true that defense spending increases as GDP rises, and China’s GDP has been rising rapidly
      for over a decade. Statistics on China’s defense spending as a percentage of GDP and as a percentage of the
      central government budget, by contrast, are more useful as indicators of intentions. Thus, if one observes
      substantial Chinese GDP growth with relatively slower defense spending growth, it would seem that China was not
      placing tremendous emphasis on preparing for conflict with its neighbors.
    


    
      Similarly, the percentage of the government budget put toward defense may be a good indicator of the priority
      China places on the military. A rising or higher-than-expected percentage of the central government budget spent
      on defense might indicate intentions that could be construed as threatening. Thus, if one wants to use China’s
      military budget to assess whether or not China’s intentions may be considered threatening, the relevant statistic
      is not so much the size of the Chinese defense budget, but rather defense spending as a percentage of GDP and of
      the central government budget.
    


    
      However, one must be cautious in using these comparative statistics to explain Chinese military capabilities and
      intentions. First, a rising percentage of GDP or central budget dedicated to defense may also be a defensive
      response to a perceived external threat. Thus, if one is to use this type of analysis, one must look not only at
      the relative percentages allocated to defense, but also at the trends in the military postures of potential
      military rivals. Second, intention is a variable that can never be represented accurately by numbers. Budget
      percentages may be suggestive, but one must remember that budget allocations are political choices determined by
      a number of factors that may have little to do with the larger intentions of the central government. High
      military expenditure as a percentage of government expenditure or GDP may reflect a commitment on the part of the
      central leadership to prepare for international conflict, but it may also be the result of strong military
      influence in bureaucratic politics. And, though some would draw a direct connection between a politically
      influential military and threatening international intentions, others have pointed out that while the military is
      more likely to support high military spending, it is less likely to risk engaging in conflicts it’s not sure it
      can win. Thus, any use of military spending figures to indicate threatening intentions should be used only in
      conjunction with analysis of other factors.
    


    
      Table 6.4
    


    
      Comparison of Military Spending in East Asia, China, India, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan (military
      expenditure shown in constant 1995 U.S.$ billions)
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      Source: U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers,
      1996, http://www.acda.gov, September 1997.
    


    
      Notes: ME = military expenditure; GNP = ME as a percentage of gross national product; CGE = ME as a
      percentage of central government expenditure; EA = ME as a percentage of East Asian ME; “East Asia” is Brunei,
      Cambodia, China, Indonesia, Japan, North Korea, South Korea, Malaysia, Mongolia, Myanmar, Philippines, Singapore,
      Taiwan, Thailand, and Vietnam. The ACDA source notes: for China the figures are developed by purchasing power
      parity calculations and are rough estimates; figures for Taiwan 1985–1990 are estimates and based on incomplete
      data, na = not available.
    


    


    
      If, on the other hand, one is concerned primarily with estimating present and
      future capabilities, rather than intentions, then China’s defense burden as a percentage of GDP or the central
      budget are not particularly revealing statistics, except inasmuch as they indicate what Chinese defense spending
      might look like in the future, based on current GDP growth projections and the projected size of future
      government budgets. The fact that China, according to most estimates, spends less on defense as a percentage of
      GDP than most other countries does not matter much if one is concerned with China’s military capabilities. A rich
      country with a proportionally small defense budget can pose more of an international threat than an impoverished
      country with a proportionally large defense budget. And, for the same reasons, China’s argument that its defense
      spending per capita is a fraction of most other countries’ (never a very compelling argument, given the size of
      the Chinese population) does not affect an assessment of projected Chinese threat capabilities. If one is looking
      at capabilities, then the relevant basic budgetary statistic would be the absolute size and trends in military
      spending, calculated in conjunction with other relevant factors.
    


    
      Using China’s defense spending relative to the central government budget could be a more effective indicator of
      China’s military intentions, provided that the analysis goes one step further to look at spending on specific
      projects as a percentage of the total government budget. In other words, the important indicator would be
      spending on capabilities associated with certain threat scenarios (naval and air force procurement modernization,
      logistical support for maritime operations, missile and nuclear programs, and related training, logistics, and
      R&D) as a percentage of the central government budget.34
    


    
      In the end, while such comparative and contextual analyses provide some additional insight beyond basic budget
      figures and estimations, they are still inadequate to reveal more than minimal information about Chinese military
      intentions and capabilities.
    


    
      A Rough Estimate of the Chinese Military Resource Base
    


    
      Based on these previous quantitative and comparative studies, we can make a rough estimate of the financial
      resource base available for military-related purposes in 1993 amounting to approximately 184.5 billion renminbi
      (or approximately U.S.$31.8 billion at 1993 exchange rates) (see Table 6.5). This estimate
      is derived by adding together three principal categories: (1) the basic central government outlay for defense
      (the official figure for the defense budget); (2) estimates of outlays from other government sources (to cover
      defense R&D, subsidies for defense industries, militia and PAP budgets, monies for purchase of foreign
      weapons, and demobilization and pensions); (3) earnings from PLA commercial activities and from arms sales. More
      data are available in open sources for the 1993 period, which explains why the estimate is for 1993. This
      estimate can serve as a “baseline” on which other year-to-year statistics can be based.
    


    
      Military Expenditure as an Indicator of Capabilities and Intentions
    


    
      There are several broad reasons why one might be interested, from a policy perspective, in the amount of money
      China spends per year on defense. First, development economists believe that the relative defense burden can have
      an important impact on economic growth, although economists are unsurprisingly divided over whether the net
      impact is positive or negative. Second, students of Chinese domestic politics may use the defense budget as an
      indicator of the relative political clout of the military in Chinese domestic politics. For international
      security analysts and military planners, the more immediate cause for interest in Chinese defense spending is how
      it might help to explain Chinese threat perceptions, capabilities, and intentions.
    


    
      This presumption is evident in many of the articles and reports published on the aggregate size of the PRC
      defense budget. As Richard Bitzinger and Chong-Pin Lin explain at the outset of their study:
    


    
      As China attempts to modernize its forces, is it becoming a “threat” to Western security in the region, and, if
      so, does it constitute a direct military threat?… In attempting to answer these questions, it would be useful to
      know where current Chinese strategic and military priorities lay, and whether the PRC is investing enough
      resources in these priorities to constitute a serious security concern to the West. Since defense budgets are
      often a critical indicator of national defense priorities and policies, Western interest in Chinese defense
      spending has also grown considerably.35
    


    
      Arthur Ding also puts the proposition succinctly, stating, “The defense budget helps outside analysts to
      understand a country’s defence policy and future defence plans.”36 Other studies of this issue imply the same basic presumption, though it is often
      implied rather than stated explicitly.
    


    
      Table 6.5
    


    
      Estimated Chinese Military-Related Resource Base, 1993 (in Chinese renminbi, and in U.S.$ billions, based
      on 1993 exchange rates; figures are rounded)
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      Notes:
    


    
      1The officially announced defense budget figure for 1993 of RMB 42.9 billion.
      Assumed to cover some personnel costs, office expenses, routine army-related operating expenses, logistics
      support, training, basic equipment purchases, some major weapons purchases, some military science research, and
      equipment maintenance. The proportional division among the three categories of “personnel,” “operations and
      maintenance,” and “equipment” is based upon the figures for 1994 provided by the 1995 Chinese white paper on arms
      control and disarmament (personnel, 34.09% of the budget; operations and maintenance, 34.22%; equipment, 31.69%).
      China: Arms Control and Disarmament (Beijing: State Council Information Office, November 1995), p. 31.
    


    
      2Estimated.
    


    
      3Based on Shambaugh, “World Military Expenditure.”
    


    
      4Ibid.
    


    
      5Estimated. Does not include value of barter goods provided for foreign arms
      procurement.
    


    
      6Estimated.
    


    
      7Figure is for total turnover of PLA commercial earnings. Cheung estimates a
      profit rate of approximately 20%, and that approximately 40% to 60% of profits actually go to the General
      Logistics Department and PLA units. Cheung, “The Chinese Army’s New Marching Orders.”
    


    
      8Figure is for total turnover for Chinese defense industrial producers. Actual
      net profit would be lower when accounting for costs and taxes.
    


    


    
      However, this brings us to the heart of the problem with discussions over the approximate size of the PRC defense
      budget: how, exactly, does one turn an estimate of Chinese defense expenditure into a meaningful figure, i.e.,
      one that assists in our understanding of intentions and capabilities? In fact, while spending estimates are
      certainly more helpful than the officially announced figure and offer an
      excellent point from which to start further studies, they can only offer limited insight into Chinese intentions
      and capabilities, and in some cases can mislead rather than clarify. This is true for several reasons, which are
      spelled out below.
    


    
      Inadequacy of Data to Represent Capabilities and Intentions
    


    
      The use of basic aggregate estimates can be misleading if one equates more spending with more capability. This
      presumption is basically correct, but not entirely. A number of other factors must be taken into account which
      the aggregate estimate cannot explain.
    


    
      First, a comprehensive Chinese military-related spending figure includes items which do not necessarily
      contribute directly to China’s international military capabilities. Including the entire PAP budget, for example,
      does not accurately indicate the PAP’s ability to contribute to China’s military capabilities or threatening
      intentions. The PAP’s primary function is to maintain domestic order as well as conduct some frontier protection.
      But the PAP is also active in other activities, including fire fighting and highway construction. The PAP’s
      budget has appropriations for “war preparation” and “contingency planning,” but the main appropriations are for
      operations associated with their function as a domestic security force.37
      Similarly, demobilization costs and military pensions have limited utility in spending assessments of Chinese
      military intentions and capabilities. Spending increases on these line-items may indeed increase China’s
      aggregate defense spending, but do not necessarily increase the military capabilities relevant to a discussion of
      a Chinese military threat.
    


    
      Second, increased availability of resources might also be an indicator of weakness, rather than strength. A
      number of analysts of the PLA note that the increase in monies available to the PLA undermines its
      professionalism and corrupts its leadership. More to the point, there is considerable evidence to suggest that
      PLA involvement with commercial ventures has in fact weakened its professionalism and cohesion, undermining
      rather than enhancing China’s military capabilities. Likewise, spending subsidies on ailing defense industries is
      more an indicator of the lack of Chinese capabilities. We also know that Chinese military spending goes
      toward redundant and make-work programs which probably does not contribute to Chinese military capabilities, but
      does augment expenditure.
    


    
      This problem seems particularly acute in the areas of R&D and weapons development. For example, while some
      may consider the fact that China currently has six ongoing fighter projects as an indication of the military
      danger China poses, this kind of redundancy may actually be a sign of weakness. According to a RAND study,
      “Chinese aerospace R&D has long frittered away budgetary resources along unproductive or highly duplicative
      paths, with very little to show for its efforts.”38 Similarly, China’s military
      does not have direct control over allocations for military-related scientific R&D or capital construction,
      which may lead to inefficient budget allocations and spending on redundant projects, or projects not directly related to the military’s top priorities.39 The
      “civilianization” of the Commission on Science, Technology and Industry for National Defense (COSTIND) in the
      wake of the Ninth National People’s Congress in March 1998 will further weaken the PLA’s direct influence over
      defense industrial reform and modernization.
    


    
      Third, analysts who have studied this issue carefully indicate that the funds generated by PLA enterprises—while
      often included in aggregate estimates—do not substantially contribute to Chinese military capabilities or
      threatening intentions.40 Furthermore, under current conditions of
      decentralization and profit-seeking, this tendency toward greater separation between military-related activities
      and commercial activities is likely to be strengthened.
    


    
      Fourth, and more specifically, the aggregate defense budget contains much spending that may indeed be militarily
      relevant, but is not relevant to the specific threat scenarios that seem most plausible. For example, the
      military scenarios that are of most concern to the United States and its friends and allies in East Asia are a
      Chinese blockade or invasion of Taiwan and a Chinese military operation to take control of the Spratly Islands in
      the South China Sea. Less likely, but still possible, might be some kind of renewed Sino-Japanese rivalry with a
      military dimension. Furthermore, since military capability is inherently relative, one must not look simply at
      China’s military budget, or even an overall assessment of China’s military capabilities, but rather those
      capabilities relative to its most likely adversaries.
    


    
      Need to Focus on Procurement, R&D, and Logistics
    


    
      The key point here is that it is probably not as important to know what China is spending as it is to know what
      China is getting for its spending, with a particular emphasis on procurement, R&D, and logistics. This is a
      point that sometimes seems to get lost in the existing studies on China’s defense spending. For example, some
      studies use information on what China currently has or has recently procured (information which is often easier
      to come by than information on Chinese spending) to deduce approximately how much China spends on
      defense.41 This approach gets the issue backward. We want to know what the
      defense budget is because it might offer clues as to what China’s military capability is, or is likely to be in
      the future. If we already know the equipment China has, what China is buying, and the size of China’s armed
      forces, it is not as necessary to work backward to determine military spending.
    


    
      As such, research should focus on a more detailed analysis of how defense allocations contribute to Chinese
      capabilities and intentions. Specifically, more attention ought to be paid to the specific types of systems and
      equipment China is acquiring, its current inventory of weapons, equipment, and technology, and how well its
      system of acquisitions meets the military’s requirements. In particular, one should be concerned with how well
      procurement, R&D, and logistics can contribute to Chinese military
      effectiveness in the kinds of conflict scenarios which are likely to occur. Ultimately, it is what China has and
      how well it can use it, rather than what China spends, which should be analyzed.
    


    
      In an effort to look more closely at such indicators of capabilities and intentions, the concluding section of
      the paper will focus on the procurement budgeting process to glean some useful insights about Chinese intentions
      and capabilities. Further research into these aspects of the Chinese military—supplemented by further studies on
      Chinese defense R&D and logistics—will provide far greater and nuanced understanding of Chinese military
      intentions and capabilities.
    


    
      Defense Procurement Budgeting: Process and Results
    


    
      Key Trends: Profits vs. Professionalism
    


    
      The process by which China funds its defense modernization is characterized by two broad trends which are often
      in contradiction with one another.42 The tension might be termed “profits versus
      professionalism.” Both of these trends have impacts on Chinese military intentions and capabilities, both
      positive and negative, troublesome and benign. On the one hand, it is clear that a strong effort is underway
      across the board to improve Chinese military capabilities. The effort is clear in the area of procurement
      budgeting as well, as units are required to “contract the front and focus on key projects” and “conduct more
      research and less production.” Advanced accounting methods are planned for Chinese defense budgeting procedures
      and more rationalized, less redundant procurement processes are to be implemented.43 Significant steps have been taken, and more are contemplated, to reform the vast and
      hulking state-owned sector, of which perhaps one-third are defense industrial enterprises.
    


    
      In addition, in order to generate greater funding for the military, the Chinese leadership has sanctioned an
      unprecedented degree of entrepreneurial independence within the PLA and within the defense industrial sector. By
      encouraging such entrepreneurialism, budget shortfalls can be met, the livelihood and morale of troops and
      officers can be improved, and the military and defense industrial sector can gain access to foreign exchange and
      technologies for potential military use.
    


    
      On the other hand, however, much of this process conflicts with the other means toward modernization. Under the
      pretext of the “three-thirds” system and the general blessing given to defense-related units to earn
      extrabudgetary income, deleterious effects have arisen. The most obvious relates to the effect of economic
      activity on military readiness and professionalism, particularly with regard to corruption and profligate
      spending. Chinese defense budgeting literature warns of the evils of exploiting the liberalized economic
      atmosphere for one’s own “personal treasury” (xiao jin ku). The burgeoning level of commercial activity
      within defense-related units diverts resources and oversight from military-related activities, including, of
      particular relevance to this study, proper attention to military procurement
      plans and processing. The rush to profits may in fact distance enterprises of the PLA and the defense industrial
      sector from higher authorities intent on imposing administrative and financial burdens. In short,
      entrepreneurialism may backfire and undermine Chinese capabilities and defense, thereby weakening its resolved
      intentions.
    


    
      At present, it would appear that the trend toward profits rather than professionalism has the upper hand, but
      with limitations. In the end, they do not appear to contribute significantly to the PLA’s military modernization
      either in the form of revenues or in developing a more professionalized and capable army. Looking ahead, this may
      change as modernization and professionalism become more harmonized. That is the plan, in any event, and PLA
      writings are quite sanguine on this point. A handbook on defense budget management notes hopefully that while at
      present PLA enterprises are needed to make up budgetary shortfalls, “once China has realized the Four
      Modernizations … PLA enterprises will be a thing of the past.”44 That may be, but
      the process between now and then will likely have an insidious effect on Chinese procurement and budgeting
      processes, which in turn will constrain PLA capabilities.
    


    
      Relationship Between the PLA and Its Sponsors and Suppliers
    


    
      The budget procurement relationship between the PLA and its suppliers can also reveal information about Chinese
      intentions and capabilities. Because the PLA does not control most of the funding that goes to either major
      foreign weapon purchases or to subsidize domestic defense industries, it must lobby central authorities through
      the CMC and the Defense Ministry to assure its needs are met. But in the end, it cannot make the final
      determinations in these spending categories.
    


    
      Thus, PLA membership in the central leadership—particularly in the top party leadership such as the Central
      Committee and the Standing Committee—can have a significant effect on how funds related to defense modernization
      are allocated. Many analysts credit the most recent arms purchases from Russia and intensified defense
      modernization efforts to the role of Liu Huaqing on the Standing Committee, and to the generally stronger
      presence of PLA officers within top leadership circles. However, the outcome of the Fifteenth Party Congress in
      September 1997 may have been important in this regard. The only military representative on the Party Standing
      Committee—Liu Huaqing—was retired; the Standing Committee now consists entirely of civilian technocrats.
    


    
      The PLA has little to no control over funding allocated to the defense industrial base, either in terms of
      subsidies, or in terms of funding to support defense industrial modernization, conversion, or access to foreign
      technologies. The relationship between the PLA and the defense industrial base is one of supplier and client, and
      the client has not always been happy with the quality of the goods supplied. This has become especially true in
      recent years as the PLA has focused greater attention on “winning local wars under high-tech conditions.” Recent
      studies and interviews suggest that the central government, through COSTIND,
      has provided on average only about 2 to 6 billion yuan per year to the massive Chinese defense industrial sector
      for the purpose of conversion and technical upgrades.45 There is little the PLA
      can do directly to see that these funds are increased in ways which would benefit the defense industrial sector.
      It would appear that the recent civilianization of COSTIND and the creation of a separate PLA fourth general
      department for equipment (zong zhuangbei bu) will also undermine the ability of the PLA to affect defense
      industrial modernization.
    


    
      Rather, it is probably more in their bureaucratic interests to continue to lobby the central leadership for
      continuous increases in the annual level of military expenditure, and to assure that substantial special foreign
      exchange accounts are available for foreign weapon purchases. These special accounts would probably not come out
      of budgeted PLA funds, and their availability circumvents the problems of dealing with the Chinese domestic
      defense producers. Furthermore, the PLA—at no additional expense to its own budget—can be more confident that the
      equipment it is purchasing from abroad can meet their military requirements.
    


    
      Procurement Budgets
    


    
      Under the joint trends of professionalism and profits, defense budgeting and procurement procedures are likely to
      undergo several significant changes. Because these changes will have an important impact on Chinese capabilities
      and intentions, they are well worth further consideration.
    


    
      The first significant change will be price reform for domestic procurement. At present, following both a
      “down-up” and “up-down” process of consultation with local units (services, military region commands, and the
      Second Artillery) to determine requirements (down-up) and central authorities to determine budget allocations and
      long-term plans (up-down), the General Logistics Department Finance Bureau coordinates procurement requirements
      and drafts a procurement budget plan. In coordination with the Commission on Science, Technology and Industry for
      National Defense (COSTIND), PLA representatives negotiate with relevant contractors in the defense industrial
      sector for procurement requirements. The price for the goods is fixed, and has typically been set at “planned
      cost of production +5 percent.”
    


    
      This system suggests that the monies allocated for “procurement” (zhuangbei gouzhi fei) in the officially
      announced figure is intended to cover most of the PLA’s domestically produced weapons and equipment. This
      probably amounts to between 15 and 20 percent of the announced budget figure (around 12 to 16 billion yuan in
      1997). However, this amount is not sufficient to cover adequately the costs of production on the part of the
      defense industries. This explains why the central budget must provide this sector with subsidies to underwrite
      the production of weaponry, and why the defense industrial sector is so strongly encouraged to “convert.”
    


    
      Under the twin trends of “professionalism” and “profits,” the defense industrial sector is
      urging price reform for its products. The basic proposed system is presented in Table 6.6.
      For our purposes of assessing Chinese military intentions and capabilities, the principal feature of this reform
      plan is that it will significantly increase the cost of indigenously procured weapons for the PLA. Analysts in
      China considering this reform speak of a profit rate “roughly equivalent to that of similar goods in the civilian
      sector,” which might amount to a price increase two to three times current levels for domestic weapon purchases.
    


    
      Likewise, as the defense industrial sector increasingly integrates foreign technologies and investments, the cost
      of procurement for the PLA will also increase. In addition, as more foreign technologies are included in
      Chinese-made weapons, the producers will insist that payments be made in foreign exchange, plus a sum for profit,
      to recoup their initial expenditures and investments on imports. There is anecdotal evidence to suggest that the
      PLA—long accustomed to paying heavily subsidized prices in renminbi for its domestic procurement needs—have
      resisted and even refused to deplete its limited foreign exchange earnings to purchase Chinese-made
      equipment.46 If the cost of domestic systems with foreign components becomes
      unaffordable for the PLA—and if the PLA continues to be dissatisfied with Chinese-made weapons and equipment—it
      will be unlikely to purchase them in large numbers. That would have immediate consequences on Chinese military
      capabilities and on the long-term viability of the defense industrial sector.
    


    
      Again, we see the often contradictory tendencies at work between the dual trends of professionalism and profits.
      On the one hand, price reform and increased integration of foreign technologies could contribute to a more
      professional and market-oriented defense industrial base and military. On the other, this will place an
      additional financial burden on the PLA, and could lead to diminished domestic procurement.
    


    
      A second question on procurement budgeting worth considering entails the resources which will be available to the
      Chinese military for its modernization drive. With ample and growing foreign exchange reserves, one might assume
      that China’s ability to increasingly boost procurement budgets is practically limitless. Of course this is not
      the case. To begin with, there is some limited evidence to suggest that China’s foreign weapon procurement
      budgets have set limits within each Five-Year Plan, but with some flexibility on a case-by-case basis. For
      example, reports indicate that in the current Five Year Plan (1996–2000), the Chinese government has approved a
      special foreign exchange allocation of U.S.$5 billion for purchases from Russia and other foreign sources.
    


    
      Other evidence to this effect can be gleaned from events surrounding the ill-fated “Peace Pearl” project and
      subsequent Su-27 purchases. When the Peace Pearl program—the joint U.S.-China avionics and fire control upgrade
      of the Chinese F-8 aircraft—collapsed in March 1990, China had expended approximately half of the planned
      U.S.$502 million for the program. Shortly afterward, in June 1990, Liu Huaqing, Deputy Director of COSTIND Shen
      Rongjun, and Minister of Aeronautics and Astronautics Lin Zongtang traveled to Moscow to initiate discussions on
      the purchase of twenty-six Su-27s. The deal was finalized about one year later, in May 1991.47 The deal stipulated that about two-thirds of the transfer (approximately U.S.$600
      million) would be paid for in barter, with the remaining U.S.$300 million paid in cash. It is possible that the
      Chinese were able to cut the deal at that time because the PLA had most of the cash budgeted and
      available—approximately U.S.$250 million remaining from the Peace Pearl project48
    


    
      Table 6.6
    


    
      Price Reform for Defense Products
    


    
      
        
        
      

      
        
          	
            
              Current System (“planned cost”)
            

          

          	
            
              Proposed Reform (“production cost”)
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Price determined by cost of:
            

          

          	
            
              Price determined by cost of:
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Raw materials
            

          

          	
            
              Direct materials
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Fuel
            

          

          	
            
              Direct salaries
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Workers’ salaries/benefits
            

          

          	
            
              Other direct costs
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Quality control
            

          

          	
            
              Production expenses
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Special tooling and equipment
            

          

          	
            
              > workshop expenses
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Losses to waste
            

          

          	
            
              > depreciation of workshop fixed assets*
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Workshop management/fixed asset depreciation*
            

          

          	
            
              > technology transfer
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Enterprise management/fixed asset depreciation*
            

          

          	
            
              > RDT&E
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              > some enterprise management depreciation
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              + 5% fixed profit rate
            

          

          	
            
              + flexible profit margin roughly equivalent to that of similar goods in civilian sector
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              *Depreciation of fixed assets set at 3%
            

          

          	
            
              *Depreciation of fixed assets set at 7%
            

          
        

      
    


    
      Sources: Shen Zihua, “Jianlun junpin jiage gaige” (Discussing military price reform), Junshi jingji
      yanjiu (Military Economics Research), January 1995, pp. 47–50; Ku Guisheng and Zhang Wei, “National Defense
      Policy and Arms Procurement Budget,” working paper no. 2 submitted to the Stockholm International Peace Research
      Institute Arms Procurement Decision Making Project, 1996; interviews, November 1994 and January 1995.
    


    
      Note: Under both systems, profits are roughly apportioned as: 50 percent (upgrading plant), 30 percent
      (operations and maintenance), 20 percent (personnel and administration).
    


    


    
      Another way to consider this issue and to determine some insight on Chinese
      capabilities and intentions would be to draw up a notional “future weapon procurement budget,” with rough
      estimates as to the cost of purchasing certain systems over the next five to seven years. Tables
      6.7 and 6.8 offer an initial cut on this kind of analysis. The figures can be altered
      given further or more accurate information, but the tables give a very rough estimate of the kinds of procurement
      costs China would incur within varying “low cost” and “high cost” scenarios, and at varying levels of
      procurement. This table provides only a rough estimate for the systems purchased and makes no attempt to assess a
      range of associated costs involved in procurement—such as training, logistics, etc.—which would raise the costs
      of procurement even higher.
    


    
      Table 6.7
    


    
      Estimated Range of Costs for Annual Chinese Defense Procurement, circa 2000–2005 (low cost estimates;
      figures in U.S.$ billions)
    


    [image: Image]


    
      **Note: This table represents “low-cost” estimations for Chinese defense procurement;
      in the cases of “other procurement,” “military R&D,” and “defense R&D,” percentage estimates are based on
      a “low” announced defense budget figure (US$10.0 billion); weapons are likewise given a “low” per unit cost.
      Figures are rounded.
    


    
      
        
        
        
      

      
        
          	
            
              “Lower cost” per unit estimates
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Combat aircraft, U.S.$5 million
            

          

          	
            
              MBT, U.S.$750,000
            

          

          	
            
              Cruise missiles, U.S.$400,000
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Large surface ships, U.S.$150 million
            

          

          	
            
              Other armored vehicles, U.S.$500,000
            

          

          	
            
              Su-27s (off-the-shelf) U.S.$20 million
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Submarines, U.S.$100 million
            

          

          	
            
              Ballistic missiles, U.S.$1 million
            

          

          	
            
              Large surface ships (foreign), U.S.$800 million
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Aircraft carrier, U.S.$1.5 billion
            

          

          	

          	
        

      
    


    
      1“Military R&D” (junshi kexue yanjiu) refers to work conducted by PLA institutions related
      to testing of current weapons inventory, medical research, and other military science work, and is based on 3%
      (low procurement), 4% (medium procurement), and 5% (high procurement) of U.S.$15.0 billion announced defense
      budget figure.
    


    
      2“Defense R&D” (guofang kexue yanjiu) refers to work conducted by non-PLA institutions,
      usually under the defense-related corporate ministries, for weapons RDT&E, and is estimated to be equivalent
      to 15% (low procurement), 20% (medium procurement), and 25% (high procurement) of a U.S.$15.0 billion announced
      defense budget figure (however, defense R&D is not part of the official defense budget).
    


    
      3Of the M-9 and M-l 1 models.
    


    
      4Of the C-801 and C-802 models.
    


    
      5“Other procurement” represents regularized purchases of daily needs and basic equipment, including
      food, uniforms, medicines, small arms, ammunition, etc., and is based on 12% (low procurement), 15% (medium
      procurement), and 17% (high procurement) of a U.S.$15.0 billion announced defense budget figure.
    


    
      6“Aircraft carrier” in this table is assumed to be similar to the Kuzentsov or Varyag model, a 67,500
      ton carrier, including a complement of eighteen Su-27D Flanker fighters and ten rotor wing AEW, ASW, and
      reconnaissance aircraft.
    


    
      7“Other foreign procurement” calculated at 20% of foreign procurement.
    


    


    
      Table 6.8
    


    
      Estimated Range of Costs for Annual Chinese Defense Procurement, circa 2000–2005 (high cost estimates;
      figure in U.S.$ billions)
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      Note: This table represents “high-cost” estimations for Chinese defense
      procurement; in the cases of “other procurement,” “military R&D,” and “defense R&D,” percentage estimates
      are based on a “high” announced defense budget figure (US$15.0 billion); weapons are likewise given a “high” per
      unit cost. Figures are rounded.
    


    
      
        
        
        
      

      
        
          	
            
              “High cost” per unit estimates
            

          

          	

          	
        


        
          	
            
              Combat aircraft, U.S.$8 million
            

          

          	
            
              Other armored vehicles, U.S.$750,000
            

          

          	
            
              Aircraft carrier, U.S.$3.75 billion
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Large surface ships, U.S.$200 million
            

          

          	
            
              Ballistic missiles, U.S.$1.2 million
            

          

          	
            
              Large surface ships (foreign), U.S.$1 billion
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Submarines, U.S.$150 million
            

          

          	
            
              Cruise missiles, U.S.$600,000
            

          

          	
            
              Kilo class submarines, U.S.$350 million
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              MBT, U.S.$1 million
            

          

          	
            
              Su-27s (off-the-shelf) U.S.$20 million
            

          

          	
        

      
    


    
      1“Military R&D” (junshi kexue yanjiu) refers to work conducted by PLA institutions related
      to testing of current weapons inventory, medical research, and other military science work, and is based on 3%
      (low procurement), 4% (medium procurement), and 5% (high procurement) of U.S.$10.0 billion announced defense
      budget figure.
    


    
      2“Defense R&D” (guofang kexue yanjiu) refers to work conducted by non-PLA institutions,
      usually under the defense-related corporate ministries, for weapons RDT&E, and is estimated to be equivalent
      to 15% (low procurement), 20% (medium procurement), and 25% (high procurement) of a U.S.$10.0 billion announced
      defense budget figure (however, defense R&D is not part of the official defense budget).
    


    
      3Of the M-9 and M-11 models.
    


    
      4Of the C-801 and C-802 models.
    


    
      5“Other procurement” represents regularized purchases of daily needs and basic equipment, including
      food, uniforms, medicines, small arms, ammunition, etc., and is based on 12% (low procurement), 15% (medium
      procurement), and 17% (high procurement) of a U.S.$15.0 billion announced defense budget figure.
    


    
      6“Aircraft carrier” in this table is assumed to be similar to the Bazan model, a 25,000-ton small
      carrier, including a complement of fifteen MiG-29K fighters, two helicopters, and AEW aircraft.
    


    
      7“Other foreign procurement” calculated at 20% of foreign procurement.
    


    


    
      Foreign Procurement
    


    
      China’s apparent willingness to seek more in the way of foreign weapons, technologies, and investment as part of
      its procurement budgeting process has important implications. This trend bears careful monitoring, for it can
      explain a good deal about Chinese capabilities and intentions, and provides another example of the tensions
      between professionalism and profits.
    


    
      As the PLA sets its sights on a more modern military, it will necessarily need to gain access to foreign
      technologies, investment, and hard currency. This is openly acknowledged by Chinese sources, and is one of the
      major reasons why PLA enterprises and the defense industrial sector are so strongly encouraged to “face the
      world, face modernization, face the future” (mianxiang shijie, mianxiang xiandaihua, mianxiang weilai). In
      making direct reference to “Star Wars,” and information, laser, and electronic warfare technologies, Chinese
      authors call for expanded international economic collaboration to develop national defense capabilities.49 The recent announcement of the defense industry’s intention to invite foreign
      investment is a case in point.50
    


    
      Access to foreign exchange, especially for major weapons and military technology procurements, are closely and
      jealously controlled by central authorities in Beijing. The PLA apparently does not have either the authority or
      financial resources to make significant purchases abroad for either off-the-shelf weaponry or technologies. In
      any event, the PLA does not itself produce or conduct research and development on major weapons systems.
    


    
      As a result it may be the case that when foreign weapons purchases are made, neither the PLA nor the central
      authorities take full financial responsibility to assure that complete packages of logistics support,
      maintenance, and spares are included. It is possible that the PLA is required to provide hard currency for this
      portion of proposed weapons acquisitions, and that it is not covered by the special accounts set aside by the
      central government for foreign arms purchases. If true, and if maintenance, logistics, and spares are given short
      shrift due to foreign exchange concerns, Chinese capabilities would suffer as a result.
    


    
      Focus on Threat Scenarios
    


    
      Finally—and perhaps most obviously—careful monitoring of the defense budgeting and procurement processes should
      be put into the context of relevant threat scenarios and China’s ability to succeed within such scenarios. In
      monitoring Chinese procurement priorities over the past two to three years, it appears there is a far greater
      focus on items which have direct relevance to conflict scenarios with Taiwan.51
      This seems true in terms of resources devoted to weapons procurement, to R&D priorities, and to logistics and
      training.
    


    
      A focus on key hardware components—such as advanced aircraft, submarines, and
      other maritime assets—improved C3 I capability, a significant and almost un-precedented degree of
      reliance on foreign weapons and technologies, and a strong interest in antiship and land-attack cruise missiles
      all suggest an improvement in capabilities and resolve regarding a possible confrontation with Taiwan. This
      process is fraught with the problems of procurement budgeting outlined above, and it remains to be seen how well
      China can integrate these purchases to create an effective force. However, recent procurement budgeting at least
      provides an indication of both Chinese military capabilities and intentions. Importantly, these insights can be
      gained without concerted attention to Chinese aggregate defense expenditure.
    


    
      In the end, a continuing singular focus on quantitative measurements of Chinese intentions and
      capabilities—whether it is the aggregate figure of actual Chinese military expenditure, or a compilation of
      actual and potential weapons procurement—is misplaced at best and misleading at worst. Far more serious attention
      and research need to be focused on Chinese sources and other available data and analyses which shed light on
      doctrine, budgeting, procurement decision making, R&D, and logistics, the sinews of the Chinese military.
      Combining this kind of research with new quantitative information will provide greater insight into Chinese
      military capabilities and intentions.
    


    
      Notes
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      Reforming the Dragon’s Tail
    


    
      Chinese Military Logistics in the Era of High-Technology Warfare
      and Market Economics
    


    


    
      Tai Ming Cheung
    


    
      In China’s military hierarchy, the logisticians have traditionally been of second-class status. But their
      importance has grown since the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) began in the early 1990s to focus its attention on
      how to fight limited high-technology wars. Logistical support is at the heart of this new operational doctrine,
      especially the need for rapid mobility, intensive supply of materials, and forward technical support.
      Consequently, logistics modernization has become a high priority in the PLA’s quest to build a
      twenty-first-century fighting force.
    


    
      Reform of the military logistics system is urgently needed. Its original mission was to support the fighting of
      positional defensive wars, which meant the logistics apparatus lacked mobility and primarily supported the ground
      forces. It is also plagued by chronic inefficiency, a dearth of competent professionals, technological
      backwardness, and chronic inter-service rivalries.
    


    
      At the same time, the logistics system has to cope with the challenges thrown up by China’s accelerating
      transformation into a market economy. The biggest problems for logistics units are to find extra sources of
      income to supplement insufficient defense budgets and to ensure an adequate supply of materials from the free
      market as the government drastically cuts back guaranteed supplies of subsidized commodities.
    


    
      This paper examines the modernization of the PLA logistics system during a period of far-reaching change in the
      Chinese economy and military establishment. A number of key issues will be explored:
    


    
      •  The rise of the logisticians: How much attention has China’s military
      leadership paid to logistics in the past? What is the relationship between the logisticians and the frontline
      warriors? Who are the key personalities in the logistics apparatus?
    


    
      •  Organizational and management reform of the logistics system: What kinds of organizational reforms are taking
      place to improve the logistics system’s readiness to support mobile operations under high-technology conditions?
      How is the logistics system structured, especially the role of the General Logistics Department (GLD) and its
      subordinate units in the military regions?
    


    
      •  The PLA’s logistical requirements for high-technology war: What is the nature of the PLA’s operational
      doctrine of local wars under high-technology conditions, and what are the logistical requirements? What steps is
      the PLA taking to meet these new demands?
    


    
      •  The PLA’s current logistical capabilities and limitations: What are the PLA’s existing logistical
      capabilities, especially regarding the ability to provide mobility for rapid reaction forces? To what extent is
      the PLA utilizing civilian transportation capabilities?
    


    
      •  The PLA’s sea-lift and amphibious landing capabilities against Taiwan: With Chinese military planners
      preoccupied with Taiwan, does the PLA have the logistical capabilities to undertake major military operations
      against the island, including an invasion?
    


    
      •  Testing the logistics reforms: Has the modernization of the logistics system been tested in field exercises?
      How realistic have these exercises been?
    


    
      •  The training of logistics personnel: How well trained are logistics cadres? What problems does the GLD face in
      raising standards among its personnel?
    


    
      •  The challenge of the market economy on the logistics apparatus: How is the logistics system coping with a
      drastic reduction in their guaranteed access to subsidized state commodities? What impact has moneymaking
      activities had on the logistics apparatus?
    


    
      The Rise of the Logisticians
    


    
      Although the GLD has the same organizational status as the General Staff Department (GSD) and General Political
      Department (GPD), the logisticians have not had the same access to the top posts enjoyed by counterparts in these
      other branches. This reflects the lack of attention that the military leadership has historically paid to
      logistics matters, especially in the pre-liberation years. During this formative period, individual field armies
      were responsible for looking after their own supply needs, and this led to the establishment of a decentralized
      patchwork of regional logistics systems which had little in common with one another.
    


    
      A unified national logistics apparatus was not established until 1950,1 but even
      afterward logistical matters continued to be a low priority for the top brass. One reason was that few top
      commanders had ever served in rear service posts, and the PLA had won in 1949
      without a regularized logistics system. China’s entry into the Korean War in 1950 painfully exposed the PLA’s
      transport and supply shortcomings. The logistics system was only able to supply a small proportion of the needs
      of frontline units, and this seriously affected combat operations. The high command hurriedly ordered an
      accelerated development of the logistics system, especially its ability to operate under battlefield
      conditions.2
    


    
      From the Korean War to the end of the 1980s, the logistics system was organized to support the PLA’s operational
      doctrine of active defense that revolved around fighting large-scale positional defensive campaigns. The
      logistics system’s main tasks were to provide limited tactical mobility, support the ground forces, and assist in
      the massive mobilization of the national economy if war broke out.3 This meant
      the logistics system had short lines of supply, lacked rapid or strategic transport capabilities, ignored the
      needs of the air force or navy, and was rigidly compartmentalized into separate service and regional systems with
      little integration among them.
    


    
      As the military switched its attention in the mid-1980s to developing strategies to fight limited wars on or
      beyond the country’s borders, logistical issues began to assume growing importance. Military planners realized
      that the modernization of the PLA’s war-fighting capabilities required not only the upgrading of combat forces
      and acquisition of advanced weapons but also an accompanying overhaul of the rear services. The enhanced status
      of the logistics apparatus was underlined by Central Military Commission (CMC) chairman and Party General
      Secretary Jiang Zemin in 1991 when he included logistics support as one of his five major requirements for army
      building.4 He also pointed out that “there would be no high combat effectiveness
      without a strong logistics supply.”5
    


    
      The expanding influence of the logisticians is also reflected in the small but growing number of officers with
      logistics experience who have served in top-level positions in recent years. They include General Hong Xuezhi,
      who was in charge of the logistics apparatus for most of the 1980s, and General Zhang Zhen, a former CMC
      vice-chairman between 1992 and 1997, who served as deputy director and director of the GLD between 1975 and 1980.
      General Fu Quanyou, an experienced field commander, also headed the GLD between 1992 and 1995 before becoming PLA
      chief of the General Staff.
    


    
      Fu’s tenure at the GLD underscored the PLA’s efforts to improve cooperation between the combat and support
      branches. Fu pointed out that one of his key objectives was to create “a unified plan for overall logistics and
      for combat equipment, as well as a coordinated development between the two.”6
      Current GLD director General Wang Ke is also a long-serving field commander and is tipped to eventually replace
      Fu at the GSD. Wang is a field commander who has served most of his military career in Northwest China and had
      little logistics experience before moving to the GLD. This rotation of senior combat officers through the
      logistics high command will help to ensure that logistical considerations are given prominent attention in
      overall operational planning in the coming years.
    


    
      Organizational and Management Reform of the Logistics System
    


    
      The logistics system is being overhauled to enhance its ability to support a more mobile and better-equipped
      fighting force as well as to cope with the challenges of economic liberalization. The reforms are intended to
      rectify numerous structural and management problems that have seriously affected the logistics system’s ability
      to provide effective support for the rest of the military. These defects include excessive compartmentalization
      among service arms, a lack of standardized regulations, and over-zealous self-sufficiency.
    


    
      The GLD appears to be largely unaffected by the organizational restructuring taking place in the rest of the
      logistics apparatus. It is a sprawling bureaucracy with a large number of sub-departments that manage a wide
      range of support services, including military communications, financial affairs, health, petroleum, oils and
      lubricants, economic production, armament supply, and barracks and capital construction.7 Each of these sub-departments is equivalent in rank to a group-army level command. The
      GLD also has direct control of a number of supply units and strategic rear support bases around the country.
    


    
      The organizational restructuring is being concentrated on the service arms, military regions, group armies, and
      lower-level combat units. A top priority has been to reorganize the separate logistics systems of the service
      arms with a unified joint-service apparatus. Although reforms began in the late 1980s,8 progress has been slow because of resistance from the ground forces.9 Some changes have taken place, including putting the logistics departments of the navy,
      air force, and Second Artillery on an equal status with the ground forces. Another notable achievement was the
      establishment of the PLA’s first-ever unified theater logistics command system in Nanjing Military Region in
      1995.10 This is a wartime command center with a support headquarters (baozhang
      zongbu) that is comprised of representatives of the logistics departments of the various service arms.
    


    
      Several military regions have also experimented with reforms to integrate the logistics systems of the service
      arms. Jinan Military Region has set up a joint oil distribution network to overcome serious supply shortfalls,
      although this project took eight years to complete. Nanjing Military Region has established a joint
      military-civilian vehicle spare parts and maintenance operation.11 These reforms
      will eventually be implemented throughout the PLA.
    


    
      Another major organizational reform to improve logistics support for frontline units was the formation of a new
      integrated technical support system in recent years. Equipment and technology departments have been created in
      the service arms, military regions, provincial military districts, and group armies, while technical support
      departments have been set up in combat divisions, brigades, and regiments. The technical support departments were
      separated from the logistics system in the early 1990s12 and were put under the
      newly created general equipment department apparatus in 1998.
    


    
      Figure 7.1 Organizational Structure of the PLA General Logistics Department, 1998
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Military authorities still do not appear to have a clear idea of the role and
      relationship between the logistics and technical support systems. Pan Fugen, deputy director of Jinan Military
      Region’s technical support department, said that the technical support and logistics departments share
      complementary but different functions in combat support, and “how to successfully combine them is an important
      subject which requires urgent study.”13 Other PLA analysts argue that the current
      technical support system is seriously flawed and its main role is “only to find out if the weapons are still
      there, not whether they are broken.”14 They point out the technical support
      system lacks centralized equipment management, maintenance, and supply.
    


    
      In addition to organizational reforms, the military authorities have also sought to improve and standardize
      logistics management by issuing numerous laws and guidelines in the past few years. During the Eighth Five-Year
      Plan (1991—1996), 256 logistics laws and regulations were passed by the CMC. Nearly half of these were related to
      improving living standards for troops; ensuring the quality of military materials and supplies; setting
      management standards for expenditure; health-care, and construction; and the involvement of military units in
      commercial activities. A number of regulations have also been enacted that relate to logistics building for war
      preparedness, including the formulation of combat readiness plans, storage of strategic materials, and the
      mobilization of logistical forces.15
    


    
      The PLA’s Logistical Requirements for High-Technology War
    


    
      The operational doctrine of fighting limited high-technology wars relies heavily on logistics support. The
      general principles of this war-fighting strategy emphasize mobility, rapid response, intensive consumption of war
      materials, and offshore operations. Without the logistical capabilities to meet such demands, the PLA would be
      unable to undertake military operations at and above the campaign level.
    


    
      After years of intense debate, military planners have generally agreed on a set of operational principles
      defining this doctrine of limited high-technology war. The key concepts are as follows:16
    


    
      •  High-technology war concentrates and fully utilizes sophisticated and advanced weapons and crack troops: Elite
      rapid reaction units equipped with state-of-the-art weapons will be the principal forces used in a
      high-technology war.
    


    
      •  High-technology war is a joint operation: Coordinated operations between ground forces, navy, air force, and,
      to a lesser extent, the Second Artillery, will be extensive as future conflicts are most likely to take place on
      the periphery of China’s land and maritime borders.
    


    
      •  High-technology war is highly mobile and concentrated: Rapid tactical and strategic mobility is essential in
      any future high-technology war. Combat forces will often have little advance
      notice and will have to be moved quickly and over long distances. Concentration of firepower will be an important
      feature of the opening stages of campaigns.
    


    
      •  Electronic and information warfare will be extensively employed: Military units will extensively utilize
      electronic and information systems in future combat operations, especially for command, control, and
      intelligence-gathering and distribution. Information warfare is likely to play an increasingly influential role
      in shaping the outcome of campaigns.
    


    
      •  High-technology war demands enormous inputs, consumption, and results: High-technology wars are intensive, and
      the consumption of war materials is likely to be very high, especially in the initial stages of a conflict.
    


    
      •  High-technology war is fast-paced and of short duration: Future high-technology wars that the PLA is likely to
      be involved in are likely to be limited and of short duration.
    


    
      Military planners are focusing their attention on developing operational strategies for contingencies that the
      PLA may confront in the coming years. With Taiwan and the Spratly Islands in the South China Sea at the top of
      the PLA’s concerns, operational concepts are being worked out dealing with sea and air blockades, landing
      operations, operations on coral reefs, mobile warfare, counterattack in border areas, urban offensives, airborne
      operations, and surgical counterattacks.17
    


    
      Logistics planners are aware that existing logistics capabilities are woefully inadequate to be able to support
      these demanding missions. They point out that there are several key areas in which capabilities need to be
      significantly expanded:
    


    
      •  Strategic and tactical mobility: The PLA’s transportation capabilities are limited, heavily reliant on ground
      assets, and primarily tactical in reach. Rapid strategic and tactical mobility, especially coordinated
      joint-service operations, is critical in a high-technology war. Some logistics planners argue that at the
      campaign level, each war zone (equivalent to a military region) should have the logistics capacity to support an
      amphibious landing of one infantry division.18
    


    
      •  Emergency support forces: Quick reaction logistical support units are vital to provide immediate assistance
      for frontline rapid reaction forces. A network of such units at high levels of readiness should be established
      throughout the armed forces.
    


    
      •  Battlefield repair and support: The rapid repair of damaged weapons on or in the vicinity of the battlefield
      is critical to maintaining combat effectiveness during wartime. This will become increasingly important as the
      PLA acquires new generations of advanced arms to replace its aging arsenal of 1950s and 1960s-era weapons.
    


    
      •  Advanced stockpiling of war materials: Forward pre-positioning of large stockpiles of war materials is considered of vital importance because of the rapid and unexpected
      nature of how high-technology wars break out. The PLA’s strategic war materials reserve system is concentrated in
      inland areas and needs to be extensively reorganized and relocated to coastal regions.
    


    
      •  Logistics mobilization and reserve forces: The mobilization of reserve forces and civilian resources in
      wartime needs to be accelerated and significantly expanded because of the pressing time constraints of a
      high-technology war. This requires closer coordination between civilian and military authorities and the
      establishment and training of specialized logistical reserve support units. Logistics planners urge that each war
      zone should have two or three logistical reserve support brigades.19
    


    
      Although reforms only began in the mid-1990s, the PLA is beginning to make progress in the upgrading of
      capabilities in these areas, although the lack of funds means that the focus is on organizational restructuring
      rather than equipment acquisition. Some of the major reforms that have taken place include the following:
    


    
      •  Centralization and automation of war materials supply system: The PLA’s materials supply system is being
      extensively streamlined to improve distribution, reduce duplication, and rationalize procurement. Market
      mechanisms are being introduced to improve efficiency and save on costs.20 The
      military materials supply system has been seriously affected by the government’s gradual abolition of price
      controls and guaranteed supplies for raw materials and processed commodities. The GLD is also automating its
      storage and distribution system. Seventy percent of military warehouses are fully mechanical,21 and a national information network for military equipment and oil supplies was
      introduced on a trial basis in the first half of 1997.22 Logistics planners are
      studying advanced commercial management methods to improve the efficiency of their supply networks, including
      just-in-time distribution methods.
    


    
      •  Creation of emergency support units and reserve logistical support brigades: Networks of small-scale emergency
      support units and depots have been established in all military regions over the past few years. They are usually
      selected logistics units or depots that are tasked to provide rapid support in wartime,23 and many of them appear to be organized around logistics sub-units (houqin
      fenbu) attached to the military region logistics departments. These sub-units are regularly dispatched around
      the military region to check upon campaign-level activities of logistics units and depots in lower-level
      commands.24 Reserve logistical support units have also begun to be set up in
      recent years to augment regular forces. The PLA’s first reserve logistical support brigade was set up in 1996 in
      Liaoning Province.25
    


    
      •  Establishment of military-civilian defense mobilization committees: Joint military-civilian defense mobilization committees have begun to appear around the country in the past
      few years. These committees are intended to provide for close coordination between local governments and military
      authorities on the mobilization of reserve forces and civilian resources in the event of war.
    


    
      •  Enhancing strategic and tactical transport capabilities: Hampered by limited funds, the PLA has been pursuing
      a double-pronged approach to the development of its transport capabilities. First, modest numbers of transport
      aircraft and naval transport vessels have been acquired, especially to boost strategic mobility. Second, military
      authorities have been utilizing civilian transportation capabilities. Civilian airliners are regularly used to
      ferry troops to outlying regions and civilian merchant ships are increasingly used in naval exercises.
    


    
      The PLA’s Current Logistical Capabilities and Limitations
    


    
      Only a small proportion of the PLA logistics system is presently capable of being restructured to support combat
      operations under high-technology conditions. Many of these units are attached to designated rapid response units
      of the ground, air, and naval forces as well as the Second Artillery, along with a skeletal network of emergency
      support units and depots scattered around the rest of the country. Less than 10 percent of the PLA’s logistics
      units are likely to be able to undertake rapid support duties.
    


    
      The number of rapid reaction forces in the PLA has grown steadily since their creation in the mid-1980s.26 They include the 15th Airborne Group Army, based in Henan Province in central China,
      and the 38th, 39th, 54th and 23rd Group Armies, which are all based in military regions in the north of the
      country. In addition, each military region has one or more divisions that are designated as rapid reaction
      units.27 The navy has a small Marine Corps brigade of around 5,000 troops located
      in Zhanjiang, Guangdong Province, and another three ground force divisions that may be capable of amphibious
      missions. These forces may account for around 10 percent of the PLA’s overall manpower strength.28
    


    
      These rapid reaction units are regarded as the PLA’s most capable fighting forces. They have priority in the
      allocation of training funds, upgrading of weapons systems, and access to supplies and transportation over other
      categories of military units. But assessments differ widely about their actual capabilities and performance. The
      15th Airborne Army, for example, is supposed to train 40 percent more than regular units, but it receives only 20
      percent more funding.29 The amphibious assault capabilities of the Marine Corps
      is only considered to be marginally better than army units based in coastal regions.30
    


    
      The logistics system can only provide limited strategic and tactical mobility, especially beyond the country’s
      borders. The 15th Airborne Army is the PLA’s primary strategic rapid deployment force but it has only been used
      for internal security missions so far. A U.S. Defense Department assessment of this unit is that a “lack of sufficient heavy airlift and other limitations keep this Army from having a
      robust force projection capability, although in a crisis civil airlift could support it as well.”31 The Air Force’s airlift assets consist of sixteen I1–76 heavy transport aircraft and
      around fifty Yun-7 and Yun-8 aircraft that could airlift between 3,000 to 4,000 troops at a time.
    


    
      The navy’s sealift and amphibious capabilities are also limited. It has around sixty amphibious ships that could
      land at least one infantry division on a beach, according to the Pentagon assessment. However, the PLA has never
      conducted a division-scale or larger amphibious exercise. The navy has also been improving its ocean-going supply
      capabilities with the acquisition of replenishment vessels in recent years. A demonstration of this enhanced
      capability took place in early 1997 when a three-ship task force undertook the PLA navy’s longest-ever overseas
      tour to the United States and South America.
    


    
      A rapid build-up of China’s national road and rail transport system has greatly enhanced the PLA’s land-based
      transport capabilities. Many key civilian highway and railway projects, especially trunk rail lines and
      inter-provincial highways linking interior and coastal regions, have been constructed to military specifications
      and can be turned over to the PLA in the event of war. During the Eighth Five-Year Plan, for example, more than
      fifty national highways were built or renovated to military standards, including three roads leading to
      Tibet.32 The logistics system has also been able to utilize the country’s
      telecommunications and pipeline networks to improve supply distribution. The most impressive demonstration of the
      PLA’s use of the civilian transportation system was during the civil unrest in 1989 when as many as 200,000
      troops from units around the country were rushed to Beijing.
    


    
      The PLA has also extensively used civilian airliners and merchant ships to augment its limited capabilities. The
      country’s civilian airlines and merchant shipping companies have expanded rapidly in recent years. There are more
      than 600 oceangoing transport ships, 80,000 inland and coastal vessels, and 700 civilian airliners, of which a
      substantial proportion are modern wide-bodied Western jets.33
    


    
      Civilian vessels have been regularly used in military exercises in recent years. In November 1994, for example, a
      naval transport group based in Northeast China and a state shipping department participated in a rapid sea-lift
      exercise to move several thousand troops and heavy equipment, including tanks and artillery.34 These ships may also be used by the PLA to closely support or undertake their own
      landing operations. During amphibious landing exercises in Fujian Province in March 1996, merchant ships carried
      an artillery battalion to bombard the beaches.35
    


    
      The PLA’s Sea-lift and Amphibious Landing Capabilities Against Taiwan
    


    
      The PLA’s efforts to develop the capabilities to fight mobile wars under high-technology conditions have taken on
      added urgency since a precipitous downturn in relations with Taiwan in 1995. Chinese policy-makers, especially
      military chiefs, believe that Taipei has turned its back on reunification with the mainland
      and is seeking to bring about a permanent political division across the Taiwan Strait. To thwart Taiwan’s crusade
      for greater international autonomy, the PLA believes it needs to have a credible military deterrent, including a
      capability to successfully invade the island, mount naval blockades, and undertake other threatening military
      actions.
    


    
      The PLA’s ability to mount a large-scale amphibious invasion of Taiwan has been dismissed by many foreign
      military observers because of its chronic lack of air and sea-lift capabilities. The Chinese navy presently only
      has enough dedicated transport and landing ships to carry no more than two infantry divisions across the Taiwan
      Strait at any one time.36 The 230,000-strong Taiwanese army would easily
      overwhelm such a limited force.37
    


    
      Modernization and expansion of military sea-lift capabilities is an urgent priority for the PLA, which is
      pursuing a two-pronged development strategy: building new generations of dedicated landing ships and calling up
      its huge civilian merchant marine fleet. The PLA navy’s amphibious capability is largely comprised of around 400
      aging medium-sized mechanized and utility landing craft (LCM and LCU) and around fifty Yukan and
      Shan-class tank landing ships and Yuliang, Yuling, and Yudao-class medium landing ships (LST
      and LSM).38 New models of troop transport ships have been put into service in
      recent years, such as the Zhoushan-class Type 072 tank landing ship and the Qiongsha-class assault
      troopship which can carry more than 400 troops or 350 tons of material.39 Many
      more of these ships will need to be procured over the next few years as a large proportion of the earlier
      generation landing transports are due for retirement.40
    


    
      In addition, China’s shipbuilding industry has also begun to build high-speed air-cushioned landing craft which
      are ideal for the shallow mud-flats covering most of Taiwan’s western coast.41
      The Pentagon believes that the PLA will eventually acquire a small number of these craft to provide rapid
      infantry assault.42
    


    
      While the navy’s amphibious landing ships would spearhead the storming of Taiwan’s beaches, civilian merchant and
      fishing ships would likely be used to ferry troops across the Taiwan Strait. The navy could easily mobilize
      sufficient merchant ships and fishing vessels to transport an invasion force of 300,000 to 400,000 troops that
      would be needed in the initial phases of a conflict to overcome Taiwan’s defenses, although these lightly
      protected ships would be highly vulnerable to attack. Fujian’s fishing fleet alone could carry several hundred
      thousand troops.
    


    
      Taiwanese military planners are concerned that an amphibious attack may be used as a feint and that civilian
      merchant ships and fishing boats would carry the PLA’s main invasion force through irregular landing operations.
      Taiwanese army chief General Li Chen-lin has pointed out that “the percentage of Taiwan’s 1,000-km-long coastline
      that can be used to launch regular landing operations is very small, but there are many locations at which
      irregular landing operations can be launched, such as the shores on both sides
      of large commercial and fishing ports.”43
    


    
      With its present limited logistical capabilities, the PLA’s chances of mounting a successful invasion of Taiwan
      would be slim. But as the pace of China’s military modernization accelerates with the acquisition of growing
      quantities of warfighting and logistical equipment for long-distance operations, the gap in the military balance
      across the Taiwan Strait favoring Taipei is beginning to narrow. If present trends continue, the PLA could
      acquire sufficient offensive capabilities to be able to feel confident of mounting a successful invasion by as
      early as the middle of the next decade.
    


    
      The PLA navy is also developing its logistical capabilities for sea blockade missions. This includes the
      acquisition of large-sized logistics support vessels such as the Nanyun, the navy’s largest supply vessel
      that was introduced into operational service in 1996 and sailed to the United States less than a year
      later.44 With this small but growing fleet of replenishment ships, the PLA navy
      increasingly has the capability to support a major naval blockade of Taiwan.
    


    
      Testing the Logistics Reforms
    


    
      PLA training exercises have increased in size, intensity, and complexity since the early 1990s, and logistics
      units have been heavily involved in many of these drills, especially those that have focused on mobility and
      joint operations.45 But while logistics forces regularly undertake maneuvers from
      regimental to divisional level, large-scale drills at the campaign level have been rare.
    


    
      The first large-scale exercise to assess the readiness of logistics units to take part in mobile wars under
      high-technology conditions took place in 1996. This was a major logistics drill in Southwest China that was
      designed to examine the rapid reaction and mobile capabilities of logistics units located in Chengdu Military
      Region. The presence of the GLD director General Wang Ke underscored the importance of the exercise.46 Portions of the drill included logistical support of joint land-air-sea operations.
    


    
      Official reporting of smaller-scale exercises suggests that logistics units are making incremental improvements
      in a wide number of areas. These include medical support, transportation, battlefield repair, emergency support,
      and joint service operations. While these battle drills are important in providing experience and sharpening the
      skills of logistics units at and below the group army, they do not fully test the overall capabilities of the
      logistics systems at the regional or central level. This may change though as the pace and size of the PLA’s
      exercises continue to grow.
    


    
      Training of Logistics Personnel
    


    
      An urgent concern in logistics modernization is a severe shortage of well-trained professionals. This has been
      caused by the piecemeal approach to logistics training, a constant turnover of conscript personnel, and the
      distractions of sideline commercial activities. Unless these problems are tackled, the
      logistics system will struggle to provide the trained personnel vital in meeting the needs of an increasingly
      technology-minded army.
    


    
      Little serious attention was paid to logistics training at virtually all levels of the military hierarchy until
      the end of the 1980s. Military authorities, especially in field units, did not regard logistics training to be
      important, and there were only token efforts made to develop standardized training courses. An investigation of
      one group army in Nanjing Military Region in the late 1980s found that many soldiers assigned to logistics duties
      “were sent to their posts without being trained.”47 Before the CMC and GLD issued
      general guidelines for logistics training in August 1991, the training of rear service specialists had “not been
      a regular practice in many units.”48
    


    
      Even though the proportion of logistics personnel with specialist training rose from 50 percent in 1985 to nearly
      84 percent in 1990, a large proportion graduated from self-study and correspondence courses because of a chronic
      lack of places in logistics academies and technical schools.49 Between 1952 and
      1997, the PLA only trained 25,000 logistics officers, or less than 500 annually, a tiny number compared to the
      overall size of the military establishment.50
    


    
      Although training standards of logistics professionals have steadily improved since the early 1990s, there is
      still an acute lack of specialists with technical skills. Training and retention of qualified professionals are
      hampered by the heavy annual turnover of conscripted personnel. Although a pool of specialist noncommissioned
      officers has been built up in recent years, they are too few in numbers to cover the gaps left by this constant
      rotation of conscripts. The technical support system is facing the biggest difficulties in finding skilled
      personnel, and it also lacks a centralized training program.51
    


    
      The extensive involvement of logistics units in commercial activities has also been a major distraction for
      personnel. Logistics organs tend to be more involved in business ventures than other branches of the armed
      forces, especially supply units, depots, hospitals, factories, transport companies, and financial departments.
      This has seriously disrupted the regular work of many of these units and has also led to a sharp rise in
      corruption and other illegal activities among their staff. These problems became so severe that the GLD decided
      in 1996 to ban military supply departments, depots, and other organs belonging to the distribution system from
      engaging in moneymaking operations.52
    


    
      As the technological modernization of the PLA gathers pace, the need for a large cadre of well-trained logistics
      specialists is becoming increasingly urgent. But while logistics schools and academies are able to turn out
      drivers, cooks, and supply managers, they lack qualified instructors to train specialists in
      high-technology—related skills. This is because the PLA’s understanding of military logistics in the era of
      high-technology war is still in its infancy.53 An all-army logistics training
      reform conference in October 1994 pointed out that more attention needed to be devoted to strengthening training in areas such as emergency mobile support and improving the high-technology
      knowledge of cadres.54
    


    
      The PLA will also need to significantly expand the numbers of logistics specialists in its ranks over the coming
      years. While logistics specialists account for between 40 percent to 50 percent of total manpower in the armies
      of developed countries, only one out of every three Chinese officers is a logistician.55
    


    
      The Challenge of the Market Economy on the Logistics Apparatus
    


    
      Even as logistics chiefs grapple with how to meet the requirements of supporting mobile wars under
      high-technology conditions, they face major challenges in adapting to the country’s transformation into a market
      economy. With insufficient government funding and guaranteed access to state-subsidized commodities and services
      being rapidly cut back, logistics units have to find new channels of procurement and extra-budgetary sources of
      income. While this is causing plenty of short-term pain, the PLA is also learning to cut back on waste, increase
      efficiency, and improve management.
    


    
      The logistics system’s privileged access to subsidized supplies through the state plan has been drastically
      reduced in recent years. Out of 256 discounted commodities that the GLD originally received from the government,
      this had been reduced to 71 items by 1994, and supplies of only 27 of these goods were guaranteed.56 On the free market, the PLA quickly found that it was unable to acquire some of its key
      commodities. Only 60 percent of the military’s non-ferrous metals contracts were honored in 1992, for example.
      Even the government’s guaranteed supplies could meet only a small proportion of the PLA’s needs.57 Military units have also had difficulty in getting access to the use of civilian
      transport facilities, especially the overcrowded railway system, because they are unable to pay rising
      fees.58
    


    
      To overcome these supply problems, the GLD drastically overhauled its procurement system in 1996. A new system
      was introduced that centralized the acquisition of most of the PLA’s staple goods and commodities under the goods
      and materials departments of central and regional commands. Previously, military units were responsible for their
      own purchases of these materials.59
    


    
      While these purchasing problems may have caused difficulties for some military units, they do not appear to have
      had any adverse impact on the PLA’s overall military preparedness. Nonetheless, the military authorities have
      sought and received assurances from the government, local authorities, and relevant ministries that guaranteed
      supplies of critical commodities, such as grain and oil, will be fully met for the foreseeable future.
      Nonetheless, the PLA has been urgently expanding its own sideline agricultural production activities to reduce
      reliance on state supplies. This includes the development of vegetable basket projects in which military units in
      urban areas grow their own food.
    


    
      The involvement of military units in commercial activities has affected the PLA’s combat readiness, especially between the late 1980s and early 1990s when frontline operational
      units were allowed to engage in business. In 1993, the CMC banned all combat forces below the group army—level
      from moneymaking operations and launched a hard-hitting eighteen-month rectification campaign to clean out and
      consolidate military business ventures. This led to the closure or merger of nearly 5,000 enterprises by the
      beginning of 1996, or around one-third of officially known military business entities.60
    


    
      During the initial stages of the rectification campaign in 1994, the military authorities concentrated their
      attention on commercial ventures belonging to combat forces and those located in freewheeling coastal regions.
      The logistics system was not targeted until 1996 when a major overhaul was undertaken of enterprises owned by the
      GLD61 and bans on engaging in business were imposed on logistics units belonging
      to the supply and distribution apparatus.
    


    
      Conclusions: Twenty-first Century Logistics with Chinese Characteristics
    


    
      The PLA has finally come to recognize the importance of logistics after decades of neglect. But while military
      chiefs talk of the urgent need for logistics modernization, they have only provided limited funding for the
      expansion of key capabilities that would be required to support the high-technology wars of tomorrow. If the PLA
      were called into action in the Taiwan Strait or the South China Sea today, it would only have the logistics
      capabilities to support mobile joint-service operations of division-strength forces.
    


    
      At the present pace of restructuring, the logistics system will not be able to provide effective campaign-level
      support until the first half of the next decade. No more than 10 percent of logistics units have so far been
      restructured and equipped to support rapid reaction forces. The rest of the logistics system remains geared to
      meeting the needs of conventional positional defensive campaigns.
    


    
      Nonetheless, some notable achievements have been made in raising logistical capabilities in the past few years.
      They include the establishment of a fledgling technical support apparatus, forging closer coordination between
      the logistics arms of the ground, air and naval forces, and improving the professional quality of logistics
      personnel.
    


    
      Logistics planners are closely studying the logistical practices of foreign armies. They have paid especially
      close attention to the experiences of countries such as the United States, Britain, and Israel that have fought
      major wars in recent decades. Lessons that the PLA is incorporating in its modernization include the importance
      of close battlefield support, especially on-site repair of combat equipment, and the need for advanced peacetime
      preparedness for wartime operations, such as having sufficient stockpiles and working out detailed mobilization
      plans.
    


    
      There are several key trends for PLA logistics modernization over the next few
      years. First, with the steady acquisition of new generations of foreign and domestic weapons and equipment,
      greater attention will be paid to technical support. This was highlighted with the establishment of the General
      Equipment Department in April 1998, which is responsible for arms procurement and technical support. Second, the
      PLA is likely to retain a sprawling logistics apparatus, but with expanding pockets of excellence in the form of
      emergency support units and other rapid reaction logistics forces to provide support for future mobile wars.
      Third, the PLA will increasingly utilize rapidly expanding civilian transport and infrastructure capabilities to
      augment its own limited resources.
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      Introduction
    


    
      Although today it is more open than at any time in recent history, China’s military establishment remains a
      closed book to foreign analysts. Assessments of changes in doctrine, strategy, arms imports, indigenously
      developed weapons, exercises, training, and logistics are all frustrated by minimal access and incomplete data.
      Perhaps for that reason, if one studies these assessments and then projects past trends on a straight line graph
      into the future, allowing even perhaps for modest acceleration in one or more areas, it makes perfect sense to
      conclude that China has relatively little chance of becoming a formidable military competitor for at least the
      next decade.
    


    
      There seem to be two flaws inherent in this common sense approach to the issue. The first has to do with Chinese
      intentions, which remain uncertain, or at least open to debate, and which could dramatically alter the straight
      line into a steep curve. The China threat debate that has framed much of the public discourse over the past
      several years has regularly confused judgments about Chinese intent with evaluations of Chinese capabilities.
      Although this discussion will veer away from any judgments about intent, it is worth recognizing the danger that
      such assumptions can easily cloud an otherwise objective evaluation of capability.
    


    
      The second flaw is the assumption that traditional indicators of military
      power will be relevant to conflicts in which China might become involved in the future. Increasingly, however,
      Western military analysts believe that on the battlefield of the future the key discriminators will involve the
      “soft” side of military capability: the telecommunications, sensors, and entire information technology
      infrastructure available to the military forces in question. In some instances, these resources could make the
      size of a platform, the age of a fighter, the combat experience of the soldiers, if not entirely irrelevant,
      significantly less important than they appear today. Advances in information, surveillance, and reconnaissance
      have the potential to radically change how wars will be fought, perhaps even the likelihood that they will be
      fought. The ability to harm or destroy an adversary’s information or communications infrastructure could be more
      devastating than an overwhelming advantage in firepower. In theory, a nation with relatively weak conventional
      systems and a minimal nuclear deterrent could still achieve victory, given the right electronic and information
      technology integrated into the right “system of systems.” Moreover, the concepts and technologies relevant to the
      battlespace of the future, the key innovations that are driving the so-called Revolution in Military Affairs,
      appear today to be derivative of commercial research and development rather than the result of a carefully
      orchestrated defense research and development effort of the type that was pursued in the United States and Soviet
      Union during the Cold War.1
    


    
      Chinese analysts, too, are clearly paying attention to the way commercial, generic technology is changing
      warfare. It would be a mistake to read too much into Chinese analyses that might only be restatements of Western
      concepts, or to equate an interest in the subject with the intent or capability to carry it out. Given what is
      known about the gap between what the PLA would like to be able to do and what they are actually capable of
      executing, projections of Chinese superiority in information warfare or highly integrated “systems of systems”
      quickly begin to sound like science fiction.2
    


    
      Yet the underlying disciplines and technologies relevant to information warfare, and to the RMA, are precisely
      those areas where China as a country appears to have invested heavily and made spectacular progress: computer
      science and artificial intelligence, electrical engineering, telecommunications, physics, and certain branches of
      mathematics. It is true that these advances have yet to be translated into any identifiable advances in Chinese
      military technology, most of which have been achieved by foreign hardware purchases. It is furthermore very
      likely that the rapid pace of change in China has not resulted from carefully crafted policies to modernize the
      technological infrastructure so that it could be used to improve Chinese military capability, although some would
      certainly argue that the intent was there and that policies were developed to attain that objective. Instead, it
      appears that the progress made in Chinese science and technology have resulted, at least in part, from unplanned
      consequences of market-oriented reforms. Nevertheless, the outcome is the emergence in China’s civil or commercial sector of a technical infrastructure that could support a future
      revolution in military affairs. It would be naive to the point of absurdity to expect that resources acquired for
      the purpose of earthquake prediction, medicine, electronic commerce, intelligent transportation, and
      environmental monitoring would be unavailable for military purposes when, or if, Chinese intentions about the use
      of force are clarified.
    


    
      For this reason, it would be a significant mistake to ignore, as many analyses of Chinese military capability do,
      the size and the scale of the technological revolution that has taken place in China over the past fifteen years.
      The purpose of this essay is to argue for its inclusion in such a calculation, despite the difficulties inherent
      in measuring technical capabilities, such as the long lead time before a country realizes the benefits of
      investing science and technology “inputs,” and the fact that many traditional indicators of progress focus on
      quantity rather than quality. Thus it makes sense to pay attention to the fact that the number of Chinese
      articles in internationally refereed journals continues to rise, along with Chinese patent applications, and that
      China’s number of people involved in scientific research and development exceeds that of all Asian countries
      except Japan. Although China spends only .7 percent of GDP on research, the vibrant PRC economy, growing by
      double digits, ensures that the absolute expenditures are rising at an impressive rate.3
    


    
      The measurement of scientific or technical change in real time is notoriously difficult, even in open societies
      where information abounds. One problem has to do with the accuracy of certain standard data sets, such as percent
      of GDP invested in research, numbers of scientists and engineers, bibliographic citations, and patent awards.
      Standardized math and science test scores have even had their accuracy called into question. A second
      complication arises in the interpretation of what these indicators mean for the future. Investment in research
      and development does not guarantee output or progress; the numbers of scientists and engineers are often
      meaningless if one has no way of measuring quality or distribution. Citations in scientific literature might be a
      reflection of the degree to which a scientist is integrated into the international scientific community rather
      than the degree to which he has helped push forward the frontiers of knowledge. Trade and economic statistics are
      especially deficient in their ability to measure the technical content of commercial activity or the growth in a
      country’s value added over time.
    


    
      Moreover, debates about who is “ahead” in a given field are rarely resolved until it is too late to matter.
      Superiority in a scientific discipline might not necessarily be accompanied by a national ability to capitalize
      on that advantage. It is generally not possession of a particular piece of hardware or a particular process, but
      rather the ability to apply it, that constitutes a revolutionary advance with identifiable military or commercial
      results. The protracted debates in the 1980s about whether the United States or Japan was ahead in certain
      scientific fields were probably less significant than the implications of Japan’s clearly demonstrated ability to take an existing technology and effectively commercialize it, as Sony did
      with the Walkman, among many other examples.
    


    
      So it is not surprising that not only the strategic studies field has ignored this development: the economics
      literature, the political science literature, and the media have also failed to pay attention to the change in
      China’s underlying technology base and growth of indigenous intellectual resources. It is virtually impossible to
      make a firm empirical case with hard documentation of Chinese performance, much less to link the conclusions of
      such an argument to future Chinese military capability. But the number of individual data points, as well as the
      size and scale of technological change in China, make it essential to find some way to incorporate this factor
      into any calculation of future military capability. This is even more the case if one examines the institutional
      reforms and new funding patterns that have profoundly changed the conduct of scientific research and technology
      development in China over the past ten years, as well as the growing integration of civilian and military
      technology and industry.
    


    
      The evidence to support this argument, while not as firm as might be necessary to make an airtight case, can be
      divided into four categories. The first category consists of indicators that China has made and will continue to
      make progress in critical technology-based industries, especially the information and telecommunications
      industries, thanks in large measure to foreign investment and technology transfer from the United States or
      Japan. Second is the evidence that exists concerning the new generation of scientists who have been educated
      since 1978, since these people are the future of science in China. Since no quantitative information is
      available, this category of evidence relies heavily on the qualitative judgment of scientists in the United
      States who have been observing and collaborating with their Chinese counterparts for the past several decades.
      The third category of evidence is the reforms in the Chinese science system, resulting primarily from the entry
      of market forces into the Chinese economy. The fourth category is the changing relationship between civilian and
      military industry in China, as well as the growing exposure of PLA officers to foreign technology.
    


    
      Indicators of Technical Progress in Key Industries
    


    
      The technologies that will form the building blocks for information warfare and for the kind of high technology
      weapons envisioned by those who write about the revolution in military affairs revolve around computer hardware
      and software, telecommunication networks, and advanced sensors. An exhaustive survey of any one of these
      industries in China is well beyond the scope of this paper, but should be undertaken by the United States for
      both commercial and national security reasons. What can be documented here is the degree to which these
      industries have benefited from China’s overall economic performance and, to a lesser degree, the ability of the
      central government to channel investment capital into these areas.
    


    
      It is now well known that the Chinese economy began to take off after Deng
      Xiaoping’s Tour to the South in 1992. Since then, despite persistent concerns about the fate of the state-owned
      enterprises, growth has remained impressive and inflationary pressures have been under control. Today inflation
      is less than 5 percent, an amazing accomplishment when one considers that in 1989 it was close to 35 percent and
      possibly higher according to some calculations. The robust economy has contributed to the increase in China’s
      foreign exchange reserves, which are now well over US$100 billion, and has made China a more and more attractive
      investment opportunity for foreign firms. Of the approximately US$40 billion that has been invested in China,
      US$7 billion has gone to the electronics and computer industry.4 It was only to be expected that a
      significant proportion of Chinese and foreign investment would be channeled into information, sensors, and
      telecommunications technologies. The demand in China is huge, the infrastructure is antiquated, and a great deal
      of what has happened can be attributed to market forces.
    


    
      Computer Hardware and Software
    


    
      A few isolated data points indicate the degree to which activity in technology intensive industries has
      accelerated over the past five years. One is the spectacular growth of the homegrown Chinese hardware and
      software industries. Between 1980 and 1990, China imported computers from the United States, Europe, and Japan to
      the degree permitted by their foreign reserve balance and foreign export control regulations. Even with these
      constraints, information technology was an import priority, and China received help from the World Bank as well
      as from foreign vendors, many of whom donated machines to educational institutions as a market entry device. As
      recently as 1990 there were only a few viable domestic computer manufacturers in China; the strongest of them,
      the Great Wall and Stone corporations, were fighting to stay alive and improve quality, faced with the prospect
      of incipient market penetration by foreign firms such as IBM and DEC. Domestic Chinese computers were seen both
      inside and outside China as a clear second choice. In 1997, locally assembled computers account for 44 percent of
      the market, and there are over 6,000 Chinese computer companies. While some of them are Mom and Pop shops,
      others, such as the Legend Group, are poised to replace IBM as the top seller of computer hardware in China. The
      emergence of the Legend Group is a particularly interesting illustration of the impact of market-oriented
      reforms, reinforced by foreign investment and an infusion of foreign technology. This is a company that did not
      even exist until the post-Tiananmen economic boom. By 1995 it was in sixth place, behind foreign, as well as
      other Chinese, firms. Last year Legend sales increased by 80 percent to 140,000 units, which put it in first
      place among Chinese competitors, thanks in large measure to two strategic decisions. One was an alliance with
      AST, a U.S. manufacturer with a long time presence in China, and the second was the decision by Legend to open a
      design center in Silicon Valley. Legend also negotiated an arrangement with
      Microsoft under which Microsoft loads a Chinese version of Windows on each of its machines. A foreign executive
      described Chinese computers displayed at a trade show earlier this year, all of which were equipped with the MMX
      multimedia chip and capable of providing videoconferencing over standard telephone lines, as “very advanced
      systems and very competitive with (those of the) multinationals.”5
    


    
      Software is a field that is unconstrained by the availability of equipment from the West or by a shortage of hard
      currency. Much of the focus in Western reports on this industry in China has been on software piracy, which
      remains a legitimate issue for foreign, well as Chinese, companies. What has received less attention is the rapid
      growth of Chinese software talent, despite the absence of adequate protection of intellectual property. In the
      early 1990s, activity was focused on relatively low-value-added packages, such as point of sale systems for
      retail outlets. But in the past several years, the sophistication and size of the applications have both
      increased dramatically. This is in part because of growing domestic demand, best illustrated by the announcement
      in 1994 of a series of “Golden” systems integration projects that will automate records in China’s health care,
      tax, customs, banking, and economic information bureaucracies. It also results from a growing supply of trained
      people entering the workforce at attractive rates. Foreign investors are competing fiercely for access to these
      individuals—in some instances, providing training only to lose the people afterward. Employment contracts are not
      standard in China, and they are difficult to enforce where they do exist. Microsoft reported earlier this year
      that China has the world’s fourth largest supply of Microsoft Certified Professional SE trained technicians, the
      highest level of professional certification. A Microsoft executive reported having given a group of PRC software
      engineers six weeks to pass the company’s NT server test. Apparently the Chinese misunderstood, and prepared for
      the various Windows exams as well, all of which they passed in less than three weeks. Microsoft plans on training
      over 200,000 people in China at its Authorized Technical Education Centers, and then on providing incentives for
      top customers to recruit exclusively from those centers. IBM has announced a donation of $25 million to establish
      customer training centers in conjunction with China’s top technical universities, above and beyond its commitment
      to invest $2 billion in China over the next five years. The Chinese version of Office 97 was available only three
      months after its release in English in January 1997. Chinese-language versions of the major software
      packages—Windows, Notes, Excel, and so forth—appear very soon after, if not simultaneously with, the
      English-language versions, another indication of the degree to which this market is on a par with international
      standards.6
    


    
      Semiconductor Manufacturing
    


    
      Equally important is China’s progress in semiconductor manufacturing. This is a critical building block
      technology that many predicted would pose overwhelming difficulties for
      Chinese industry, given its high capital investment requirements and its precise and exacting manufacturing
      processes. The critical indicators of progress in this industry are the diameter of the wafer substrate and the
      size of the features (thinly etched lines) on the chip. The goal is to increase the size of the wafer while
      decreasing the line width used to etch the circuits. In the late 1980s the Chinese chip industry, using imported
      technology, was over ten years behind the Western state of the art. Wafers were 3 inches in diameter and line
      widths were somewhere between 5 and 10 microns.7 Foreign engineers estimated that
      China would be able to catch up two technology years for every calendar year, but pointed out that the United
      States and Japan would be moving ahead at the same time. By 1995 the industry in China was producing 125mm line
      widths (against a world standard of 200mm) with 1–3 micron features (compared with U.S. standards of .35 to .75
      micron features).8 And in May 1997, China announced that NEC Corporation would
      invest $1.2 billion in a chip factory that would produce 8-inch (200mm) wafers with .30 micron line widths. This
      puts China very close to the world standard, especially considering the fact that the U.S. and Japanese
      industries have not advanced as quickly in the last two years as many had predicted. Other foreign firms which
      lost in the competition to supply this technology, known as project 909, are preparing alternate investment
      strategies to supply other factories in China with state of the art equipment and processes.9
    


    
      Telecommunications Networking
    


    
      Telecommunications technology was identified early in the modernization program as a critical bottleneck for
      China, and one that would take several decades to update to Western standards. The challenges ahead are still
      substantial, but the past two years have seen an enormous increase in investment by both Chinese and Western
      organizations. This is in part a response to the explosion of demand for Internet-related services, and in part
      the result of a recognition of the degree to which the nationwide systems integration programs are dependent on
      networking and data communications capacity. Once a monopoly provider, China’s MPT is now one of many
      telecommunications companies, one of which, the Lian Tong Company, is planning to spend $11.5 billion building a
      network to support 12 million digital exchanges. Another MPT competitor, Ji Tong, has formed linkages with many
      of the U.S. Regional Bell Operating Companies in order to execute the “Golden” projects referred to earlier. The
      first of these, Golden Bridge, began operation approximately a year ago. It is intended to disseminate
      information about Chinese economic policies and performance and incorporates satellite based telecommunication
      links, frame relay technology, as well as numerous ISDN lines. The Golden projects are ambitious in scope and
      scale, and no one who has been involved in any of them would be confident of their ultimate success. What is
      impressive is the conception and execution of these programs in the first
      place, given the relatively backward state of the computer industry in China until the past few years. As
      Churchill was reported to have said about a dog that walks on its hind legs, the amazing thing is it is happening
      at all.
    


    
      It is also worth pointing out that China will benefit from a technology leapfrog in telecommunications. The new
      lines being installed in China today, unlike the copper wire systems in the United States and most parts of
      Europe, are all capable of relatively high-speed and high-volume data transmission. This has enabled the rapid
      growth in Wide Area Networks in China, many of which support higher education and advanced scientific research,
      as well as commercial programs. Most are accessible via the Internet. Although it is true that the PRC government
      wants to control the use of the Internet, the speed at which the technology is developing will make it
      increasingly difficult to monitor the content and origin of data transmissions. One reason given by industry
      experts for the rapid progress is the absence of outdated legacy systems in China. New networks can be designed
      assuming links to state of the art hardware and communication channels, whereas in more developed countries, the
      networks have to accommodate hardware from different generations and with different operating systems. A fairly
      crude but important indicator of the speed at which this field is developing in China is the growth in demand for
      routers, hubs, and switches, which is 150–200 percent a year beginning in 1994. At that time, fewer than 10
      percent of Chinese PCs were part of a wide or local area network.10
    


    
      Satellite Technology
    


    
      Satellite based navigation, communication, and surveillance constitute another arena where Chinese capabilities
      developed for one purpose could become critical success factors in future conflicts. China’s commitment to the
      development of satellite technology and space sciences is currently focused on commercial and civilian
      applications, especially telecommunications and environmental monitoring. The decision to offer launch services
      on the international market appears to have been made in the mid 1980s after ten successful launches of domestic
      satellites. At that time it was already evident that the demand for low cost launch services would grow
      prodigiously in the 1990s and well into the next century. Despite the considerable challenges involved in
      launching and retrieving satellites, the Chinese have adhered to their plan to develop an indigenous capability
      in important niches: launch services, ground stations, and processing of data retrieved in space. Since 1970
      China’s Long March rockets have launched fifty satellites with an 88 percent success rate. Although a string of
      failures in 1996 resulted in a temporary slowdown of the launch schedule, the program appears to be back on
      track. In March 1998 a Long March rocket successfully launched two U.S.-owned Iridium satellites; China announced
      at this time that its space company, Great Wall, had captured 7–9 percent of the international market between
      1990 and 1997.11 China’s rockets have been
      used to launch satellites in geosynchronous orbit, as well as low-to medium-earth orbit, and plans call for
      another ten launches before the year 2000. Indeed, progress has been such that the degree to which assistance
      provided by the U.S. Loral Corporation would ultimately benefit not only China’s space launch capability, but
      also contribute to enhanced Chinese missile accuracy, subsequently became a matter of domestic U.S. debate. The
      rapid growth of the space launch industry occurred at roughly the same time as a dramatic increase in China’s
      ballistic missile production, although most of the improvements came in the area of medium and short range
      missiles, whereas the guidance and telemetry used for satellites are more helpful for long range ICBMs.
    


    
      One example of China’s ambitions in this area is the recently announced joint venture with Brazil to launch a
      satellite for environmental monitoring. The project, China Brazil Earth Resources Satellite, will buy a satellite
      ground station from Hughes STX in Maryland. Under the terms of the contract, Hughes will install a fully
      integrated satellite data processing system at the Center for Resources Satellite Data and Applications in
      Beijing. Another significant development is China’s acquisition of two satellites that will use synthetic
      aperture radar from Spar Aerospace of Canada. This will provide China with much more accurate and detailed
      images, as microwave instruments can acquire and transmit signals through cloud cover, darkness, and severe
      weather conditions. Although the purpose of this acquisition was announced by the Chinese as monitoring of
      natural resources and disasters, one of the satellites will be built specifically for the Commission on Science,
      Technology, and Industry for National Defense. China also announced in 1998 plans for a manned spacecraft “in the
      near future” and a small lunar probe “when possible.”12 The Chinese are also
      investing in a space exploration vehicle that would be less expensive to maintain than the U.S. or Russian
      vehicles, and have reportedly already begun training future astronauts.13
    


    
      Scientists and Engineers: China’s Seedcorn for the Twenty-first Century
    


    
      Chinese leaders recognized over a decade ago that the need to develop human intellectual resources would be a
      more difficult challenge than the acquisition of foreign hardware, software, and process technologies. Technology
      imports provide a short-term fix; an indigenous base of scientific and technical talent is essential to China’s
      rise as a great power on the world scene. Many inside and outside China wondered how this challenge could
      possibly be met, and saw the gamble inherent in sending large numbers of students overseas for advanced training
      as a measure of the size of the problem. The number of Chinese students and scholars in the United States reached
      a high watermark of 55,000 in 1992–1993. Of these, 53 percent were studying physical and life sciences,
      engineering, or math and computer science; an additional 17.5 percent were studying health sciences, business, or agriculture.14 Statistics about the numbers
      who are returning to China are not available, but an informal consensus exists in the international education
      community that it is approximately one-third.
    


    
      Of greater significance, perhaps, although not much easier to document, is the quality of the students who are
      arriving in the United States, since they reflect to some degree the quality of the system that produced them.
      China does not participate in the international science testing protocols, so it is difficult to find a precise
      measure of quality in science education. But a survey of American scientists at top universities who have
      supervised Chinese students in the United States and taught for brief periods at Chinese universities suggests
      that the under-forty generation is an extremely impressive group of people who are destined to be (if they are
      not already) at the forefront of their fields. One well-known mathematics professor at the Courant Institute of
      Columbia University quipped, “What’s the difference between a good Chinese student and a bad Chinese student? Six
      months!” Opinions about the older scholars who came to the United States as part of the first wave in the 1980s
      vary considerably, depending on the school and the discipline involved. But the scientists interviewed for this
      paper agreed that their Chinese colleagues as a whole had made substantial progress in closing the gap that had
      separated them from world class science in the early 1980s. In some branches of physics it was estimated that a
      fifteen-year gap had been reduced to a zero-to-five-year gap; in other fields, a more than twenty-year gap had
      been cut in half. These are impressionistic evaluations, to be sure, and it would be a mistake to overinterpret
      them. But it does appear that whatever scientific progress was made in China during the past fifteen years should
      be attributed to the return of smart and dedicated people rather than to the purchase of expensive scientific
      instrumentation. With the exception of one or two high profile projects, notably fusion energy and high energy
      physics, funds were simply not available for that purpose until very recently. Even now, they are scarce and
      Chinese achievements have to be seen as an indication that the investment in human resources is beginning to pay
      off.
    


    
      Moreover, an extremely interesting dynamic has developed with respect to the students and scholars who do not
      return to China. Although many in the United States originally speculated that the ones who stayed would be
      “lost” to China, that assumption was embedded in a Cold War view of bilateral relations. In fact, the opposite
      has occurred. In the sciences, the Chinese who choose not to return to China are not shut out. They have been
      able not only to maintain their ties, but also to serve as middlemen and interpreters between Chinese and Western
      science, and to transmit knowledge and ideas back to China. Some of this might be occurring through intelligence
      channels, to be sure, but much of it is happening through market-driven economic activities. Those who stay feel
      a strong obligation to help their colleagues back in China in whatever way they can and, thanks to the rapid
      expansion of the phone system in China and the growth of the Internet, they are able to maintain regular
      communication with communities back in China. It is not unusual for PRC
      scientists in the United States to exchange email with Chinese contacts several times a day. One math professor
      who came to the United States as part of the first wave of students has raised money in Hong Kong to open a
      mathematics institute in collaboration with the Chinese Academy of Sciences, something he could never have done
      had he stayed in China. The image of the arriving Chinese scientist as a political or intellectual dissident is
      outdated and irrelevant to this new generation that manages to exist in, and contribute to, both worlds. It is
      difficult to believe that anyone predicted this outcome, and highly likely that it is the result of the degree to
      which the Chinese system has become more flexible and more open which, in turn, results directly from the
      economic reforms and the role of foreign investors in introducing market forces into the Chinese economy.
    


    
      China is still worried about getting back the best students, to be sure, a concern evident in recent
      announcements and appointments. The new president of the Chinese Academy of Sciences, arguably the top scientific
      job in the country, Professor Lu Yongxiang, is in his early fifties, a very young age for such a post by Chinese
      standards. Lu’s first major announcement was that the academy would add 100 slots a year for Ph.D. scientists
      under forty, and that twenty-six of the Academy’s institutes had already promised to spend $125,000 each
      supporting these younger professors. Other incentives announced over the past five years include special grants
      and financial awards available to younger researchers and better working conditions. These developments are
      clearly intended to send a signal to disaffected students and scholars overseas, and do reflect the degree to
      which the human resource problem persists. Only 4 percent of China’s college-aged population attends a
      university. China graduates no more than 110,000 engineers a year, and fewer than 10,000 math and computer
      science majors. Expenditures on education are only 2.2 percent of GDP, compared with 22.3 percent for Singapore
      or 15.9 percent for the Philippines. But it is important to bear in mind the progress that has been made despite
      the difficulty of getting students to come home.15
    


    
      Systemic Changes in China’s Scientific Organizations
    


    
      The advances described above, impressive as they are, could constitute a onetime increase, a historical fluke, if
      they are not accompanied by organizational reforms that perpetuate them over time. Thus it is critical to examine
      the underlying bureaucratic structure and the changing relationships within that structure.
    


    
      Although the PRC government identified science and technology as one of the pillars of the modernization program
      as early as 1978, Chinese science remained in a fairly dismal state for the following decade. National policies
      aimed at increasing scientific productivity, improving scientists’ living conditions, and increasing China’s
      participation in international scientific organizations met with, at best, mixed success. The PRC government did
      succeed in depoliticizing science during this period, and by the late 1980s it was rare to find that an
      individual’s position on a substantive scientific issue would bring with it ideological
      baggage. Salaries and living conditions improved incrementally. Some foreign exchange reserves were allocated to
      universities and research institutes for importing computers and other equipment. Tiny pockets of excellence
      began to emerge, especially in fields targeted by the central government for rapid development. But it was not
      uncommon during this period for foreigners to visit deserted laboratories where no one seemed to be working and
      where imported equipment was both underutilized and poorly maintained. Senior scientists, many in their seventies
      if not older, continued to control the scientific agenda, without having been able to stay current in their
      fields. Research institutes and university departments were overstaffed, whereas the Party did not directly
      control the content of scientific discourse, and promotions were based more on good political connections than on
      objective standards of merit. The goal of most serious scientists was to get to the United States and it seemed
      that few, if any, were coming back.
    


    
      The science reforms announced in 1985 arguably intensified an already unhappy situation. These reforms were
      intended to decentralize and rationalize the conduct of Chinese science the same way that the industrial reforms
      had begun to revitalize the manufacturing and service sectors. The policies were targeted at the research
      institutes in the industrial ministries, the various academies of science and, to a lesser extent, university
      departments. It is not known to what degree defense related research and development were affected.
    


    
      From the perspective of an institute or department director, the reforms consisted of both good news and bad
      news. On the one hand, they began to expose the science establishment to new competitive challenges because of
      reduced block-grant funding and government subsidies; on the other hand, they opened up new sources of funds and
      offered more autonomy to research professionals. Institute directors were informed that they would have to raise
      a certain percent of their budget from contract research or from competitive bids for scientific funds. Many of
      these scientists had always lived in a block-grant environment and had never had to compete with their peers on
      the basis of scientific merit. The good news was that at the same time, they were given the freedom to define
      their own research agenda. Previously the central government had told the institutes exactly what to work on and
      had provided 100 percent of their budgets. These reforms are still being phased in over time, particularly in the
      large, state-owned research institutes, since it is impossible to remove state subsidies completely without
      seriously disrupting the macro economy.16 They are summarized in Table 8.1.
    


    
      For the next few years the positive effects of the science reforms were not immediately obvious. Success depended
      not just on the supply “push,” but also on a (then) barely discernible demand “pull” for scientific expertise
      from Chinese manufacturing and service companies. The concept of paying for intellectual or technical brainpower
      was alien to Chinese, and arguably to Asian, business culture. In a large country with lots of smart people,
      technical services tend to be undervalued, not in the sense that they are perceived to be
      unnecessary, but in the sense that they are expected to be provided free of charge. The dynamic that worked well
      for industrial reform proved to be more complicated when applied to an intellectual, knowledge-based enterprise.
      Moreover, basic research was cut back drastically, and foreign scientists worried about the demise of core
      Chinese capabilities in fields ranging from physical oceanography to theoretical chemistry.
    


    
      Table 8.1
    


    
      Chinese Science Reforms
    


    
      
        
        
      

      
        
          	
            
              Funding reforms
            

          

          	
            
              Reduction in operating funds provided by central government; granting of authority to research managers
              to market services to local industry
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              China National Science Foundation
            

          

          	
            
              Establishment of funding organization modeled on US counterpart that distributes grants on competitive,
              peer review basis to supplement operating funds provided by central government
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Open laboratories
            

          

          	
            
              Designation of certain laboratories equipped with advanced equipment as optimal locations for
              international collaboration with minimal approval required by central government
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Spark Program
            

          

          	
            
              Demonstration and teaching programs to disseminate science and technology research results in rural areas
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Appointment policy
            

          

          	
            
              Revision of existing personnel rules so that science and technology professionals can have more mobility
              to change jobs, take on consulting work, etc.
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Intellectual property
            

          

          	
            
              Promulgation of a patent law to give inventors and creators rights and royalties associated with their
              inventions
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Torch Program
            

          

          	
            
              Multifaceted program to ensure application of science and technology efforts funded by the central
              government, including policy guidance, identification of key projects, training, and financial assistance
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              863 Program
            

          

          	
            
              Identification and funding of high end research projects at the leading edge of scientific or technical
              knowledge to keep up with international high technology and to strive for breakthroughs
            

          
        

      
    


    
      Visible change came with the revitalization of China’s economy that began in 1992. The explosion of economic
      activity brought with it an increase in foreign investment, an articulated demand for technical services, and a
      rise in the level of China’s foreign exchange reserves. It was in this context that many Chinese research institutes and university departments began to realize significant scientific progress, as
      well as a remarkable degree of financial success. At the same time, it could also be argued that the Chinese
      science establishment to some degree caused or at least reinforced the dynamic change in the larger economy
      during these years. It seems more likely that the macro economic reforms enabled scientific progress, at least
      initially, rather than the other way around. After decades of propounding science policies imploring researchers
      to “make science serve the economy,” a phrase popular during the Mao as well as the post-Mao years, the actual
      application of scientific results to real world problems was an outgrowth of nonscience policy decisions at
      roughly the same time that a U.S. presidential candidate was also discovering that “it’s the economy, stupid.”
    


    
      One indication of the degree to which this took hold in China is the increasing availability of capital for
      technology loans from the Bank of China and other financial institutions. The Bank was predicting it would lend
      $72.2 million for technology projects in 1995 alone, whereas the entire value of all outstanding Bank loans for
      technology projects up to 1995 was only $103 million.17
    


    
      The 1985 reforms, once they were coupled with the subsequent explosion of economic activity, reinforced two
      significant themes, both of which characterize Chinese science today and are likely to persist into the future:
      concentration of investment and bureaucratic flexibility. The former was articulated by the central government,
      even if it was not always effectively implemented; the latter was a de facto result of macroeconomic reforms that
      the central government has permitted to continue.
    


    
      The need to concentrate resources is a direct result of the 1985 decision to cut back block funding for research
      institutes and science academies. After decades of making resource allocation decisions based on either ideology
      (during the Mao years) or personal political connections, the Chinese government now seems committed to a
      distribution of money based on peer review and objective standards of performance. The concentration of resources
      is not a new concept for China: in earlier periods the government had identified “key” laboratories and “key”
      universities for targeted subsidies. But recently the number of investment targets seems to have been reduced
      even further, with the Chinese Academy of Science having selected ten major science projects, the “863” program
      having identified five fields for concentrated investment, and the State Science and Technology Commission having
      specified fifteen key science projects. These projects or key areas include many of the “usual suspects”: high
      performance computers, a synchrotron radiation accelerator, gene injection technology, computerized
      manufacturing, and so forth. And it is worth noting that, for the most part, they are not identified specifically
      enough for outside observers to be able to systematically track their progress over time. Their significance lies
      in the recognition by the central leadership that resources must be concentrated to achieve results. Closely
      related to the whittling down of investment targets is the often repeated requirement that government investment
      be limited to areas and projects where China already has a unique comparative advantage and
      where there has already been a demonstration of scientific excellence.18 Jiang
      Zemin expressed it succinctly when he said in a 1996 speech:
    


    
      We must refrain from doing some things in order to be able to do other things. Our country’s strengths are still
      limited and it is unrealistic to develop all high, precision, and advanced technologies. We must, in close
      connection with the state’s targets of development, select a number of research topics for which the necessary
      foundation and favorable conditions are available, of which progress is guaranteed by necessary national
      strength, and the achievements of which will rank with the foremost in the world.19
    


    
      Bureaucratic flexibility and the horizontal integration of vertically integrated organizations have been another
      byproduct of the market oriented reforms. Although it would be an overstatement to suggest that all the barriers
      have been eliminated within the Chinese system, it is remarkable that they have broken down at all, given the
      state of organizational reform as late as 1989 or 1990. The most effective examples of organizational flexibility
      involve companies that have been “spun off’ from science academies and gone on to enjoy considerable commercial
      success. The story of the Stone Computer and Legend Computer conglomerates are well known and perhaps less
      surprising, given the repository of expertise and capital available to these firms. But the same phenomenon can
      be seen at the provincial level, albeit on a smaller scale. The True Gold Advanced Computer Company, a profit
      making subsidiary of the Shanghai Academy of Sciences Computer Center, began in 1986 as an internal service
      organization to support other branches of the Academy and quickly expanded into business areas that could earn
      profits to support scientific research in an era of declining subsidies. Among the projects completed by True
      Gold are a color-matching system using a photospectrometer and PC software, an animation software package for
      television commercials, an automated toll collection system, and a debit card system for use by taxi passengers.
      Some of the profits from these activities are distributed as bonuses for the staff; a healthy percentage is
      reinvested in research and development to support new products and services.20
      Numerous other examples could be cited, including the Keli Corporation (an offshoot of the Chinese Academy of
      Sciences Institute of Acoustics that develops products for the oil and gas industry), San Huan (tied to the CAS
      Institute of Physics and engaged in production of magnetic materials), Kejian (working on phased array scanning
      systems for clinical diagnosis in medicine), Daheng (attached to six different optics institutes of the Chinese
      Academy of Sciences and engaged in lasers and optical fiber production), and Hefei’s Science Island, an
      industrial park near Hefei’s University of Science and Technology, with numerous high-tech firms that are
      commercializing university-developed technology.21
    


    
      The most impressive examples of entrepreneurial spirit are those that integrate Chinese research institutes,
      universities, and domestic companies with foreign technology and foreign
      financing. President Yang Fujia of Fudan University, for example, takes great pride in a $100 million synchrotron
      radiation experiment that is being funded in part by Shanghai municipality, and in part by Chinese and foreign
      pharmaceutical companies which will benefit from its application to drug design. The program will draw on
      expertise at Fudan University as well as Yang’s former institute, the Shanghai Institute of Nuclear Research,
      which once had a link to China’s nuclear weapons program and today is focused on nuclear energy and other
      civilian applications of nuclear technology.
    


    
      The central government, for its part, is encouraging this trend in several ways. The State Science and Technology
      Commission announced the establishment by the year 2000 of 200 engineering research centers throughout the
      country, each of which would draw on academy, university, and industry-based expertise. These centers will not
      only serve as a resource for Chinese companies, but will also play a role in establishing standards. And earlier
      this year, the United Nations Development Programme agreed to fund an SSTC initiative known as “Business
      Incubation” which involves providing market-oriented services to Chinese enterprises located in designated high
      technology zones. The degree to which these government led initiatives will succeed is still a matter of debate,
      but the likelihood of success of many of the nongovernment sponsored initiatives suggests a fundamental
      reorientation of the science and technology bureaucracy over the next decade.22
    


    
      Implications for the PLA and the Defense Industries
    


    
      Little direct evidence exists to link any of these advances in civilian or commercially oriented research and
      development to military modernization. To the extent that one can demonstrate any improvement in Chinese
      warfighting capability, that improvement results from the acquisition and assimilation of foreign technology and
      the purchase of weapon systems from Russia. However, the relevance of the technologies discussed to systems that
      are likely to be used in, if not to dominate, potential future conflicts, has already been established in Western
      writing and appears to be recognized by the Chinese as well. Moreover, strong arguments exist to support the
      notion that it would not be difficult for the Chinese military to gain access to the expertise and technology
      that has been developing if the leadership established policies with that objective.
    


    
      The first argument is simply that China remains an authoritarian state, despite tolerance of certain liberal
      ideas and bureaucratic flexibility, and it is inconceivable that a university or research institute in that
      environment would refuse to participate in weapons or military related research programs. Indeed, it is likely
      that until recently, anyway, many would have been pleased to be chosen for such an endeavor.
    


    
      A second, reinforcing argument is that the flexibility that has allowed universities to spin off companies and
      sell services to industry has also permitted defense related research institutes to develop
      linkages to sources of capital and technology not previously available to them. One channel for doing this has
      been the diversification of weapons factories (as distinct from PLA-owned enterprises) into commercial or
      civilian goods. This so-called defense conversion has given the weapons factories exposure to new sources of
      hardware and human resources, initially useful for production of nonmilitary items, but perhaps ultimately useful
      to support the production of more advanced systems. If anything, these links are likely to expand in scope and
      depth after China’s announcement in July that the defense sector would be open to foreign investment in 1998. The
      government also announced a special initiative to link up weapons factories located in the Chinese interior (the
      “third line”) with successful Chinese businesses in the special economic zones and elsewhere in the coastal
      regions.23
    


    
      The degree to which weapon factories are becoming integrated into the civilian economy is also evident in the
      growing number of suspected diversions of U.S. technology from ostensibly commercial activities to institutes or
      factories known to be developing new weapon systems. In addition to the McDonnell Douglas case, there has been
      recent speculation that supercomputers sold to the Chinese Academy of Sciences were subsequently transferred to
      an institute that is working on missile design and engineering.24
    


    
      A third argument supporting the notion that civilian technology resources could easily be applied toward military
      objectives is the wide range of activities of PLA-owned businesses which, in 1993, registered profits of $1
      billion. Initially involved in tourist related and service industries, PLA-owned companies are now heavily
      invested in high technology, including satellites, telecommunications equipment, computers, and electronic
      components. It is impossible to speculate on the size or exact contents of all the PLA-owned businesses, but it
      is safe to assume that some number of them provide channels to militarily relevant technologies.25
    


    
      It would be wrong to imply that the top technical people and most advanced equipment are being diverted to
      military programs, or even that advances in the technology base are the result of a carefully orchestrated plan
      to build the commercial base now so that it can be used by the military later. Although such a policy might have
      existed, it is more likely if not virtually certain that the recent progress in China is the result of purely
      economic forces that have changed the behavior of China’s scientists and engineers. But it would be equally
      misguided to ignore the fact that in another ten years, if not sooner, China will have at its disposal the raw
      material, the building block technologies, to support the systems on which the battlefield of the future will
      depend. If Chinese intentions are benign and if their ideas about security and stability in Asia converge with
      those of the United States, this offers no cause for concern. But if intentions change, or if they are misread,
      these indicators are ignored at our peril.
    


    
      Thus, if it is not possible to say precisely how these developments will matter to the Chinese defense
      establishment, it is at least reasonable to assert that they will
      matter. More work on the “how” question appears to be in the national interest, despite the methodological
      challenge that question implies. The uniformed military will not find it easy to adapt to the new assumptions
      inherent in modern weapon systems. The application of modern information technology military systems makes much
      more sense in a setting where information is shared across bureaucratic lines than in a system such as China’s
      where vertical lines of control make horizontal integration either difficult or impossible. Thus it is not
      possible to assert with confidence that the Chinese defense industries or military forces will be able to
      apply advanced information and telecommunications technology. Nevertheless, it is plausible to conclude that
      there will, in fact, be something there to apply.
    


    
      What Should the United States Do?
    


    
      Trying to stop the emergence of a strong indigenous technical base in China would be the equivalent of fighting
      against the force of gravity. Much of what is going on in China’s telecommunications, electronics, and space
      industries is inevitable in any modernizing country, and moreover is in keeping with a stated U.S. desire for
      China to liberalize its economy and open its market to foreign investment and imports. Export controls can be
      used to deny China purely military technology (now also prohibited by sanctions imposed after the Tiananmen
      incident), but the line between dual use and military items is getting increasingly difficult to draw. Indeed, a
      former presidential science advisor testified in 1996 that “any notion we have that we can allow countries to
      develop space launch vehicles and restrict their development of ICBMs is an exercise in U.S. self delusion…. And
      if the MTCR allows one and prohibits the other, it may be a diplomatic vehicle, but it certainly is not a vehicle
      of technical substance that will reduce the ICBM developments of other countries.”26
    


    
      Soft diplomacy is also an option. However, the area where the United States has had the most leverage is in the
      area of graduate education. Any proposal to limit the number of Chinese students who come to American
      universities beyond the INS and financial constraints that now exist would be fought vigorously by academics on
      both ideological and practical grounds, especially given the high degree of U.S. dependence on foreign graduate
      students. Formal bilateral science activities could be curtailed or controlled, but arguably the real value to
      China is the access to U.S. universities and trade with U.S. corporations.
    


    
      But an inability to significantly affect Chinese development in this area does not mean the United States should
      studiously ignore its long term implications for either commercial or national security interests. U.S.
      government efforts to track technology developments in China are currently driven primarily, if not exclusively,
      by a desire to help U.S. exporters sell to the China market in the short term. Encouraging China to improve
      environmental standards and adhere to international nonproliferation regimes are secondary objectives, neither of
      which entails a full scale effort to monitor the development of China’s
      baseline S&T capabilities. The recent announcement by the State Department that there will be no more Science
      Counselors in U.S. embassies at a time when foreign scientific capabilities, not just in China but in many other
      countries, are assuming increasing greater significance than ever before, reinforces the notion that the American
      foreign policy establishment will be incapable of doing anything other than reacting to foreign policy
      crises.27 Despite the fact that the ingredients that could contribute to such a
      crisis are today observable, perhaps even obvious, to the naked eye.
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      Chinese Military Strategy for the Korean Peninsula
    


    


    
      Eric A. McVadon
    


    
      Change is coming to the Korean peninsula. The nature and consequences of the change seem increasingly less
      certain, but the inevitability of significant change is almost unquestioned. The terms collapse, implosion, and
      hard and soft landings, as they apply to North Korea, have become cliches and largely fallen into disuse. For
      many, the conventional concept of reunification, sooner or later, remains an appealing idea. Maybe for others it
      is the prospect of some loosely defined reconciliation between North Korea and South Korea that captures the
      imagination. For yet others, the goal is simply getting things back to where they were before the latest major or
      minor crisis. Regardless of the form of change or the uncertainty of the rules of the game, Beijing’s role is
      crucial. China is a major player—but Beijing’s essential role in the process is too often neglected, even
      overlooked.
    


    
      In an attempt to begin to better understand Chinese military strategy for the Korean peninsula, several
      well-informed Chinese diplomats and senior military officers were consulted over a period of more than a year.
      Contrary to what some might suspect, these officials were ready and willing to discuss, within limits, even very
      sensitive aspects of the matter. There was naturally some diversity in the views offered, but no serious
      contradictions or inconsistencies were displayed. Their remarks outlined the shape of China’s policy with respect
      to Korea, at least as Beijing wishes it presented. To add perspective to the effort, other private discussions
      with Chinese officials, officers, and academics were drawn on. Also of
      significance were several perceptive reports of recent visits to Korea and China by small teams of professionals
      in the field of Asian security studies who made their individual reports and observations available for reference
      and analysis, but not for attribution.
    


    
      This is not to say that these sources of information necessarily provided a complete and accurate picture, any
      more than might be the case in discussing matters of this nature with diplomats, defense officials, and
      specialized scholars of any country—and Chinese officials may still be less than forthright on various issues.
      However, the outline revealed seems an appropriate starting place from which to analyze Chinese attitudes and
      their implications. Useful conclusions, albeit tentative, can be drawn as a consequence of this process, but it
      cannot be suggested that this is the full story and the last word concerning Chinese military strategy for Korea.
      This effort is intended to provide a foundation, or at least a starting point, for further consideration of the
      important issues addressed: (1) the nature of fundamental Chinese desires and concerns with respect to the Koreas
      and Korean unification; (2) Beijing’s relations with, obligations to, and expectations of Pyongyang and Seoul—as
      well as Washington; (3) Chinese attitudes toward possible use of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) in Korea; (4)
      Beijing’s reactions to the possible movement of ROK and U.S. forces northward; (5) the changing Chinese position
      on the presence of U.S. forces in Korea after change on the peninsula; and (6) the implications and motivations
      associated with Beijing’s strategy and positions.
    


    
      The New China Cards
    


    
      We may not be sure of the rules of the Korea game or the fairness of the deal, but Beijing holds in its
      formidable hand a number of new China cards that may well include high trumps. But as the bidding continues, the
      trump suit is not yet known. Beijing remains publicly coy about what it wants out of the game, and even what it
      sees as the rules. The other players need Beijing at the table playing out the hand, even if the play grows
      tedious, tense, or volatile. So, the China cards, this time around, are held by Beijing; and how this hand
      unfolds for all the players and how we bridge the gaps will determine the nature of the evolving security
      framework for Northeast Asia—arguably the biggest game around.
    


    
      Beijing’s strong cards in the Korea game include awesome size; geographical proximity; a common border; many
      shared Asian attitudes; burgeoning economic power; a modernizing military that may be just good enough for Korean
      contingencies; a nuclear arsenal that at least cannot be ignored; a common “enemy” with the Koreas (Japan);
      uniquely good diplomatic, trade, and military relations with both North and South Korea; and a vested interest in
      the outcome that virtually ensures dedicated attention to the game. China also has some weak cards: a rocky past
      with many of its fellow players (the United States, Japan, and even Russia and the ROK); an enigmatic treaty
      commitment to Pyongyang (the least predictable and most unstable player); a
      bit of residual uncertainty in its own post-Deng domestic political environment; and the growing pains of its
      emergence as a major power.
    


    
      The interesting issue is how skillfully Beijing can take the right tricks with its strong cards, finesse when
      appropriate, and slough off the weak cards. Equally interesting is that the United States and China just might
      find themselves seated across the table in this Korea game, as partners once more in a game involving the China
      card(s). It will be difficult for Washington to get accustomed again—as when the opponent was the Soviet Union—to
      wanting Beijing to take the most tricks; and vice versa.
    


    
      What Beijing Wants: The Roots of a Strategy
    


    
      Stability
    


    
      As all have heard from Beijing many times, China wants a stable, nonnuclear Korean peninsula, peace in Northeast
      Asia, and regional stability that will permit, even foster, China’s continued economic growth.1 Beijing also wants a form of stability there that will not upset the existing political
      hierarchy in China, nor pose problems for the Chinese Communist Party or government. But China’s desire for
      stability goes beyond this wish list. Beijing has, as a result of diligent diplomacy over recent years, balanced
      its relations with Pyongyang and Seoul. It has been no mean trick first to build excellent trade relations with
      South Korea, then to establish diplomatic relations with Seoul in 1992, and, all the while, to preserve
      diplomatic, trade, and military relations with Pyongyang.2 This has been all the
      more delicate because China was in fact lessening its trade, aid, and security commitment to North Korea and
      patronizingly propping up Pyongyang with trade subsidies, often selling its socialist compatriots food (even if
      on concessional terms) when donations seemed the thing to do, and having somehow to convince the edgy North
      Koreans that each time China cozied up to South Korea they should not get unduly upset.
    


    
      The events that led up to the December 1997 commencement of the now-stalled Four-Party Talks are illustrative.
      Chinese diplomats privately made it clear to Washington at the outset that Beijing was quite unhappy with the
      April 1996 joint overture by the United States and the ROK proposing Four-Party Talks to Pyongyang. Not only did
      Beijing complain that it had not been adequately consulted, but there was also the accusation that Washington was
      guilty of acting prematurely, of diplomatic bumbling. The assertion was that Washington, with Seoul as an
      unwitting partner, had failed to work the problem behind the scenes before going public with the joint
      pronouncement. The most evident consequence, according to the Chinese, was that Pyongyang’s response was
      perilously unpredictable, that the North Koreans, taken unaware and even possibly embarrassed and uncertain, did
      not know what was being asked of them, much less what answer they should give to avoid being tricked or trapped in negotiations destined to work to their disadvantage. Worse, the Chinese
      continued, Pyongyang was once more being begged by Washington to do something. The consequence was that,
      inevitably, the North Koreans would turn this into another scheme to make demands, dither, make more demands,
      and, even when the talks began, to comport themselves as the victim, the demander. Now, with the talks started
      but stalled, Chinese officials assert anew that Washington fails to grasp the nuances of Pyongyang’s negotiating
      conduct and misconstrues linkages between key issues. Beijing is very wary of Washington’s bold role as a broker
      in handling Korean issues.
    


    
      As Chinese officials complained about Washington’s poor judgment—bitterly in 1996 and again, if more moderately,
      in the spring of 1998—an underlying reason for Beijing’s unhappiness became evident. The Chinese fear that
      Washington’s allegedly clumsy, “premature” actions could knock askew China’s carefully erected diplomatic and
      trade structure with the two Koreas, or at least put that delicate pair of Chinese relationships at risk. Beijing
      is justifiably proud of besting all other nations in the quality of this nicely balanced dual relationship with
      Pyongyang and Seoul. China’s concerns about destabilizing influences are compounded by the need, simultaneously,
      to take full advantage of its traditional “socialist brotherly” ties to the North and keep in check the world’s
      most peculiar nation—a thorn in China’s soft northeastern underbelly.
    


    
      Equally important, South Korean trade with China and its investment there have soared.3 Total two-way trade topped U.S.$10 billion for 1996, and South Korean direct investment
      in China exceeded U.S.$770 million in that year. China’s Shandong peninsula, jutting toward Korea geographically
      and commercially, enjoyed U.S.$195.7 million of South Korean direct investment in 1996, pushing the total over
      the decade to almost U.S.$830 million for that Chinese province alone. South Korean companies invest heavily in
      China’s stagnant Northeast rust belt, where investment is needed most. Almost U.S.$166 million was invested in
      1996, bringing the total investment there to over U.S.$516 million. (See Table 9.1 for
      bilateral trade statistics and Table 9.2 for South Korean investment figures in China by
      province, region, and nationally.)
    


    
      For China, formerly difficult, even inimical, relationships have been transformed into mutually beneficial ones.
      In Beijing’s eyes, Washington had not only acted imprudently in its 1996 proposal for talks to involve North and
      South Korea and China, but it had also jeopardized the stability of this very successful, sensitive, and
      important set of relationships with obstinate neighbors.
    


    
      The Acceptable Features of a Changed Korean peninsula
    


    
      China shares with the United States, Japan, and others the desire for a Korea or Koreas that does not have
      nuclear weapons4 or other weapons of mass destruction (or the means to produce
      and deliver them). In this regard, it also does not want Japan to see in Korea reason (or excuse) to develop its
      own nuclear arsenal, and beyond that wants an outcome for Korea that does not give impetus to Japanese military
      resurgence, the abiding fear of Beijing. It wants a changed Korea that is prosperous to the point where the
      prosperity is contagious—and one that has not exhausted its national energy and resources to shore up or build up
      a collapsing or collapsed North Korea. That which South Korea might expend in salvaging the economy of the North
      would not be available to preserve and perpetuate high levels of South Korean investment in China, particularly
      Northeast China, as described above. However, China still much prefers to see “rich” South Korea, the United
      States, and Japan writing the checks to prop up the North, while “poor China,” as its contribution, offers
      guidance and “commercial transactions.” Broadly, Beijing seeks a Korea or Koreas friendlier to China than to
      Japan or the United States. Chinese leaders, despite historic conflict with Korea, look, quite optimistically it
      would seem, to a future when Seoul (as well as Tokyo) will be weaned from Washington and look to Beijing for
      support and sustenance, and as the key to stability in East Asia. For the shorter term, however, Beijing has
      grown increasingly tolerant, at least in its public and private declarations, of the prospect of residual U.S.
      forces on the Korean peninsula after reunification. Beijing’s longstanding (and quietly ignored) formal position
      that troops should not be stationed on foreign soil will still be heard from official spokesmen. Nevertheless, as
      a practical matter, China says now it will not oppose the presence of U.S. forces in Korea (or Japan, for that
      matter) as long as those troops are accepted willingly by the host country and are limited to actions involving
      just the United States and the host country.5
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      One wonders how seriously the latter stipulation should be taken—the assertion
      that Beijing would object to U.S. forces being in one country in Asia and available for matters in which a third
      country or entity might be involved. Certainly, in this novel declaration, Beijing was motivated, unsurprisingly,
      by the Taiwan issue as it relates to the U.S.-Japan alliance. However, since that alliance clearly contemplates
      North Korea, the expectation of realistic, thoroughgoing application of the principle is quite murky. Many in the
      United States believe the appropriate role for U.S. forces in Korea, after the North is no longer a threat, is as
      the core of a quick-reaction force to deter or confront regional contingencies. If China adheres to this recently
      presented formulation, Washington and Beijing may find themselves at odds—not over the long-anticipated concern
      that China would object to residual U.S. forces in Korea but rather over the narrower issue of the ways in which
      those forces may be employed, an issue already familiar in the context of the alliance with Japan.
    


    
      At present, one can only speculate about China’s real intent and the persistence it will demonstrate on this
      matter of restricting the forces to strictly bilateral matters. Might this be a convoluted way for China to hedge
      its position on the recently increased acceptability to Beijing of U.S. forces in Asia? Or is it a backhanded way
      of seeming to say yes, but actually saying no, to U.S. forces in Korea? Alternatively, might we interpret this as
      simply another form of reminder that China does not want U.S. forces used in
      matters involving Taiwan or, of course, against China itself? Time will tell.
    


    
      Reunification?
    


    
      In some circles, the conventional wisdom is that China shares with Japan a largely unspoken desire to prolong the
      Korean division.6 At the heart of this argument is the idea that a unified Korea
      will be, once more, a difficult neighbor. Further, the reunification recipe is seen as likely to be concocted
      along the lines desired by Seoul (and Washington), probably unsavory to Beijing. The highly unlikely, but
      conceivable, alternative is a Korea unified according to Pyongyang’s tastes, another recipe essentially
      unpalatable to Beijing. Some who make this argument add that China wants a socialist North Korea as a strategic
      buffer along its border. Others note that China fears that those in ethnic Korean areas near the border would be
      tempted to secede to join a Korea expected to be bountiful with South Korean largess. This position concerning
      continuation of a divided peninsula is not, however, taken publicly by Chinese officials, and the public and
      private arguments Beijing makes favoring eventual reunification are becoming quite convincing. China has
      convinced many that it, indeed, favors ultimate, if unhurried, reunification of the peninsula.
    


    
      Certainly many influential Chinese, especially older and more conservative leaders, do not want to see the demise
      of yet another of the dwindling number of fellow socialist countries. These same folk have a warm place in their
      hearts for a North Korea that is agreeable to China and troublesome, or at least distracting, to the United
      States and Japan. However, the increasingly believable argument offered by Chinese diplomats and others is that
      China does not like to be put in the same category as Japan on the matter of alleged preference for perpetuating
      a divided Korea—and that there are good and practical reasons for China to prefer a unified Korea. However, the
      conditions must be right, and a reunified Korea must be friendly to China.
    


    
      Chinese officials assert that, on balance, China will, in the long run, benefit greatly from a reunified Korea.
      Eventually, North Korea can become, once more, a vibrant market for Chinese goods. There is hope, if not
      immediate anticipation, that the North, following reunification, will become developed and sufficiently wealthy
      so that China’s adjacent provinces will reap benefits. More than one Chinese official pointed, analogously, to
      the economic benefits accruing even now to Shandong Province because of its proximity to prosperous South Korea,
      as mentioned previously, and to the areas of China bordering newly prosperous Vietnam as evidence of the
      potential benefits for China’s northeastern provinces of Liaoning and Jilin. Some Chinese officials even hold out
      hope that China could regain access to the Sea of Japan, not by having the tiny territory it ceded to North Korea
      in the early 1950s returned but simply by being granted access by a stable and rational government of a unified
      Korea, or buying the access from such a government.7
    


    
      Two experienced and well-connected Chinese officers offered the view of the
      People’s Liberation Army (PLA) on the issue of reunification.8 They said the
      focus is properly more on stability than reunification. The PLA argues that the effort should be to avoid sudden
      change, with the inherent uncertainties and risk of conflict. Change is seen as inevitable, but the important
      thing from the PLA perspective is for the transition to be smooth. One of these officers explained that China
      does not fear long-term reunification, and suggested that the present trend indicates peaceful resolution is
      likely in twenty to fifty years. There is recognition that the early effects of reunification, even then, may
      present problems for China, but there is an expectation that in the long term favorable economic factors will
      prevail and, on balance, serve China’s interests.
    


    
      There is diversity in the views of Chinese officials and think-tanks about the desirability of reunification, and
      signs of some independent thinking. For example, on occasion, senior PLA officers have noted the importance of
      North Korea as a strategic buffer for China. Chinese diplomats, on the other hand, have suggested that the
      concept of a strategic buffer flies in the face of Beijing’s firm policy of “nonalignment” with respect to the
      two Koreas. A country’s serving as a buffer zone is decried by diplomats as representative of Cold War thinking,
      implying both that China considers South Korea hostile and that China would be obligated to North Korea in some
      way for providing China with a strategic buffer.
    


    
      Despite differences, sometimes of substance or possibly just of semantics, it is clear that Beijing does not, as
      some persist in thinking, necessarily advocate permanent division of Korea or see that China’s long-term
      interests are best served by a divided peninsula. Whether the change to a unified Korea is seen as largely
      inexorable or mostly desirable, Beijing is prepared for the inevitable, but is not in a hurry and certainly will
      not be a force to hasten change on the peninsula. Beijing would be most content with gradual reunification and a
      resultant stable Korea, achieved without economic collapse, political chaos, or hostile actions and absent a
      breakdown of law and order. Some may consider this a pipe dream, but it is useful in examining the origins of
      Chinese strategy to appreciate this context in which Beijing’s strategy with respect to Korea is formulated.
    


    
      Armies as Anathema
    


    
      Stated succinctly, Beijing does not want the KPA (North Korean People’s Army) to invade South Korea; it does not
      want ROK or U.S. forces to move across the DMZ into North Korea; and, possibly what is most significant, Beijing
      does not want its PLA in North Korea. Chinese officials say their government is taking to heart its own dictum
      against interference in the internal affairs of another country.9 More than any
      other factor, Beijing’s aversion to the use of the PLA in Korea shapes Beijing’s military strategy with
      respect to the peninsula, but close behind in significance are its concerns about the employment of other armed
      forces in a crisis on the peninsula.
    


    
      Of particular interest are Chinese views of the presence of U.S. forces on a
      post-unification Korean peninsula. Long before Beijing took the allegedly more tolerant two-part position on this
      issue, as described above, Chinese officials repeatedly stated that this issue is one that should be decided by
      the Korean people and the governments of the United States and a unified Korea. Less clearly stated, but
      certainly suggested, is that these forces must not be present contrary to the wishes of the North Koreans, even
      if assimilated into a unified country, and further that China would not be content with such forces near its
      borders, probably meaning anywhere north of the present DMZ. Chinese officials have not, to the author’s
      knowledge, offered specific views on a greatly changed U.S. presence in Korea—one that does not resemble the
      present force (weighted toward heavy ground forces) but that is tailored for prompt response to regional
      contingencies ranging from humanitarian actions to flare-ups requiring combat forces (weighted toward light
      forces with ample airlift, for example). As noted, Beijing’s current formulation, stipulating that the force
      should be for bilateral purposes, potentially is in conflict with the concept, advocated by some Americans, of a
      regional-reaction force. Other details might also be troublesome; e.g., whether Korean troops might be used in
      regional contingencies—as they were in Vietnam.
    


    
      There should, of course, be a healthy measure of doubt about possible differences between what Beijing proclaims
      now and what might happen when the chips are down. One should start, nevertheless, with what Beijing says it will
      do and not do, examine the reasons given, and then evaluate Beijing’s proclamations based on its actions. No less
      stringent standards should be applied to Seoul, Washington, and even Tokyo.
    


    
      What Beijing Says It Will Do: The Shape of the Strategy
    


    
      The Nature of China’s Treaty Commitment to North Korea
    


    
      At least as far back as 1995, Beijing has let it be known clearly, if informally at first, that it would not
      support Pyongyang if North Korean forces attack South Korea. (On some occasions, the formulation has been that
      support would not be provided if the North conducted an unprovoked attack, but there has been no effort of
      late by Chinese interlocutors to ensure the consistent presence of that word in their explanations.10) The mutual cooperation treaty between Beijing and Pyongyang is now a unique
      instrument, following the demise in years past of similar treaties with Vietnam and the Soviet Union. This
      factor, and a changing international environment, have allowed Beijing, with seeming impunity, to let it be known
      to essentially all who would inquire that its commitment to Pyongyang was sufficiently nebulous that it could be
      interpreted as Chinese leaders chose.
    


    
      It is possibly success in taking this license (in the form of the apparent lack of a strong reaction from
      Pyongyang) that led Beijing to go a step further and state that it would not
      support the North even if the South initiated an attack, assuming Seoul was acting without outside aid. The
      spokesman of the PRC Ministry of Foreign Affairs said in Beijing in late 1995, “China does not believe the
      friendship treaty between Beijing and Pyongyang is a treaty requiring the dispatch of military forces.” In the
      spring of 1997, former Chinese Vice Foreign Minister Tang Jiaxuan (now the minister), on a visit to South Korea,
      said in a public forum that China was not willing automatically to intervene if North Korea were to start a war
      and went on to describe the treaty as a “dead document.” In May 1997, Premier Li Peng openly described North
      Korea as not an ally but only a neighbor. Such statements have by now been bandied about so much that their
      dramatic impact has been substantially diminished. Possibly some observers have come to accept them as stated.
      Others doubt them. Their importance warrants our probing both to ensure that we understand fully what is being
      said and, by digging more deeply, to gain insights that permit a more critical analysis.
    


    
      At the outset, it should be noted, that regardless of the veracity of these statements, Chinese leaders may in a
      crisis change their minds, change their policies, or, of course, even act with reckless abandon. Some may judge
      that Chinese leaders, given the nature of the Chinese government, are more prone than the leaders of other
      nations to ignore their commitments and take an unpredictable tack. However, there are many examples, notably
      including conspicuous actions with respect to its nuclear weapons arsenal, where Beijing’s policies have
      conformed quite closely to its public policy declarations—even when the going got tough.
    


    
      Contrary to the views of many who make a habit of demonizing China, Beijing is simply not consistently
      irresponsible. Furthermore, in recent years China has come to covet what it, at least, sees as an improving
      reputation as a responsible member of the community of nations. Beijing wants to be believed and understands the
      consequences of deceit. There also may be other factors at work here: With each repetition of its pronouncements
      of policy, Chinese leaders and diplomats may become more convinced of their own rhetoric and less prone to ignore
      previous statements when considering related actions. Also, there has been the synergistic effect that the
      expectation by others that China means what it says has made Beijing more reluctant to act in disregard of its
      commitments, to besmirch the improved reputation it covets. Put very bluntly, China now cares much more than
      before about being labeled a liar.
    


    
      Deterring Pyongyang by Words of Nonsupport
    


    
      In gauging our level of confidence in Beijing’s pronouncements about its military strategy with respect to Korea,
      it helps to explore in greater depth both what Chinese officials have said and their reasoning. Beijing
      recognizes that the real potential for conflict lies with North Korea, not South Korea or the United States, and
      readily says as much. Conflict, though unlikely in Beijing’s view, could stem from implosion or explosion,
      including, conceivably but improbably, an ill-advised North Korean attack on
      the South. The Chinese diplomatic spin on this low probability of Pyongyang’s acting irresponsibly is that North
      Korea’s leaders know without question that absent Chinese support they can only launch a war, not survive
      one.11 North Korean officials are said to know that military means would no
      longer work to achieve reunification. However, it is not politically feasible, Chinese sources remind us, for
      North Korean government officials to renounce the twin lines that Korea is one nation and that the South, “a
      puppet of the United States,” is a military threat. This provides, among other things, Pyongyang’s rationale for
      maintaining large, ready forces and elaborate defenses. The KPA supposedly must be ready to stop an attack and
      have the military potential to reunify the country, as one PLA officer expressed it.
    


    
      When Chinese officials repeat to their interlocutors in the capitals of the world, without even the facade of
      confidentiality, what they have told their counterparts in Pyongyang—that Chinese forces will not come to their
      support—they make it undeniably clear that the regime in Pyongyang will be committing suicide if it launches an
      invasion. (Beijing appears, unsurprisingly given its own situation, to appreciate at least as fully as Washington
      that regime survival is the important consideration for Pyongyang.) In other words, Beijing expects
      further to deter Pyongyang from an imprudent act by its frequent and open recitals of nonsupport for reckless
      military conduct by North Korea.
    


    
      Cynics may say that Beijing has explained only why it is useful to say it will not send the PLA to support
      the KPA but that the jury remains out on how China will act. In response to probing on this matter, a PLA
      officer12 first put the use of the PLA in an historical context, asserting that
      it was a difficult decision in the early 1950s to send PLA troops to Korea, requiring that the troops be sent
      under the rubric of “volunteers.” He then went on to argue that, worldwide, times have changed as have the nature
      of treaty commitments. In supporting his point, he speculated that the United States would now be far more
      reluctant than in earlier years to send its forces to the aid of the Philippines were Manila to engage China in
      some altercation. Some of this may be wishful thinking, but the point that this well-informed and well-connected
      officer makes is that there seems to be a greatly heightened reluctance in China to use the PLA, short of the
      most extreme circumstances.
    


    
      The Perils of PLA Involvement
    


    
      Other Chinese interlocutors have described the perils of deploying the PLA to North Korea. The point is made that
      the PLA could “enter easily and withdraw with great difficulty.” Then China would likely find itself stuck in
      Korea, shouldering Pyongyang’s economic, political, and social burdens. “One country cannot solve another
      country’s problems,” as one Chinese official went on to say.13 These assertions
      were made forcefully, and they fit with other Chinese perceptions: China wants largely to put behind it the
      adventures in Korea in the 1950s and in Vietnam in 1979 because Beijing
      bridles at the suggestion that the PLA is a force for foreign intervention, at being branded an aggressor.
      Beijing wants to conform to its own oft-repeated proclamations that the forces of one country should not be
      maintained in another country. That has become part of China’s litany on international security, a bit of
      rhetoric Beijing would be quite reluctant to abandon. Beijing revels in criticizing what it considers to be
      Washington’s combination of misadventures (like Grenada and Somalia) and bullying conduct (Panama and the Gulf
      War) and, somewhat disingenuously, prides itself on not having engaged in such military actions. A bit more
      soberly, Chinese officials look at the United States’ continuing involvement in Haiti and Bosnia and find
      reaffirmation of a fear that the PLA, if used in a place like North Korea, would likely become hopelessly and
      endlessly mired. So, it seems there is in fact great reluctance to employ the PLA in a crisis in North Korea,
      and, if there is lingering internal doubt (in Beijing), the Chinese with their compelling rhetoric and increased
      desire to appear peace-loving and responsible may be steadily convincing themselves that is the case.
    


    
      If the United States Intervenes
    


    
      Some may be startled to hear that neither senior PLA officers nor other officials directly threaten that the PLA
      will confront U.S. forces if they move into North Korea. One reason it is easy for the Chinese to say this may be
      the recognition in Beijing that the United States does not intend to invade North Korea and is not now prepared
      to do so, certainly not without massive reinforcements. Beijing has come to the further conclusion (not so
      startling to most Americans) that the United States will not provoke a war or lead the ROK into war. Whatever
      other disagreements may pepper Sino-U.S. relations, Beijing thinks Washington is more eager to promote peace on
      the Korean peninsula than Seoul. Although Beijing recognizes that Pyongyang is the loose cannon, it sees that
      both Seoul and Pyongyang continue to harbor thoughts of conquering one another by some means, peaceful or
      otherwise. In short, Washington is expected by Beijing to act responsibly with respect to North Korea.
    


    
      However, there seems to be more to it than just this belief in U.S. goodwill. Senior PLA officers remind their
      U.S. interlocutors of the results of the last confrontation in Korea between the PLA and U.S. forces. They both
      directly and obliquely warn against an American move into North Korea. On occasion they have alluded to the need
      for the United States to carry out rapid reinforcement and caution against the projection of U.S. forces very
      near the border with China, without full consideration of Beijing’s concerns. These variously couched comments
      leave it to the listener to guess whether they are intended to (1) remind Americans of how easy the reinforcement
      would be from China for the PLA and how difficult for U.S. forces, (2) threaten interference with the
      reinforcement process, or (3) offer a general caution about the difficulty of sustaining large-scale military
      power projection against a large opposing force so far from home. It is all
      the more puzzling that these comments take the quite diplomatic tack of rather politely telling the American
      audience that China’s position on the matter should be taken into account before U.S. forces come too close to
      China’s border. Further, these discussions are often capped by remarks urging that Washington and Beijing avoid
      misunderstandings by discussing the North Korean problem between them before a crisis arises. By any measure,
      these are not the words of the hard-bitten PLA troglodytes of old, steeped in the conviction that the PLA must be
      poised, or say that it is poised, to meet the Americans if they dare set foot across the DMZ.14
    


    
      One somewhat senior and well-informed officer15 said China would respond if the
      United States were to come north, but diplomatically initially and not with an immediate military
      response. Beijing, he said, would loudly condemn the invasion and then probably send “logistic and materiel
      support, military equipment and intelligence.” He asserted that China does not want the PLA in North Korea,
      adding that, unlike Taiwan, South Korea does not want to draw the United States into hostilities. China does not,
      he pointed out, think along NATO lines and consequently would not consider an attack on North Korea an attack on
      China. He then summed it up by saying that if the South invades the North, even with U.S. forces involved, use of
      the PLA would be unlikely. Electing to quantify his prediction, he said there was a 99 percent probability that
      the PLA would not be used, but acknowledged that no one could offer 100 percent assurance of this. He then added
      that Beijing would, of course, go to great lengths to “discourage such an attack.” A PLA general officer phrased
      it differently; he said, “U.S. troops in North Korea would not be an action welcomed by China.”16 A Chinese diplomat in Washington said that if, in a crisis, the United States ignores
      Beijing’s bilateral and multilateral efforts to keep foreign armed forces out of North Korea, the situation for
      Beijing would be very difficult, a problem that Beijing hopes not to face. (A PLA officer and a diplomat,
      interviewed on separate occasions, both characterized the press report in the summer of 1997 that Russia would
      back China in another Korean War as laughable.)
    


    
      As with other aspects of this issue, the whole truth on Beijing’s likely reaction to U.S. forces entering North
      Korea may be quite elusive, but Chinese military officers and diplomats are either giving Washington enough rope
      to hang itself or they are, indeed, viewing the United States as an unlikely opponent on the Korean peninsula.
      Many more words are spoken about what China will not do than what China will do. These words surely do not
      reflect a readiness, much less an eagerness, to employ the PLA in North Korea or a primary concern with having to
      fear (or deter) the movement of U.S. forces into North Korea.
    


    
      Threat from South Korea?
    


    
      Chinese officials do not believe that South Korea is likely to initiate an attack on the North. They go so far as
      to characterize Pyongyang’s ravings about such a threat from the ROK (as well
      as from U.S. forces in South Korea) as primarily uttered for internal political reasons and domestic
      “psychological purposes”—and certainly not derived from realistic military considerations. This conviction in
      Beijing, that the South will not attack, is undoubtedly reinforced by its increasingly close relations with
      Seoul. The more Beijing has come to trust Seoul, the easier it has become for officials to make statements that
      China will not support North Korea even if the South attacks. From the Chinese viewpoint, their hand will almost
      certainly never be called.
    


    
      Making Diplomatic Hay
    


    
      As described previously, Beijing is rather firmly convinced that Pyongyang will not be so stupid as to launch an
      attack on the South. For example, North Korean defector Hwang Jang Yop’s assertions about Pyongyang’s readiness
      to attack are ridiculed by Chinese officials and military officers, who suggest that, in a compartmented North
      Korea, Hwang was simply poorly informed about military planning. (Hwang’s statements about the North’s possession
      of nuclear weapons are treated with similar disdain.) This conviction that Pyongyang will not attack, coupled
      with the belief that there is virtually no chance Seoul and Washington will initiate an attack, provide China
      with some diplomatic and propaganda opportunities. Beijing is cleverly, but understandably, making the most of
      this situation. Through its supposedly quiet statements, that have actually taken the form of a diplomatic blitz,
      Chinese officials take the high road, portraying their policy of constraint in use of the PLA in the most halcyon
      terms—with all that pointedly implies for “hegemonic” Washington and the use of U.S. forces both on the Korean
      peninsula and in a crisis involving China’s “renegade province,” Taiwan. The clear message to Washington and the
      world is Beijing’s assertion that it will exercise the utmost restraint in the use of its forces. The somewhat
      snidely implied question is, will Washington and others do the same.
    


    
      Hedging the Bet
    


    
      Although Beijing appears genuinely sanguine that hostilities on the Korean peninsula, other than continued minor
      incursions and provocations, are highly unlikely, it has established a basis for pointing the finger at
      Washington (and probably Seoul, as well) should that presumption prove erroneous. Some Chinese diplomats and PLA
      officers offer the thought that Pyongyang, knowing it will not have Chinese support in an attack, would move only
      in desperation, only if pushed in a corner—with the unspoken implication that Washington would be the likely
      culprit doing the pushing. The events of 1994 come to mind, when some thought the United States might attempt to
      destroy North Korean nuclear facilities or take some other similar action.17
    


    
      Other Chinese officials, civilian and military, reject the desperation theory, citing North Korea’s awareness that all its neighbors do not want such a war,18 however uncompelling such logic may be. A very senior Ministry of Foreign Affairs
      official relies on North Korea’s advanced state of exhaustion as a war preventative.19 One PLA officer did, however, talk of the remote possibility of a “crazy leader” coming
      to power, noting that (current leader) Kim Jong II is “not open-minded but not crazy.” Describing earlier visits
      to North Korea, the PLA officer said the North undeniably (even in its internal deliberations) is inferior in
      military equipment, training, and general competence in war-fighting capability—all “very backward,” he
      reflected. Attention there, he and others argue, cannot be given to real military preparedness, even if that were
      desired, because of the urgent economic needs, including now the severe problems with food shortages. So, on
      balance, Beijing considers war initiated by Pyongyang improbable but not impossible and paints itself as
      essentially the only power working effectively to continue to reduce the odds, while others, especially
      Washington (and Seoul as well), persist in keeping the situation volatile.
    


    
      It Would Be Washington’s Fault
    


    
      If Beijing’s prognostication proves wrong and the KPA lashes out, the Chinese can argue that Pyongyang’s unease
      and resultant unwise action were a consequence of Washington’s policies. Pyongyang is described by Chinese
      sources as fully appreciative that South Korea, after decades of American aid, is stronger economically and
      militarily—and that it has the continuing benefits of U.S. economic and military support. U.S. forces are
      described as giving South Korea the edge “psychologically and strategically,” and that simply galls Pyongyang no
      end—in addition to causing legitimate concerns. If North Korea acts irrationally, Beijing will be able to contend
      that China did all it could to deter such actions. The blame then must lie with those in Washington who failed to
      respond to Pyongyang’s pleas for a panacea: closer bilateral ties with the United States and ample economic
      assistance. To cap all that, it can then be argued, U.S. forces unwisely continued to provide backbone to a
      military threat that finally provoked Pyongyang into doing what Beijing was benevolently trying so hard to
      prevent. Beijing will remind all of its urging that Washington follow Beijing’s lead in establishing a more
      balanced or nonaligned policy toward the two Koreas.
    


    
      Collapse or Chaos in North Korea?
    


    
      China, even if its sees war as unlikely, is deeply concerned about developments in North Korea, a bordering state
      that has historically affected the security and stability of China. The Chinese government has steadily become
      more troubled by North Korea’s domestic difficulties. A Chinese diplomat, ruminating about North Korea, referred
      to Kim Jong II as its “Little Leader” rather than using the customary title of “Dear Leader”—his way, apparently,
      of disparagingly comparing the younger Kim unfavorably to his father, the
      “Great Leader.” The diplomat wondered aloud if the country could hold together for three to five years. He noted
      especially the internal obstacles to needed reform. Nevertheless, Beijing continues to expect that the country
      will not come apart in the near future, despite severe food and power shortages and a steady decline in its
      economy. While increasingly concerned, if not alarmed, about the stability of North Korea, the Chinese persist in
      making statements that the odds of economic collapse or political chaos are low. A representative of a prominent
      Chinese think tank contended South Koreans who forecast doom for North Korea are engaged in wishful thinking.
      Beijing has gone so far as to counsel Seoul that a collapse scenario should not be seriously contemplated and,
      further, let it be known that Beijing would be highly displeased with efforts by Seoul to accelerate a
      collapse—urging instead that Seoul direct its efforts to reducing tensions and improving relations.
    


    
      Preventing Economic Collapse
    


    
      Despite its current relatively limited support for North Korea, Chinese officials assert Beijing is ready to jump
      in and do its best to prevent economic collapse. Chinese leaders want to avoid the situation in which a hopeless
      Pyongyang resorts to desperate and extreme measures, even to irrational actions like an attack on the South, as
      previously suggested. Beijing wants to forestall Pyongyang’s reaching the end of its rope and, in doing so,
      acknowledges its agreement with the U.S. policy of aiding North Korea to a soft landing (and concomitantly
      implying that Washington should do much more now). There is some concern in Beijing about unpredictable troubles
      including potential floods of refugees. Most Chinese officials, however, are confident that Beijing will be able
      to intervene as necessary to prevent the economic collapse of North Korea, although, on occasion, some seem to
      recognize that their effort might fall short.
    


    
      Hands Off in Political Collapse
    


    
      Beijing’s intensity with respect to its intention to intervene to prevent an economic collapse is equaled by its
      proclaimed resolve not to intervene in the event of a political collapse. There is recognition that things
      could get very bad. A Chinese officer offered the specter of a million-strong Korean People’s Army out of
      control. Beijing, nonetheless, would try very hard to follow a hands-off policy, conforming to its touted
      assurances of noninterference in internal affairs of another country. Chinese officials have repeatedly made this
      point with various American interlocutors, both in Beijing and Washington, and have stressed the point so
      strongly in Seoul that the South Koreans have repeated it to at least two groups of American researchers. Beijing
      frequently reminds all concerned that both South Korea and North Korea are sovereign nations. In delivering this
      message so firmly in Seoul, Beijing seems to want to set an example, pointedly for South Korea, that intervention would not be appropriate and would more likely complicate rather than
      resolve the problem. There is, of course, a broader message not to be missed by Washington: that China’s own
      reunification process should be free of foreign meddling. Even when focused on Korea, Taiwan is never out of the
      Chinese mind!
    


    
      PLA Intervention Only as Part of a UN Force
    


    
      Were the chaos spilling across the border into China, Chinese officials say they would not cross the border in an
      attempt to get to the root of the problem. They do say that China would accept refugees and control them using
      People’s Armed Police (PAP) forces, resorting to use of the PLA under only the most extreme circumstances. PLA
      and PAP forces, it is asserted, would not enter North Korea for peacekeeping or to restore order, except possibly
      under UN auspices. A diplomat suggested that if the PLA were employed in this way, the appearance of Chinese
      unilateral intervention in Korea would, thereby, be avoided and also there would be available a reasonable
      prospect of terminating such intervention, a way to withdraw those forces—something that might prove much more
      difficult if forces had been introduced unilaterally, he argued. A PLA general officer was more cautious, saying
      that use of the PLA as part of a UN force would be approached with trepidation, that it would be a “very
      sensitive issue” for Beijing to consider.20
    


    
      Factional Strife
    


    
      Despite their expressed belief that collapse of North Korea is unlikely, the Chinese have at least given some
      thought to a scenario wherein one faction in a collapsed North Korea asks for help from the U.S. and/or South
      Korea and another seeks help from China. The Chinese say Beijing would reject the appeal and urge Washington and
      Seoul to do the same. If Beijing’s bilateral urging were insufficient and it appeared that the United States
      and/or the ROK were ready to accede to the request (or wavering), China would ask that the UN Security Council
      step in to prevent the movement of United States or ROK forces into the North. Beijing would persist in its
      bilateral efforts, taking the approach that if Washington desists from sending troops into North Korea and can
      convince Seoul to follow suit, Beijing will do the same. (This, to the knowledge of the author, is as close to a
      direct threat to employ the PLA in North Korea as any Chinese official, officer, or specialist has come in
      numerous extensive conversations and interviews with Americans and others pursuing this topic or in other public
      and private statements.) A PLA major general opined flatly that Beijing would not send troops in response to an
      appeal from a faction in a splintered North Korea.21
    


    
      Sanctuary for Pyongyang Leaders and a Haven for Refugees
    


    
      A Chinese diplomat, in response to a query, said recently that Beijing would, under virtually any conditions
      where the need existed, seriously consider providing sanctuary for top North Korean leaders and officials. He
      contended, however, that firm arrangements had not been made, arguing that
      this contingency remained sufficiently improbable that such specific planning was not warranted. He noted also
      that, with respect to normal refugees, if there were no government remaining in Pyongyang with whom to deal,
      refugees would be accepted and handled, almost certainly in concert with Russia and Japan—countries he
      anticipated were likely to be confronted simultaneously with the same problem.
    


    
      PLA-KPA Ties
    


    
      Relations between the People’s Liberation Army and the Korean People’s Army no longer resemble those of the
      1950s, 1960s, and 1970s; links persist but are not close. This is a rather consistent description of the
      relationship offered during recent years by various informed Chinese sources, including several PLA officers in
      positions to know. One senior PLA officer described the KPA simply as “very independent.”22 Delegations are exchanged between the militaries, but their discussions are described
      as largely mundane or technical. However, it is admitted that only very high-ranking PLA officers are privy to
      the full details of the cooperation, leaving a measure of uncertainty. North Korea has made absurd requests for
      large quantities of minor and major military items, much of which it cannot afford. For example, Pyongyang’s
      former top military official, Marshal O Chin U, prior to his death, had on one occasion asked for more Luda-class
      destroyers and diesel submarines than the PLA Navy had in all three fleets. The North Korean tactic was described
      as “asking for four of something with the hope of getting one.” Meanwhile, the KPA has grown increasingly
      reclusive, not even allowing PLA Navy officers to board ships earlier provided by China.
    


    
      Beijing has settled on a policy of providing small quantities of equipment and limited training without charge.
      The PLA Navy, for example, has provided spare parts and ammunition and has trained naval engineers. All the
      training allegedly has been in technical areas, not for combat units. The relationship is described as neither
      growing closer nor more distant, but rather remaining about the same. The significance of the 1996 PLA Navy ship
      visit to North Korea has been played down by a government adviser and a PLA Navy officer. They described it as a
      normal part of the minimally acceptable commemoration of the thirty-fifth anniversary of the PRC-DPRK friendship
      agreement. Chinese sources say Pyongyang unexpectedly tried to turn it into a propaganda coup, intending to rile
      Seoul by demonstrating (falsely) that the KPA’s ties with the PLA were close.
    


    
      PLA-ROK Relations
    


    
      Beijing, according to sources in Beijing and Washington, then dispatched to South Korea a delegation headed by
      the director of its Ministry of National Defense Foreign Affairs Bureau, Major General Luo Bin. This specific
      delegation was judged by Beijing to be at the appropriate level of rank and of precisely the proper composition—not a commander of combat forces and not including a senior officer from the
      General Staff Department. Seoul, nonetheless, expanded the meaning of this visit in much the same way Pyongyang
      had exaggerated the intent of the ship visit, each playing to the other. A Chinese officer noted that as part of
      China’s balancing act between the Koreas, the PLA’s relations with the ROK military must take into account
      Pyongyang’s obsessive fears that Beijing and Seoul may be conspiring against it. Chinese officials are concerned
      that moving too fast and too far with the ROK military will further aggravate North Korean paranoia and could
      lead even to “adventurism.” (Seoul has had military and naval attaches in Beijing for several years, and, of
      course, Pyongyang has had similar military representation there for many years.)
    


    
      What Washington, Seoul, and Tokyo Might Do: Influencing the Strategy
    


    
      The Four-Party Talks
    


    
      Arguably the most difficult and important aspect of China’s involvement in the Four-Party Talks (United States,
      PRC, ROK, and DPRK) was to convince Pyongyang to participate. Less obvious was the critical importance of
      ensuring that Beijing would be at the table. In early 1996, as has been described, Beijing expressed its profound
      reservations about the way Washington and Seoul had “prematurely” announced the talks and failed to lay the
      groundwork with Pyongyang, raising some doubt about China’s readiness to participate. Additionally, Pyongyang
      objected to Beijing’s full participation, feeling that instead of the 2-plus-2 arrangement that many Westerners
      might envision, it would, in fact, be a 3-on-l situation, isolating Pyongyang. The successful efforts to keep
      China involved are crucial to regional long-term stability, and Washington should ensure that the current pause
      in the talks (because of Pyongyang’s unhappiness with the agenda and “linkages” it considers
      inappropriate)23 does not lead to Beijing’s withdrawal or its taking some lesser
      role. The importance of China’s full participation far transcends the widely recognized fact that China was a
      party to the armistice (apd, of course, a principal participant in the fighting) and consequently should be
      involved in the long-delayed peace negotiations.
    


    
      China must be a part, and feel a part, of the resolution of the problems on the Korean peninsula. Otherwise a
      huge impediment to success will be built into any resulting scheme. Washington’s successful effort to keep
      Beijing a part of the process is very much more than an accommodation to the wishes of China; it is a sine qua
      non of the undertaking. If Pyongyang’s intransigence should lead to abandonment of the current talks, Beijing
      must be part of whatever eventually replaces that effort, if the results are to prove successful.
    


    
      China and the Status of U.S. Forces in Korea
    


    
      Beijing has a comprehensive view of what should result from the Four-Party Talks. Included on the rather
      exhaustive list are a new mechanism for security on the Korean peninsula, reunification in
      the long term, and conceivably the issue of the continuing presence of U.S. forces—this last item, significantly,
      at the bottom of the Chinese list, instead of at the top as is the case with Pyongyang’s list. (This was vividly
      revealed in the August 1997 preparatory sessions and driven home during the sessions in Geneva in December 1997
      and March 1998.) This is yet another of many indicators that Beijing is rather relaxed about the issue of U.S.
      forces—and increasingly so, as described earlier and amplified in endnote 5. Washington’s goal should be to
      encourage that relaxed attitude, and that is best done when Beijing sees itself as having a central role in the
      development of a new security mechanism on the peninsula. Some Chinese observers go so far as to see it as a
      problem if Pyongyang insists on the removal of U.S. forces, especially if that withdrawal were to be done
      precipitously. There is a high probability that Beijing will be malleable, possibly even constructive, on the
      issue of continued U.S. military presence on the Korean peninsula and in Asia. Whatever Washington ends up
      wishing with respect to the future status of its forces, this flexible attitude on the part of Beijing should be
      cultivated.
    


    
      However change occurs between the Koreas and however a new framework for security in Northeast Asia evolves,
      Washington, Seoul, and Tokyo must ensure that Beijing is a full participant in the process and has a vested
      interest in the success of the outcome. The Chinese will not be nearly so much at ease if they are outsiders in a
      matter that so vitally affects them. Some Chinese strategic thinkers already have concluded that Washington’s
      efforts with North Korea are yet another component of an American policy to contain China; these arguments are
      not likely to gain momentum if it is seen that China is at the important negotiating tables and otherwise fully
      engaged in the process. Many Chinese thinkers, even now, take a very balanced view of the presence of U.S. forces
      in South Korea and Japan—some even approach advocacy, albeit discreetly. Washington can encourage those feelings
      and be alert for opportunities to strengthen the arguments those budding advocates in Beijing can make for the
      utility of a continuing U.S. presence in Asia.
    


    
      Many have heard the familiar Chinese statement that the issue of continuing U.S. presence on the Korean peninsula
      depends on Korean wishes. The Chinese say that they are not pressuring Seoul with respect to the status of U.S.
      forces after reunification or other significant changes on the peninsula. One Chinese diplomat cited the analogy
      that although the Soviet threat is gone China has not pressed for the United States to leave Japan because the
      Japanese government wants American forces there. He went on to say that official spokesmen in Beijing will
      continue to give the obligatory response that, in principle, China believes troops of one nation should not be
      stationed on the soil of another nation.
    


    
      Another official Chinese interlocutor addressed the issue specifically on the basis of Beijing’s priority
      concern: the proclaimed and perceived purpose of the presence of U.S. forces. If the purpose is seen in
      Beijing as containing China or getting involved in a Taiwan crisis, China will strenuously oppose their presence.
      If China is convinced that the mission is “to prevent Japanese military resurgence and
      acquisition of nuclear weapons, China will not object. If the U.S.Japan relationship exerts pressure on China,
      that will be a serious mistake,” a Chinese officer said recently. It will not be said publicly and will,
      unfortunately, almost certainly be couched in objectionable polemics such as these, but China will continue to
      recognize the value of the U.S. military presence for stability in East Asia. It may prove necessary for
      Washington to tolerate Beijing’s posturing and bombast about American hegemonic attitudes and interference in the
      Taiwan issue and work within the context of Chinese distrust (and even hate) for the Japanese, as the statement
      above reflects. Washington, however, might view its task in this way: Those Chinese officials who hold balanced
      views of the role of the United States in Asia must be able to argue effectively in the inner circles in Beijing
      that American forces are not there in an anti-China posture. This need not be disingenuous on the part of
      Washington; a very straightforward way of looking at it is that China is an adversary only if it makes itself
      one.
    


    
      In the same vein, current intense Chinese concerns about a changing U.S.Japan security alliance need not be
      looked at solely as a reflection of China’s desire to reduce constraints on its direct application of military
      power in the region or the ability to be less fettered in militarily intimidating its neighbors. Beijing is also
      (understandably) concerned because it sees a new security environment for the region taking shape without
      Beijing’s participation. From Washington’s perspective this translates another way: The most onerous aspect of
      Beijing’s attitudes on U.S. alliances with South Korea (or a unified Korea) and Japan center on the Taiwan issue.
      Beijing wants Washington’s nose (and navy) out of the Taiwan problem, and Washington feels Beijing must be
      deterred from using force against Taiwan. That persistent dilemma may, as ever, be the crucial element in working
      through the maze of coinciding and conflicting American and Chinese preferences for the shape of a new security
      framework.
    


    
      Put bluntly, Beijing will want to believe that the United States, in keeping forces in one form or another in
      Korea and Japan, has accepted that those forces are not intended to contain China or to interfere in the Taiwan
      issue. Washington will want to believe that Beijing understands that whether those forces are intended to
      constrain China depends on whether China behaves, whether Beijing needs constraining.
    


    
      There are pitfalls: If a crisis arises on the Korean peninsula in which much is expected by Washington of China,
      Beijing may ask a great deal of Washington. Those requests may have specifically to do with curbing U.S. support
      for Taiwan—insistence on a narrower interpretation of the 1982 communiqué concerning reduced U.S. arms sales to
      Taiwan, for example, or the issuance of a fourth, and more binding, communiqué. The Chinese demands may be
      directed at the U.S.-Japan security treaty—seeking assurances that the newly emphasized regional character of the
      alliance does not encompass Taiwan, despite recent statements by Japanese officials. These pitfalls are worth
      pointing out not necessarily as an exercise in rehearsing how to respond to
      such demands but rather as a suggestion that these are recognizable pitfalls that can be avoided. Washington is
      less likely to find itself in a position where such demands are made if Beijing has been on board from the start
      in the process of solving Korean security problems and then in tackling development of a new framework for
      Northeast Asian security. Further, it bears repeating that Beijing is always talking, or at least thinking, about
      Taiwan—even when the subject seems to be Korea.
    


    
      In the short term, it will not always be easy to deal with the many Chinese positions that may sharply differ
      from those of the United States. It will not be easy to deal with a government in Beijing that has a tendency to
      revert quite readily to name-calling and worse. It will be easy to be distracted by all the other issues on which
      Washington and Beijing differ, from trade and human rights to nuclear and conventional arms proliferation and the
      status and future of Taiwan. Nevertheless, in the long term, the shared U.S. and Chinese objectives of peace,
      stability, and prosperity on the Korean peninsula and in the region will be far easier to achieve with China a
      party to the process and seeing itself as having a vested interest in the resulting security framework. With
      China an outsider, Beijing will inevitably see U.S. alliances in Asia as directed against China. As an outsider,
      China will be the troublemaker.
    


    
      What Could Be: A Cooperative Strategy
    


    
      China’s strategy with respect to Korea now and in the future is not set in stone any more than is that of the
      United States. To the degree that the strategies of these two giants are developed unilaterally, without full
      consideration of the interests of the other, they are destined to be in conflict and likely to fail, with
      potentially catastrophic results. The magnitude of the challenges involved in cooperative development of a
      strategy is dwarfed only by that of the rewards.
    


    
      Notes
    


    
        1.  In a late August 1997 interview, a PLA general officer, cognizant of his government’s
      positions with respect to Korea, gave top priority to China’s continuing economic development among the factors
      in formulation of Beijing’s policies with respect to the Korean peninsula. He emphasized that, above all, peace
      and stability there are essential to China’s achieving this goal.
    


    
        2.  Marcus Noland, “Why North Korea Will Muddle Through,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 76,
      No. 4 (July/August 1997), pp. 117–18.
    


    
        3.  Byung-Sun Lee and Hyun-Joo Park, “Korea’s Economic Relations with China,” in Korea
      Economic Institute of America, ed., Korea’s Economy 1998, Vol. 14 (Washington, 1998), pp. 106–10.
    


    
        4.  A PLA general officer described China’s preference as a “nuclear free zone”
      encompassing the Korean peninsula.
    


    
        5.  An official at the PRC embassy in Washington in May
      1998 called to the author’s attention China’s “toned-down rhetoric” with respect to U.S. forces in Asia. He said
      the new, softer position has two provisions: (1) the host country’s willing acceptance of the U.S. forces, and
      (2) arrangements that necessarily limit the use of the forces to “bilateral matters.” The official equivocated
      when asked if this was just a reaffirmation of how Beijing feels about the relationship of U.S. alliances and the
      Taiwan problem.
    


    
        6.  Nicholas Eberstadt, “Hastening Korean Reunification,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 76,
      No. 2 (March/April 1997), p. 79.
    


    
        7.  One Chinese official has privately and patiently over two years offered candid
      explanations of Beijing’s official positions with respect to resolution of problems in Korea and also offered
      insightful, and often surprising, views on Chinese motivations and attitudes.
    


    
        8.  The two moderately senior PLA officers offered this view in separate discussions,
      although similarly expressed. Both are savy politico-military practitioners; one has been a perceptive
      interlocutor with the author since 1990.
    


    
        9.  A PLA general and others have stressed the point that Beijing would conform to its own
      pronouncements concerning noninterference in the internal affairs of another country. The author has, in many
      cases, relied on personal contacts and interviews with numerous Chinese professional colleagues over the last
      year or more. Attribution is not feasible for these many and varied contacts. Further, the conclusions are those
      of the author, often based on digesting many inputs, not of the Chinese sources.
    


    
      10.  Of the numerous sources contacted in recent months on this issue, only one, a senior
      PLA officer, added a qualification. He said the PLA would not aid North Korea if it attacked the South “without
      good reason.”
    


    
      11.  This formulation was used by a Chinese diplomat in a private conversation in July 1997.
    


    
      12.  A senior PLA officer employed this explanation in August 1997.
    


    
      13.  The phrases in this paragraph are also drawn from a conversation in July 1997 with a
      Chinese diplomat who is very well informed on Sino-Korean issues.
    


    
      14.  Identification of the PLA sources for the above is not possible, but the comments were
      made under credible circumstances.
    


    
      15.  This well-connected PLA officer, by virtue of past and present assignments, seemed
      likely to have been exposed to high-level discussions and documents which would have served as the basis for his
      remarks on Beijing’s likely course of action.
    


    
      16.  A PLA general officer used these words in an August 1997 interview with the author.
    


    
      17.  A PLA general officer, reflecting on the 1994 nuclear crisis with North Korea, thought
      personally that the U.S. was bluffing in its implied threats, simply trying to force Pyongyang to compromise. He
      thought Washington was too prudent to attack North Korea, knowing it did not have the support of other Asian
      countries, including South Korea—a developed country that now has much to risk and “does not want to bear the
      brunt of a war.”
    


    
      18.  The PRC ambassador in Seoul, Zhang Tingyan, said in public in late 1996, “There is no
      chance that another war would erupt on the Korean peninsula because North Korea is well aware that its
      neighboring countries, such as China, the United States (sic), and Japan, do not want it.”
    


    
      19.  Throughout the remainder of this paper, the author draws on his own numerous private
      discussions with Chinese officials and officers and on perceptive reports of unrelated recent visits to Korea and
      China by small teams of professionals in the field of Asian security studies who made their individual reports
      available for analysis but not for attribution.
    


    
      20.  A senior PLA officer reminded the author that China had not had the PLA participate in
      any “real” peacekeeping operations and that such an action with respect to North Korea might be misread as PLA
      intervention.
    


    
      21.  A PLA general officer, acquainted with the matter
      while in Beijing, said the PLA would act only to seal the border, if that were required.
    


    
      22.  This was a PLA general officer’s candid description in 1997 of the PLA-KPA
      relationship.
    


    
      23.  A Chinese diplomat intimately involved in the talks said in May 1998 that the widely
      reported matter of placing the issue of U.S. forces on the agenda was resolvable and was not the primary reason
      for Pyongyang’s intransigence. He asserted that Pyongyang feels Washington and Seoul agreed previously, in the
      October 1994 Agreed Framework, to move toward lifting of economic sanctions imposed against North Korea and
      toward diplomatic recognition of North Korea by the United States. Now Pyongyang complains that demands are being
      made for North Korea to make security concessions (moving troops farther from the DMZ, etc.) in order to have the
      ROK and the United States do things to which they are already committed. Pyongyang, the Chinese diplomat
      asserted, wants Washington and Seoul to come to the table with something new.
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      Strategic Relations Between Beijing and Pyongyang
    


    
      Growing Strains amid Lingering Ties
    


    


    
      Taeho Kim
    


    
      Of all of China’s contemporary relations with its neighbors none seems more uncertain—yet remains highly
      important to its national and security objectives—than its bilateral ties with North Korea. This largely stems
      from China’s geostrategic interests over the Korean peninsula, but historical, political, and other factors play
      a role as well. Moreover, as continued stability in the region as a whole and on the peninsula in particular
      remains critical to the success of its economic development, China has maintained some level of contacts with the
      isolated and dictatorial regime in Pyongyang and has continued to be the latter’s number-one trade partner
      throughout the post-Cold War period.
    


    
      Both Beijing and Pyongyang, however, have experienced a series of domestic and international changes in the 1990s
      and no longer maintain the traditional “lips-to-teeth” relationship. For one thing, the demise of the Cold War
      and particularly the dissolution of the Soviet Union have irrevocably altered the context on which China and
      North Korea predicate their foreign policy calculus. For another, in sharp contrast with the increasingly
      beleaguered North Korea, China’s growing diplomatic, economic, and military capability now constitutes a major
      factor in regional and global affairs. For still another, the relative importance of domestic over international
      factors in the post-Cold War period has seriously affected the nature of the Sino-North Korean relationship.
    


    
      What is significant as of the late 1990s is the diverse yet uncertain impact of this relationship on the future of North Korea, and to some extent, on the future developments of
      China as a rising power. A study on Beijing–Pyongyang relations will also shed light on a host of major regional
      security issues such as peninsular stability, the U.S. role in the region, and the regional power balance. This
      chapter seeks to broaden understanding in these areas by focusing on China’s security relations with North Korea
      and, to the extent possible, on the PLA’s role in the process.
    


    
      This chapter argues that China and North Korea’s traditional particularistic, patron-clientele relationship,
      based on historical experience, ideological affinity, and Cold War logic, is now virtually over and will be
      gradually but surely replaced with a normal state-to-state relationship driven by hard-nosed national interests
      and mutual benefits. Their military alliance still remains in effect—probably all but in name—and their
      military-to-military contacts have declined sharply over the past ten years. To a significant extent, China’s
      interests in the Korean peninsula diverge from North Korea’s. And their strained relationships are evident,
      albeit in different degrees, in all issue areas.
    


    
      Owing to the nature of the topic, a few caveats are in order. The first and foremost challenge to the outside
      researcher is the very low level of military transparency in both China and North Korea. In particular, given the
      closed and secretive nature of their military-to-military relationship, it should be acknowledged at the outset
      that complete information is rare and “hard evidence” is rarer still. Second, the paucity of reliable data is
      often compounded by the inundation of poorly sourced, tabloid-quality press reports about the nature of the
      Sino-North Korean relationship, especially in the context of the latter’s recent economic difficulties and food
      shortage. The third challenge is the problem of predicting their future relationships, as both China and North
      Korea are to a significant extent in transition and the very global, regional, and domestic environments in which
      these changes are occurring are also undergoing transformation. These and other problems require that the
      following analysis be seen as tentative, suggesting principal trends and developments only. To enhance the
      reliability of information and analysis, this study has deliberately employed, whenever possible, widely
      accessible sources.
    


    
      The Changing Domestic and International Contexts
    


    
      A “strategic” relationship can be defined as the kind of special ties a nation has with other states that can
      have a direct bearing on its fundamental national interests, particularly those of a military or national
      security nature.1 China and North Korea thus can be said to have such “strategic”
      relations in that their ties can have a significant—albeit asymmetrical—impact on the pursuit of their respective
      national and security objectives. Their strategic relationship is the function of a multitude of domestic and
      external factors, which are often complex, multifaceted, and interactive. The factors shaping their bilateral
      ties are derived from two contexts. Domestic developments in China and North
      Korea constitute the internal sources of change, while the external sources comprise three dimensions—global,
      regional, and peninsular.
    


    
      At the global level, the transformation of the bipolar international system was a watershed demarcating one era
      from another. The breakup of the Soviet Union and the Russian retreat from global influence have meant that the
      global context in which China and North Korea had based their foreign and security policy is undergoing dramatic
      changes. They have also had a mixed impact on the strategic relationship between Beijing and Pyongyang.
    


    
      A sudden shift in the global balance of power has turned out to be a mixed blessing for China’s security, as its
      erstwhile predominant but identifiable concerns are being replaced by new uncertainties, including the absence of
      a time-proven counterweight to balance the sole superpower. For the first time since 1949, China now faces no
      pressing military threat to its security as there has been a significant reduction of conventional land threats
      to China, especially those emanating from Russia, India, and Vietnam. Yet, in addition to its expanding maritime
      interests and lingering concerns on border areas, the fear of American dominance in Asia and elsewhere figures
      prominently in China’s post–Cold War spectrum of potential threats.2 Of
      longer-term concern is the U. S. military capability and strategy, amply demonstrated during the Persian Gulf
      War, which has obvious implications for China’s role in Asia.
    


    
      The dramatic global changes have had an array of specific implications for North Korea and its strategic
      relations with China as well.3 For one thing, they have further deepened North
      Korea’s isolation from the outside world—which in turn has increased its dependence on China for economic and
      diplomatic support. For another, they have resulted in the dramatic decline of Soviet political and material
      support, which had been underwriting North Korea’s domestic and foreign policy programs. For still another, these
      developments have underscored the global trend line for reduced tensions and sustained prosperity in contemporary
      interstate relations, which has increasingly become at odds with conflict-prone North Korea. The combined effect
      of these developments has been that a growing number of North Korea’s national and foreign policy objectives are
      in conflict with those of China.
    


    
      Regional developments also constitute a major factor shaping their strategic ties. While both China and North
      Korea maintain different levels of interactions with the outside world, there is little doubt that East Asia
      remains the locus of their economic and diplomatic activity. Their foreign policy and security concerns also
      revolve around Asia, especially the areas close to their respective borders, and their current military
      capability is also confined to this geographical bond.
    


    
      East Asia’s past economic performance and its future projections are capably and copiously documented elsewhere
      and so render any additions here superfluous, as is the case with any analysis of Asia’s changing security
      environment.4 Of particular relevance to this
      study is the huge and growing stake China has in maintaining regional stability and prosperity—as about
      two-thirds of its total trade is conducted with the region—and the potential impact disruptive North Korean
      behavior could have on regional security.
    


    
      Owing to this growing stake in the region and the reduced threat from the superpowers, China has since the end of
      the Cold War begun to adopt truly region-specific policies. A confluence of several developments inside and
      outside China has contributed to the birth of China’s new Asian identity, which includes the end of the strategic
      triangle and China’s “swing value,” its post-Tiananmen offensives against the West, and the growing importance of
      the dynamic Asian economy in its reform drive.5
    


    
      On the security front, the end of the Cold War has not only made the United States the sole superpower but has
      also facilitated the reduction of U.S. troops deployed overseas, including those in Asia. After the 1990–92
      drawdown of 30,000 American troops from the Asia-Pacific, the United States decided in 1995 to freeze the level
      of U.S. forces in the region at 100,000 personnel. But the United States’s role in the March 1996 Taiwan Strait
      crisis and particularly the recent strengthening of the U.S.-Japan alliance have obvious implications for both
      Chinese and North Korean defense planning. As Japan’s expanded security role now includes “areas surrounding
      Japan”—in which regional contingencies on the Korean peninsula and in the Taiwan Strait are either explicitly or
      implicitly envisioned, China and North Korea have adamantly opposed the new U.S.-Japan security
      arrangements.6
    


    
      Taken together, these regional changes have made China’s heavily subsidized trade with North Korea anachronistic
      and out of sync with the dominant regional trend. While both countries have a common need to defend the socialist
      island in the ocean of capitalist states, China’s policy toward East Asia reflects an essential agreement with an
      easing of regional tensions, deepening economic interdependence, and greater openness to the outside world. But
      North Korea swims against the stream. North Korea’s national interests such as the survival of the Kims’ regime,
      national “reunification” on its terms, and political regimentation without reform or an open-door policy are all
      pursued by internal rigidity and external belligerence—with predictable consequences.
    


    
      Since the early 1950s the Korean peninsula has never been more in flux than in the 1990s. For over a decade now,
      most major developments on the Korean peninsula and beyond have adversely affected North Korea’s interests,
      putting its long-term political and economic viability in doubt. Most notably, the disinte-gration of the Soviet
      Union and Seoul’s diplomatic breakthroughs with Moscow (September 1990) and Beijing (August 1992) have further
      exacerbated Pyongyang’s foreign relations problems, resulting in the drastic reduction of outside military and
      economic assistance to North Korea and tipping the longer-term balance of power on the peninsula in South Korea’s
      favor. In all likelihood the cutoff of Soviet aid since 1990–91 has had so devastating an impact on the already-sagging North Korean economy that it has thrown its economic and industrial
      base so far off balance that it is beyond recovery.
    


    
      Most disturbing to the North Korean leadership, however, has been the deepening reality that it is losing its
      zero-sum competition with South Korea in the economic, diplomatic, and ideological races. As of 1996, for
      instance, the South Korean economy was over twenty times larger than that of North Korea and the gap was still
      widening. It is thus no exaggeration to say that the vast military establishment in North Korea remains the last
      pillar that props up the regime. On the other hand, while the end of the superpower rivalry effected a profound
      change in both the European and the Asian security environments, it should be borne in mind that global
      developments produced little change in Korean security, which is in essence determined by the land-based military
      rivalry between North and South Korea. Salient security concerns to South Korean planners stem from North Korea’s
      forward deployment of its offensive elements, the numerical superiority and mechanization of its units, its
      missile and CB capabilities, and geographical advantages.7
    


    
      On balance, the peninsular factor, in conjunction with the other factors under review, has largely exacerbated
      North Korea’s predicament. Neither the economic gap between North and South Korea nor U.S. and Chinese policy
      toward the Korean peninsula are likely to undergo significant changes in the near future, thus sustaining the
      peninsular dynamic inhibiting the further development of North Korea’s strategic relationship with China.
    


    
      On the domestic scene, one of the defining characteristics of the post–Cold War era has been the emergence of
      economic and other domestic policy objectives which had been subordinated to the security imperative during the
      Cold War. None seems more relevant to this observation than the changing strategic relationship between China and
      North Korea, over which China’s economic and other domestic policy imperatives have carried greater weight than
      ever before.
    


    
      As the security imperative became less prominent in the 1980s, the importance of domestic economic factors
      increased considerably in China’s foreign policy calculus, which subsequently enhanced the value of economic ties
      with South Korea. While China’s priorities were changing in the 1980s, North Korea turned from a strategic asset
      to an economic liability in China’s calculus. In April 1997 a Chinese Korea analyst at the Chinese Academy of
      Social Sciences (CASS) noted that “after China began to carry out reform and the open-door policy, the
      relationship between China and North Korea has become cooler, and North Korea has from time to time criticized
      China as practicing revisionism and capitalism.”8 This analyst predicted,
      however, that North Korea could not afford to lose China’s help, which would put it in an even more difficult
      position.
    


    
      More recently, the new leadership lineup after the 15th CCP Congress in September 1997, in which those with
      strong provincial or bureaucratic backgrounds are represented, strongly indicates China’s continuing emphasis on
      economic development, which depends on regional stability and prosperity.9 The
      generational turnover in the post-Deng leadership, in tandem with its need to
      maintain political and social stability, would likely reinforce its current pragmatic policy orientation toward
      the Korean peninsula. In a litchi nutshell, it can be plausibly argued that China’s domestic economic reform has
      had the most far-reaching impact on the evolution of the strategic relationship between Beijing and Pyongyang.
    


    
      On the other hand, the North Korean economy has shrunk by an average 4.4 percent per year since 1990.10 Food shortages remain pervasive and severe, especially in rural areas. Lack of
      electrical power has already forced the industrial utilization rate below 20 percent of its full capacity. In
      brief, the North Korean economy is a basket case. These problems require that more autonomy be allowed to
      technocrats, factory managers, and workers and that an open-door policy be adopted to tap technology and capital
      available at the international level. But Kim Il Sung made the Faustian bargain: the “Great Leader” closed all
      doors to the outside world in order to maintain his absolute control over North Korean society since 1948.
    


    
      The future of North Korea was further complicated by his sudden death on July 8, 1994—he was the only leader
      North Korea has ever known—and the ensuing political uncertainty in North Korea. For the time being, the
      leitmotif of continuing Kim II Sung’s “revolutionary traditions” will be the most valuable source of his son Kim
      Jong Il’s power and legitimacy. But it is questionable how long the revolutionary traditions can persist given a
      raft of internal and external vulnerabilities. Amid the continuing economic difficulties and after the three-year
      vacancy in the top party and government positions, Kim Jong II finally filled the position of general secretary
      of the Korean Workers’ Party (KWP) in October 1997 and will likely assume the state president in the near future.
      There is so far no indication, however, that his new official post will bring current Sino–North Korean ties back
      to the level maintained before his father’s death.
    


    
      On the contrary, there are growing signs that the North Korean regime without Kim Il Sung may be losing control
      over its populace in light of the increasing number and the higher social status of recent North Korean defectors
      to South Korea. Most spectacular have been two defections in 1997 alone: Hwang Jang Yop, chief architect of the
      juche (self-reliance) ideology and KWP international secretary, and Jang Sung Gil, North Korea’s
      ambassador to Egypt. Their defections could be a harbinger of future instability in North Korea and would have
      had enormous impact on the psyche of the North Korean people had the news of their defections been known to them.
    


    
      For years to come, domestic developments in post-Kim North Korea will have a significant impact on the future of
      its ties with China as well as of the peninsula. Further deterioration of North Korea’s internal and external
      problems will only make the North Korean regime more devoted to its strategic relationship with China—a prospect
      China finds detrimental to its own interests.
    


    
      Salient Issue-areas in Their Bilateral Ties
    


    
      The above five dimensions—two internal and three external—are the factors that shape Sino–North Korean strategic
      relations, and constitute the dependent variable. Changes in all dimensions in recent years have greatly
      influenced the nature of the relationship, and China has come to assume greater importance in the North Korean
      politics of survival. First and foremost, China helps to arrest North Korea’s deteriorating security predicament
      in the absence of the Soviet Union. Second, China has played a major role in alleviating the growing economic
      problems and particularly food shortages in North Korea. Third, China remains highly instrumental in bolstering
      North Korea’s multifaceted diplomatic efforts in the international arena. Fourth, Chinese support is necessary
      for the consolidation of political succession to the late Kim Il Sung. Fifth, China could become a card—real or
      contrived—in North Korea’s attempt to upgrade relations with the United States.
    


    
      As the following analysis illuminates in greater detail, however, their relationship in the 1990s is not so much
      defined by military alliance or ideological affinity. There is little commonality of national objectives between
      the two otherwise like-minded socialist countries. Their relationship can be best characterized as growing mutual
      disenchantment: Pyongyang’s anxiety over China’s domestic reforms and growing ties with South Korea, and
      Beijing’s fear of instability in North Korea and the latter’s potentially disruptive behavior in many forms.
    


    
      Historical and Ideological Issue-areas
    


    
      During the Cold War, the ideological factor, together with security concerns, was one of the most important
      factors determining China’s policy toward the peninsula—that is, its North Korea policy. From the 1930s to 1945
      Kim Il Sung and his Korean contemporaries had engaged in an anti-Japanese struggle in China under various units
      of the CCP and had developed personal relationships with Chinese leaders, which were further reinforced by the
      Korean War experience, ideological affinity, and shared culture.
    


    
      In the 1990s, however, it is national interest, not historical or ideological factors, that has become the
      primary determinant of China’s Korea policy. It is important not to exaggerate the argument. Historical and
      ideological considerations still play a role in Sino-North Korean relations; their traditional “special”
      relationship is still at work, even if in much-reduced form and degree. It is also important to note that CCP
      leaders extended a far greater level of official and personal condolences over the death of Kim Il Sung than did
      other foreign leaders.
    


    
      Nevertheless, the ideological imperative is a thing of the past in China and will be much less important in North
      Korea as well in the absence of a charismatic leader, while the pressing need for economic improvement will
      eventually enhance the role of technocrats in China—and to a lesser extent in
      North Korea—who pursue the line of pragmatism and modernization.
    


    
      Bilateral relations between Pyongyang and Beijing could well be negatively affected by the passing of Deng
      Xiaoping, Kim Il Sung, and other revolutionary veterans. Unlike the first generation of revolutionary leaders in
      China and North Korea, the successors lack the personal ties or often working relationships with one another,
      which had been characteristic of their predecessors’ “special” relations. Worse still, most senior leaders in
      Beijing are victims of the Cultural Revolution, and they abhor the personality cult on which Kim Jong Il’s claim
      to power and legitimacy was built. Thus it can be argued that the passing of first-generation leaders in both
      countries has significantly eroded the personal, revolutionary, and ideological bonds between their leaderships,
      even if the impact of their passing on the overall bilateral ties cannot be ascertained with any precision.
    


    
      Political and Diplomatic Issue-areas
    


    
      China’s policy toward the Korean peninsula essentially derives from its overall foreign policy objectives
      emphasizing economic priorities. For the sake of its own interests China has since the late 1970s taken a panoply
      of policy measures which were orchestrated to maintain continued stability on the peninsula.
    


    
      At the same time, the Chinese goal of continued stability on the peninsula seems to have led to the conclusion
      that further isolation of North Korea from the outside world could be destabilizing and would be detrimental to
      China’s interests. Therefore, China has vigorously pursued a geo-economic strategy toward Seoul, while
      maintaining a geostrategic policy toward Pyongyang—which Chinese leaders believe to be in China’s best interests,
      at least for the time being. China’s opposition to the UN-led sanctions against North Korea’s nuclear behavior
      and to the North Korean attempt to replace the current armistice agreement with a peace treaty with the U.S.
      should be understood in the context of China’s principled stance that it opposes any measures, initiated by
      either North or South Korea, that could disrupt the current stability on the peninsula.
    


    
      Entering the 1990s, furthermore, there has been an increasing gap between official rhetoric and objective reality
      in Sino-North Korean relations. In particular, a host of salient developments on the peninsula throughout the
      decade including North and South Korea’s simultaneous but separate entry into the UN, the Sino-ROK normalization,
      and the three-way negotiation over the defection of Hwang Jang Yop—unmistakably points to an overall strained
      relationship between the two countries. Similarly, North Korea’s reluctance to see China represented in the
      Four-Party Talks is further evidence of the distance between China and North Korea on major peninsular issues.
    


    
      While China and North Korea previously had close ties with each other for security, ideological, and historical
      reasons, a combination of new developments in their bilateral ties, such as divergent national goals and
      strategies, better Sino-ROK ties, and North Korea’s self-imposed isolation
      especially after the death of Kim Il Sung, when taken together, should be seen as seriously constraining their
      political and diplomatic ties in the 1990s.
    


    
      Economic and Trade Issue-areas
    


    
      Reflecting the depth of North Korea’s economic problems, the size of its economy, its total trade, and the volume
      of its trade with China have all shown an overall decline since 1990. North Korea’s total trade of U.S. $4.7
      billion in 1990, for example, was sharply reduced to a meager U.S. $2 billion in 1996. Even if China remains
      North Korea’s largest trade partner, their two-way trade fell to U.S. $650 million in 1997 from the high of U.S.
      $900 million in 1993.12 Equally important as the changes in trade volume has been
      the nature of the trade relationship. In 1990 almost 77 percent of North Korea’s trade was conducted with the
      USSR/Russia (56.4 percent), China (10.9 percent), and Japan (10 percent).13 The
      three major trading partners of North Korea had occupied a steady share in the latter’s total trade over the
      years and recorded 60 percent in 1996, indicating North Korea’s continuing trade dependence on them, the
      difficulties of marketing its goods, the shortage of hard currency, and other factors.
    


    
      After a precipitous decline in Russia’s trade with North Korea in 1991 to 14 percent of the latter’s total trade,
      Russia’s share in North Korea’s total trade continuously dragged to 4.1 percent in 1995 (about U.S. $100 million)
      and 2.6 percent in 1996. By contrast, China’s share in North Korea’s total trade shot up to 25 percent in 1991
      from 10.9 percent in 1990 and maintained an average of 30 percent between 1991 and 1996.
    


    
      The shift in the traditional Soviet trade practice with North Korea, which had been heavily subsidized by Moscow
      in various forms, resulted in a sharp decline in its trade with North Korea, most notably in petroleum, which
      plummeted from half a million tons in 1989 to 40,000 tons in 1991 and continued to decline thereafter. China, on
      the other hand, maintained an average one million tons per year in the period from 1989 to 1996. China is also
      the main food exporter to North Korea, ranging from 300,000 tons in 1989 to 990,000 tons in 1993 to 153,000 tons
      in 1995. The statistics strongly indicate that North Korea remains heavily dependent on China for petroleum and
      food, an increasingly important factor given the former’s energy and food shortages.14
    


    
      On balance, a set of structural economic problems such as chronic fiscal and trade deficits, low competitiveness
      of its export goods, and a lack of hard currency has long inhibited the improvement of North Korea’s trade
      relationships with China. In fact, North Korea’s principal exports to China such as non-ferrous metals are in
      short supply within North Korea as well, again demonstrating the gravity of its economic predicament. As long as
      the principles of a market economy reign in Beijing, prospects for its trade relationship with Pyongyang look
      bleak for the foreseeable future. Parenthetically, Sino-South Korean trade of $6.3 billion in 1992, the year diplomatic relations were established, increased in three years to $16.9
      billion in 1995 and to over $20 billion in 1996, and is projected to surpass the $40 billion mark by the year
      2000.
    


    
      Security and Military Issue-areas
    


    
      Geostrategic consideration remains a continuing undercurrent in their bilateral security relations. After all,
      China still sees North Korea as its strategic cordon sanitaire, and North Korea is the neighbor located
      closest to Beijing. Moreover, Chinese leaders have significant security concerns over the potential sudden
      collapse of the North Korean regime that could entail the influx on a large-scale of refugees, possible armed
      conflicts, and production disruptions in China’s most industrial Northeast region. China also appears determined
      to pursue its long-term national and security interest on the peninsula, regardless of who is in power in North
      Korea.
    


    
      Since the early 1990s, and particularly after the death of Kim Il Sung, on the other hand, their security and
      military ties have increasingly been subject to the rigidity of their political relations and China’s national
      interest—based policy toward the Korean peninsula. Lack of a mutually beneficial agenda, North Korea’s domestic
      problems, and Sino-ROK ties have also militated against the development of this important sphere.
    


    
      China still maintains the July 1961 Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance with North Korea—the
      only country China has a formal military alliance with, but the treaty has been widely interpreted in Beijing and
      elsewhere to be operative only when North Korea faces an unprovoked attack from an outside enemy—a highly
      unlikely event. It is also believed among Asian security analysts and officials that having a Chinese treaty
      obligation to a vulnerable North Korea would almost certainly help contribute to stability on the peninsula.
    


    
      Regarding Chinese military assistance to North Korea—an elusive yet critical question to Korean security—a few
      observations need to be made. First of all, the North Korean weapons systems are of the so-called Eastern Type,
      which originated from the Soviet Union, and its defense industry is modeled on that of the Soviet Union and
      China. While North Korea has over the years developed the capability to produce a wide array of conventional
      weapons, its weapons inventory on the whole is outdated and of relatively poor quality. To maintain its military
      clout—a critical instrument of the regime’s survival and policy—and to fill the gap between its ambitions and its
      outdated armament industry, North Korea must import weapons systems, military technologies, and spare parts from
      abroad.15 China is one of the two main sources of outside supply.
    


    
      The second point is that until the late 1980s North Korea had relied mostly on the Soviet Union for advanced
      weapon systems and production licenses, for example, the MiG-29, the Su-25, the Scud-B, the SA-5, and the
      T-72.16 Chinese military assistance had not been inconsequential, particularly in
      the areas of missile programs (e.g., SA-2, Haiying-1, Scud-B),
      submarine production (Romeo-class), combat aircraft (J-7/MiG-21), tanks (T-59, PRC-62), and heavy
      artilleries.17 But the relatively backward state of China’s defense industry had
      prevented arms sales from becoming the principal factor in its competition with the Soviet Union for influence
      over North Korea. As Table 10.1 illustrates, moreover, North Korea’s total import of
      conventional arms has precipitously declined in the first half of the 1990s. In the period 1985 to 1994, the U.S.
      Arms Control and Disarmament Agency estimated China’s total arms exports to North Korea to be a maximum $90
      million.18 The insignificant amount of transferred military items for the
      ten-year period may have consisted of various spare parts, repair tools, and other logistics materiel rather than
      the whole weapon systems. Other annual compilations of worldwide arms transfers, such as SIPRI Yearbook,
      point to a significant drop in North Korea’s weapons imports in the 1990s.19
    


    
      Third, curiously enough, South Korea—the country which remains most sensitive to such military deals between
      Beijing and Pyongyang—offers a rather different assessment. Its annual Defense White Papers have noted
      that “China stopped supplying arms to North Korea in the mid-1980s in consideration of its policy towards
      military stability on the Korean peninsula.”20 On this issue of great concern to
      South Korean security planners, former KWP International Secretary Hwang Jang Yop has also offered a similar
      assessment: “Since Kim Jong Il does not rate China’s military capability highly, North Korea has not introduced
      weapons or the technologies for developing weapons from China.”21 To these must
      be added the larger context of China’s goals of tension reduction and stability on the peninsula and North
      Korea’s financial viability amid economic difficulties. Taken together, despite North Korea’s apparent military
      needs largely caused by the dramatic cutoff of Soviet supply, China was believed to have refrained from providing
      weapons to North Korea in the 1990s—even if the possibility that a small amount of weapons parts and military
      technology made its way to North Korea cannot be ruled out.
    


    
      One useful way to measure the closeness of North Korea and China’s bilateral security and military relations in
      the 1990s is to examine the frequency, nature, and level of mutual visits by their political and military
      leaders. As shown in Table 10.2, political and military contacts between Beijing and
      Pyongyang have undergone several different phases in the 1990s. From April 1989 to August 1992 when the
      Sino-South Korean relations were normalized, General Secretaries Kim Il Sung (three times), Zhao Ziyang (April
      1989), and Jiang Zemin (March 1990) and all of their defense and foreign ministers had visited the other’s
      capital. Of particular symbolic importance were the visits to Pyongyang by Zhao and Jiang, both of whom picked
      North Korea as the first foreign country to visit after they became general secretary of the CCP.
    


    
      Military leaders from various leading PLA organs such as the CMC (e.g., Liu Huaqing), Three General Departments
      (Yang Baibing), Navy (Zhang Lianzhong), and Jinan Military Region (MR) (Zhang Wannian) visited Pyongyang, which
      were reciprocated by their counterparts in the North Korean KPA. Their mutual visits also
      included state visits (guoshi fangwen), working-level visits (gongzuo fangwen), and friendship
      visits (youyi fangwen). In brief, mutual visits by their political and military leaders during this period
      partly reflected the brief upgrading of their ideological, diplomatic, and security ties after Tiananmen, but
      demonstrated the very close nature of their overall relations amid the deepening global Communist crisis.
    


    
      Table 10.1
    


    
      North Korea’s Total Arms Imports, 1985–1994 (Unit: Current U.S. million dollars)
    


    
      
        
        
      

      
        
          	
            
              1985
            

          

          	
            
              380
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1986
            

          

          	
            
              420
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1987
            

          

          	
            
              420
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1988
            

          

          	
            
              1000
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1989
            

          

          	
            
              600
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1990
            

          

          	
            
              200
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1991
            

          

          	
            
              90
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1992
            

          

          	
            
              10
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1993
            

          

          	
            
              5
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1994
            

          

          	
            
              50
            

          
        

      
    


    
      Source: U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers
      1995 (Washington, DC: U.S. ACDA, April 1996), p. 131.
    


    


    
      Contrary to the popular belief that the Beijing-Seoul normalization in August 1992 had seriously cooled down
      Beijing-Pyongyang ties, it did not appear to have an immediate and demonstrable impact on Beijing-Pyongyang
      relations and particularly their high-level mutual visits. In the period from the Beijing-Seoul normalization in
      August 1992 to the death of Kim Il Sung in July 1994, the highest-level visits by their general secretaries were
      not made, but ranking Chinese officials such as He Ping (October 1992), Qian Qichen (May 1993), Hu Jintao (July
      1993), Chi Haotian (July 1993 with Hu Jintao), and Wang Ke (June 1994) visited Pyongyang. For their part, North
      Korean officials such as Naval Commander Kim II Chul (September 1992), Foreign Minister Kim Young Nam (May 1993),
      KWP International Secretary Hwang Jang Yop (January 1994), and KPA Chief of General Staff Choe Kwang (June 1994)
      made visits to China.
    


    
      In spite of the missing summit meetings, both China and North Korea sustained frequent and high-level contacts
      with each other between August 1992 and July 1994. Their mutual visits during this period, mostly either
      working-level visits or friendship visits, reached a peak in July 1993 at a time when both Hu Jintao and Chi
      Haotian went to Pyongyang to celebrate the fortieth anniversary of “Victory in the War for Liberating the
      Fatherland”—that is, the Korean War (June 1950-July 1953).
    


    
      Table 10.2
    


    
      Selected List of Mutual Visits by Chinese and North Korean Political and Military Leaders, 1989–1997
    


    
      
        
        
        
        
      

      
        
          	
            
              Date
            

          

          	

          	
            
              To Pyongyang
            

          

          	
            
              To Beijing
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1989
            

          

          	
            
              Apr
            

          

          	
            
              GS Zhao Ziyang (Wu Xueqian, Zhu Liang)
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Aug
            

          

          	

          	
            
              COGS Choe Kwang
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Oct
            

          

          	
            
              CMC VC Liu Huaqing
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Nov
            

          

          	

          	
            
              GS Kim II Sung (Kim Young Nam, He Dam)
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1990
            

          

          	
            
              Mar
            

          

          	
            
              GS Jiang Zemin
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Apr
            

          

          	
            
              Navy PC Li Yaowen
            

          

          	
            
              FM Kim Young Nam
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Aug
            

          

          	
            
              DM Qin Jiwei (Yu Yongbo)
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Sept
            

          

          	

          	
            
              GS Kim II Sung
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Oct
            

          

          	
            
              PBM Song Ping, Li Tieying
            

          

          	
            
              PM Yon Hyong Muk, DCOGS Li Chong Chan
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1991
            

          

          	
            
              Jan
            

          

          	

          	
            
              IS Kim Yong Soon
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              May
            

          

          	
            
              PM Li Peng
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Jun
            

          

          	
            
              FM Qian Qichen, Nanjing MRPC Shi Yuxiao
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Aug
            

          

          	

          	
            
              FM Kim Young Nam
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Oct
            

          

          	
            
              Navy Commander Zhang Lianzhong
            

          

          	
            
              GS Kim II Sung
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Nov
            

          

          	

          	
            
              DM Oh Jin U
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1992
            

          

          	
            
              Apr
            

          

          	
            
              SP Yang Shangkun, Jinan MRC Zhang Wannian
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              May
            

          

          	

          	
            
              SPA Chairman Yang Hyong Sup
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Jun
            

          

          	
            
              GPD Director Yang Baibing
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Aug
            

          

          	
            
              Jinan MRPC Song Qingwei
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Sept
            

          

          	

          	
            
              Navy Commander Kim II Chul
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Oct
            

          

          	
            
              GSD ED Director He Ping, Navy PC Wei Jinshan
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Nov
            

          

          	

          	
            
              DCOGS Chun Jae Sun
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1993
            

          

          	
            
              May
            

          

          	
            
              FM Qian Qichen
            

          

          	
            
              FM Kim Young Nam, EM Kim Jong U
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Jul
            

          

          	
            
              PBSM Hu Jintao (DM Chi Haotian)
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Sept
            

          

          	
            
              PBAM Wang Hanbin, CM Liu Zhongde
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Nov
            

          

          	
            
              DCOGS Li Wenqing
            

          

          	
            
              General Ok Bong Rin
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Dec
            

          

          	
            
              General Hong Xuezhi
            

          

          	
        


        
          	
            
              1994
            

          

          	
            
              Jan
            

          

          	

          	
            
              IS Hwang Jang
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Feb
            

          

          	
            
              ILD Director Li Suzheng
            

          

          	
            
              General Kim Hak Sam
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Apr
            

          

          	

          	
            
              EM Kim Jong U, DDM Kim Jong Kak
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Jun
            

          

          	
            
              Shenyang MRC Wang Ke
            

          

          	
            
              COGS Choe Kwang
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Jul
            

          

          	
            
              PBM Ding Guangen
            

          

          	
            
              EM Li Sheng Dae, DFM Song Ho Kyung
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Oct
            

          

          	

          	
            
              VP Li Chong Ok, General Oh Yong Bang
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1995
            

          

          	
            
              Jan
            

          

          	

          	
            
              DPM Jang Chul, VP Kim Byoung Shik
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Feb
            

          

          	

          	
            
              STM Choe Hee Jung, IS Hwang Hang Yop
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Mar
            

          

          	
            
              MND DFAB Sun Qixiang
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Apr
            

          

          	

          	
            
              DDM Kim Jong Kak
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Jun
            

          

          	
            
              DFM Tang Jiaxuan
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Jul
            

          

          	
            
              ILD Deputy Director Liu Jingxin
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Sept
            

          

          	
            
              AMS PC Zhang Gong
            

          

          	
            
              Rear Areas Bureau Chief Hyun Chul Hae
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Oct
            

          

          	
            
              Guangzhou MRPC Shi Yuxiao
            

          

          	
            
              DFM Choe U Jin
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              1996
            

          

          	
            
              Feb
            

          

          	
            
              ILD Deputy Director Dai Bingguo
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              May
            

          

          	

          	
            
              DPM Hong Sung Nam, DSTM Kim Ung Ho, General Jung Chang Yol
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Jun
            

          

          	
            
              MOFTEC Deputy Minister Shi Guangsheng
            

          

          	
            
              DFM Choe U Jin
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Jul
            

          

          	
            
              North Sea FC Wang Jiying, SC SG Luo Gan
            

          

          	
            
              DPM Kim Yoon Hyuk
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Oct
            

          

          	
            
              Shenyang MRPC Jiang Futang
            

          

          	
        


        
          	
            
              1997
            

          

          	
            
              Mar
            

          

          	

          	
            
              FM Kim Young Nam
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Apr
            

          

          	
            
              ILD Deputy Director Li Beihai
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              May
            

          

          	

          	
            
              PIM Park Ul Yong
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Jun
            

          

          	

          	
            
              DCOGS Li Bong Juk
            

          
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Jul
            

          

          	
            
              MNDFAB Col. Li Donghui, MOFTEC Liu Shanzai
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Oct
            

          

          	
            
              GLD PC Zhou Kunren, AFM Chen Jian
            

          

          	
        


        
          	

          	
            
              Nov
            

          

          	
            
              GPD Deputy Director Tang Tianbiao
            

          

          	
        

      
    


    
      Abbreviations: AMS: Academy of Military Sciences; AFM: Assistant Foreign Minster; CMC:
      Central Military Commission; COGS: Chief of General Staff; DCOGS: Deputy Chief of General Staff; DDM: Deputy
      Defense Minister; DFM Deputy Foreign Minister; DM: Defense Minister; DPM: Deputy Prime Minister; ED: Equipment
      Department; EM: Economic Minister; FAB: Foreign Affairs Bureau; FC: Fleet Commander; FM: Foreign Minister; GLD:
      General Logistics Department; GPD: General Political Department; GS: General Secretary; GSD: General Staff
      Department; ILD: International Liaison Department; IS: International Security; MND: Ministry of National Defense;
      MOFTEC: Ministry of Trade and Economic Cooperation; MR: Military Region; MRC: Military Region Commander; PBAM:
      Politburo Alternate Member; PBM: Politburo Member; PBSM: Politburo Standing Committee Member; PC: Political
      Commissar; PIM: Power Industry Minister; PM: Prime Minister; SP: State President; SPA: Supreme People’s Assembly;
      VP: Vice President.
    


    
      Sources: Various issues of Foreign Broadcast Information Service, Daily Report—China (FBIS-CHI) and
      East Asia (FBIS-EAD). Various official publications of the ROK governments such as the Foreign Ministry’s
      Jongkuk gaewhang (China Overview), Agency for National Security Planning’s Naewoe Press, and the
      Unification Ministry’s Jugan Bukhan donghyang (Weekly Trends in North Korea), which are available at
      public and university libraries in Korea.
    


    
      Notes: The names in parenthesis denote the accompanying personnel; otherwise they are separate visits in
      the same months. Official positions at the time of visits have been checked with China Directory, Directory of
      PRC Military Personalities, and various official publications of the ROK ministries.
    


    


    
      However, from the death of Kim Il Sung in July 1994 until the end of 1997, there has been an appreciable decline
      in the frequency and level of Chinese visitors. Except for Politburo member Ding Guangen (July 1994), who visited
      Pyongyang in the capacity of the propaganda chief, and State Council Secretary General Luo Gan (July 1996), all
      other Chinese visitors were at the vice-minister level or below. On the military front as well, six senior
      Chinese officials made visits: five by political commissars (AMS Zhang Gong in September 1995, Guangzhou MR Shi
      Yuxiao in October 1995, Shenyang MR Jiang Futang in October 1996, GLD Zhou Kunren in October 1997, and GPD Tang
      Tianbiao in November 1997) and one by North Sea Fleet Commander Wang Jiying (July 1996).22 The most recent visits by Zhou and Tang were made after Kim Jong Il had become KWP
      general secretary in October 1997, but it is too early to tell whether or not this indicates the resumption of
      regular high-level military contacts between the two countries. It seems possible that preparations for the
      visits had been made well in advance, but were occasioned to the exchange of annual Chinese military delegations
      in the fall.
    


    
      Moreover, these and other lower-level visits by Chinese officers are mostly
      good-will visits and are of symbolic and ceremonial nature, not task-oriented meetings on salient military and
      security issues. While it appears likely that Korean War veterans had been selected to visit Pyongyang, there are
      about ten serving PLA officials with Korean War experience, including Chi Haotian, Fu Quanyou, Yu Yongbo, and
      Wang Ke.23 It is also worth noting that since the death of Kim Il Sung the
      nonmilitary, working-level contacts between the two were made mostly among their respective international
      liaison, foreign affairs, and economic units. But overall political and military contacts between Beijing and
      Pyongyang have shown a gradual but unmistakable decline.
    


    
      In contrast, the three most senior Chinese officials (i.e., Jiang Zemin, Li Peng, and Qiao Shi) visited Seoul in
      the period October 1994-November 1995 and most recently Hu Jintao in April 1998, and their contacts on all fronts
      have shown an upward trend. Although Chinese–North Korean military-to-military contacts are a source of ongoing
      concern to South Korean security planners and remain largely shrouded in secrecy, the expansive nature of
      Chinese–South Korean ties has, to a certain extent, diluted the potential of a Beijing-Pyongyang military
      relationship directed against South Korea or a ROK-U.S. alliance.
    


    
      PLA’s Role in Post-Deng Foreign Policymaking and North Korea
    


    
      The PLA’s central role in post-Deng Chinese politics and policymaking process would further reinforce its
      traditional domestic missions and status in Chinese society as the ultimate instrument of CCP rule and as the
      defender of China’s sovereignty, territorial integrity, and national unity. As one of the most conservative,
      cohesive, and coercive elements in Chinese society, the PLA would almost certainly emphasize the overriding
      importance of domestic stability over other goals and support continued CCP rule in the years ahead.
    


    
      Furthermore, the PLA is often portrayed within China as the standard bearer of Chinese nationalism, on which the
      CCP leadership relies increasingly to arrest the decline of communism as a credible ideology and to prop up the
      CCP’s weaker status and power in today’s China. The PLA’s future foreign-policy orientations and preferences may
      also be the logical extension of, but can still be distinguishable from, its domestic outlooks.
    


    
      Before analyzing the actual and likely role of the PLA in China’s foreign policymaking process, it would be
      useful to briefly introduce some substantial scholarship on the effects of different decision units or milieus on
      particular policy outcomes. Of particular relevance to this study is the contribution by Charles Hermann and his
      colleagues who have over the years attempted to put decision unit studies on theoretical and empirical
      grounds.24
    


    
      Two basic premises underlie their study: (1) the structure and process of decision units will affect the nature
      of policy outcomes, and (2) all decision units can be grouped into the predominant leader unit, the single group
      unit, and the multiple autonomous actors unit. As the name implies, the single group unit
      refers to group decision-making in a collective leadership. There could be many different modes of group dynamics
      within a single group, but the final policy outcomes and indeed group unity are affected by two crucial
      conditions: Irving Janis’s “groupthink” (i.e., group cohesion) and Graham Allison’s “bureaucratic politics”
      (intragroup conflict).25 In brief, it is the locus of individual members’
      loyalty, either inside or outside the group, that ultimately counts.
    


    
      The implications of this study for the Chinese situation are clear. The structural evolution in China’s
      decision-making unit from the essentially predominant leader (i.e., Deng) to the single group unit (Jiang) likely
      entails a different set of policy outcomes and affect leadership unity. In the process of selecting and demoting
      top leaders at the Fifteenth CCP Congress in September 1997, for example, by what rules of decision did Jiang—a
      well-positioned and probably strong but not a predominant leader—make changes in the leadership lineup, which
      were minimally agreeable to those at the top and below? Where did and does the top leaders’ individual loyalty
      lie? Now that the Congress is over and Jiang’s position enhanced, will the unity of a collective decision body be
      upheld or will the individual leaders eventually promote their own institutional interests and positions—as Jiang
      has done since 1989—at the expense of leadership unity? In Party-military relations, the PLA’s loyalty will be
      put to test only when a crisis erupts and the Party demands actions and sacrifice from the PLA. In a non-crisis
      situation and when a reasonable degree of leadership unity is maintained, the PLA’s involvement in politics will
      be minimal, in the sense that it will promote its interests only in a politically safe manner.
    


    
      In a recent study on the PLA’s role in Chinese national security policymaking, Michael Swaine has detailed the
      PLA’s differing yet significant and growing influence in four subarenas: national strategic objectives; foreign
      policy; defense policy; and strategic research, analysis, and intelligence.26
      According to Swaine, at the top of the system the interactions between senior civilian and military leaders
      remain “highly informal and personalistic,” but the number and influence of senior leaders are dwindling. Those
      below the top, in contrast, have more regularized roles and more institutionalized contacts and exert growing
      influence on the top, which is characterized by “a diffuse and fragmented pattern of authority.” He further
      argues that unlike in the defense policy subarena, which remains a virtually exclusive domain of the PLA, it does
      not play a central role in the foreign policy subarena and lacks the direct and institutionalized channels for
      military input in the subarena, in the larger context of the civilian leaders’ declining ability to resist the
      military’s growing influence on China’s foreign policy.27
    


    
      This may sound contradictory, but in fact it reflects a balanced and accurate assessment of a combination of
      factors that may enhance or limit the PLA’s influence in post-Deng Chinese politics. Several major reasons stand
      out. The first and foremost important reason is the nature of power and authority in China. Unlike Mao or Deng, Jiang cannot draw on revolutionary career, personal authority, or
      guanxi across the Party, the government, and the military. The sources of his authority are institutional,
      not personal, and depend on his political skills and policy performance. The second reason is the generational
      turnover in both civilian and military leadership. The current civilian leadership’s lack of military experience
      and connections is somewhat mitigated by the growing institutional identity and professionalism of the PLA
      officer corps. Third, China itself is in the throes of a system change. Changes in the traditional power
      relationships along institutional, organizational, professional, and territorial lines have resulted in a more
      pluralized society, stronger bureaucratic and regional power, and “institutional separation” between civilian and
      military leaders, especially below the top.
    


    
      The combined effect of succession politics, the absence of a preeminent leader, and CCP reliance on the PLA
      during and after Tiananmen, among others, has been increasing PLA influence and visibility in the Chinese
      political arena. One of the most telling evidences is the fact the PLA has sustained a high level of
      representation in the central organs of the CCP after Tiananmen. Among the total 189 and 193 full members of the
      14th and 15th Central Committees (CC), military men occupied 46 (24.3 percent) and 41 (21.2 percent) of the
      total, respectively, which were significant increases from the previous 16.5 percent at the 13th CC in
      1987.28 At the Fifteenth Party Congress, CMC Vice Chairmen Zhang Wannian and Chi
      Haotian were elevated to the CCP Politburo. With the retirement of General Liu Huaqing the PLA lost military
      representation on the Politburo Standing Committee, but General Zhang’s concurrent post of CC Secretary would
      allow communication and coordination between the military and its civilian counterparts. Furthermore, a notable
      increase of PLA leaders’ globe-trotting military diplomacy in recent years is indicative of the PLA’s growing
      profile in China’s national security and foreign policy arenas.
    


    
      The PLA’s growing political clout since Tiananmen remains largely unabated to this day, mostly for the reasons
      related to the current CCP leadership’s—especially Jiang’s—need to cultivate continued PLA support for regime and
      leadership stability.29 Ensuring PLA loyalty to current and future CCP directives
      also requires an effective combination of punishment and rewards, such as promotions, demotions, transfers, and
      retirements. For instance, all major military posts have been subject to frequent and increasingly regular
      rotations, while a total of thirty-nine lieutenant generals (six in June 1993, nineteen in June 1994, four in
      January 1996, and ten in March 1998) were promoted to the rank of full general under the aegis of Jiang, a
      significant increase in number from the previous seventeen promoted in September 1988.30
    


    
      Owing to its enhanced channels of influence in the 1990s, PLA leaders have significantly influenced or have
      sought to influence a host of major security and foreign policy issues as well. These include Chinese policies
      toward the United States, Taiwan, the South China Sea, arms sales, nuclear testing, and multilateral security. These issues are widely different from each other in terms of their
      significance, complexity, and ramifications. From the perspective of CCP and PLA leaders, the United States
      remains the most daunting challenge to its national interests, running the whole gamut from sovereignty and
      unification to trade disputes to arms sales. PLA leaders were reported to have argued for a particularly strong
      reaction to the United States, especially in the cases of the sale of F-16 fighters to Taiwan and Taiwan
      President Lee Teng-hui’s visit to the United States.
    


    
      But the level of PLA cohesion and assertiveness seems lower on issues that do not directly touch on China’s core
      national interests. John Garver, among other China scholars, has correctly noted that “[o]n issues of lesser
      magnitude—arms exports, nuclear testing, and so on—there may be division and divergent views within the PLA. On
      the core issues of Taiwan and China’s status vis-a-vis the United States, there apparently is not.”31
    


    
      Of greater importance to this study is the relationship between the PLA’s greater policy involvement since 1992
      and China’s more assertive foreign policy behavior in 1995—96, on the one hand, and the declining physical health
      and personal leadership of Deng Xiaoping during the period, on the other. There seems no doubt that Deng himself
      had made the decision that brought a greater PLA presence to bear on China’s political arena since Tiananmen and
      particularly after the Fourteenth CCP Congress in October 1992. Also clear is Deng’s ability to coordinate
      various bureaucratic and sectoral interests, including the PLA’s, in a way that best suits the overall leadership
      unity and interests. But his authority presupposes his mental and physical capability.
    


    
      China’s more assertive foreign policy behavior in 1995—96, particularly during the Taiwan Strait crisis, was
      caused by a variety of factors, including Taiwan’s democratization and indigenization, China’s politics of
      leadership succession, and the Taiwan-China rivalry in the international area.32
      To a significant extent, however, the 1995–96 Taiwan Strait crisis appears tied to the declining personal
      leadership of Deng and the growing need for Jiang to cultivate PLA support during the political transition,
      especially when the issue on the table had a direct bearing on China’s sovereignty and unification and was tinged
      with U.S. “hegemonic” politics. If this interpretation turns out to be correct, not only would Jiang Zemin and
      other political successors to Deng remain attentive to the PLA’s military and other requirements for many years
      to come, but the emerging balance of power between civilian and military leaders could well lead to a harder
      foreign policy position, especially on security and sovereignty issues—even if the PLA’s actual use of force will
      critically depend on senior military leaders’ risk assessment and its military capability.
    


    
      This discussion leads to a long-standing yet unresolved question of critical importance to understanding the
      dynamics of civil-military relations in China and its foreign policy behavior: Do PLA leaders have more
      “hard-line” and “hawkish” views than the CCP leadership? The current scholarship on this important question remains inconclusive, but it suggests that the PLA generally takes a harder line on
      security, sovereignty, and territorial issues, in the larger context of an overall consensus reached by the CCP
      leadership.
    


    
      After his own careful analysis along with extensive interviews with U.S. intelligence analysts, Robert Sutter has
      pointed out that PLA leaders’ positions remain integral to, and are not significantly divergent from, those of
      the overall CCP leadership. Sutter notes that “[i]n general these U.S. analysts tend to see PLA leaders
      reflecting the consensus of views on sensitive international security policy issues at any given time. Thus,
      there are perceived to be about as many ‘hard-liners’ and ‘moderates’ among PLA senior leaders on particular
      international issues as there are in the party-government structure as a whole.”33 Thus, the image of a confrontational PLA largely independent of a CCP consensus on
      China’s recent policy toward the United States and Taiwan, often projected by many journalists and some non-China
      foreign policy analysts, could be misleading and misplaced, while it appears highly likely that the PLA would
      exert greater influence on some particular foreign policy issues that involve the possibility of employing force.
    


    
      In the context of the Korean peninsula, China will continuously pursue tension reduction and continued stability
      and oppose any actions, initiated by either North or South Korea, that could disrupt the present stability on the
      peninsula. In this situation the PLA’s role would be largely confined to peacetime military diplomacy toward both
      Koreas and helping to prevent an unwanted conflict from occurring on the peninsula, in line with the CCP’s
      priority on regional stability and prosperity.
    


    
      This conclusion, however, does not rule out the possibility of various forms of Chinese involvement if unexpected
      conflicts were to occur on the peninsula. In particular, China could offer various kinds and levels of support to
      North Korea under several particular circumstances, including (a) if Chinese security were perceived to be
      directly threatened owing to a conflict on the peninsula; (b) if instability on the peninsula were to spread to
      China, jeopardizing its national and security interests; (c) if China’s influence over the peninsula were to
      rapidly decline, while an external power’s influence over the peninsula sharply increased; (d) if the collapse of
      the North Korean regime were engineered or furthered by an external power; (e) if allied troops moved far
      northward beyond the DMZ in a military, political, or social contingency; and (f) if the Chinese leadership
      perceived that a unified Korea, allied or aligned with an external power, was hostile to China.
    


    
      Critical to the Chinese assessment of post-unification relations with Korea would be the latter’s attitude toward
      the former, the likelihood of maintaining China’s influence in peninsular affairs, and the state of Sino-U.S.
      relations. Like other large nations, but especially the United States, China would carefully calculate whether or
      not Korean unification leads to a rise in its influence over a unified Korea relative to that of others. In
      short, China’s strategic views of a unified Korea will be shaped by an amalgam
      of factors noted above, but most critically by its perception of Korean unification’s implications for Beijing’s
      interests. The overall Chinese-U.S. relationship will remain a very important factor affecting Chinese attitudes
      toward Korean unification.
    


    
      In any nonmilitary contingency in North Korea, China is likely to pursue the following policy goals. First and
      foremost, China would want to achieve an early and conclusive resolution of the situation and prevent the spread
      of its negative impact into China, the failure of which could lead to an increased challenge to China’s national
      and security interests. Second, China would attempt to minimize the involvement of outside powers in the
      situation, in which it could maximize the advantages of its geographical proximity and traditional influence.
      Third, a North Korean contingency could become an opportunity for China to enhance its peninsular and regional
      influence, if managed properly. The fourth, related to the third, are various Chinese attempts to set the tone
      for a future Chinese-unified Korean relationship and possibly to undercut the U.S. leadership role in the region.
    


    
      Perhaps, as Ellis Joffe has reminded us, “[t]he real role of the PLA in China’s high-level decision-making
      process remains unknown.”34 However, a combination of the recent literature on
      the PLA’s role in policymaking, its visible and growing influence in Chinese politics, and its patterned outside
      behavior has thrown some light on this esoteric but important question. Accumulated outside knowledge on
      civil-military relations in China and a balanced assessment of the forces and counterforces the Chinese military
      faces today also point to a PLA exerting greater influence in making and implementing China’s foreign policy, in
      the larger context of an overall consensus with the civilian leadership. Its role in China’s policy toward North
      Korea will not swerve much from this pattern. In peacetime, the PLA role would help promote China’s overall goal
      of continued stability on the peninsula; in a contingency, however, its goal would be to achieve the limited
      political goals set by the CCP leadership. To the extent possible, the PLA will exercise caution in making a
      commitment that could put its military capability to a severe test and jeopardize its hard-won status and role in
      Chinese domestic and foreign affairs.
    


    
      Regional Implications of Future Beijing-Pyongyang Ties
    


    
      China is the world’s last major country which maintains some level of contact with North Korea, at a time when
      the latter is experiencing its most difficult time since the Korean War. China’s influence over North Korea in
      the 1990s can be said to have increased compared with the Cold War period; but it is an asymmetric
      interdependence focusing mostly on economic and trade issue-areas. As this chapter has shown, China’s post-Cold
      War relations with North Korea in the historical/ideological, the political/diplomatic, and the security/military
      issue-areas point to steady but unmistakable signs of growing strains and even disenchantment.
    


    
      For the sake of its own interests, including peninsular stability, China still offers
      subsidized exports and free-of-charge assistance to North Korea, while asking the North Korean leadership to take
      reform measures aimed at more fundamental resolution of their economic problems. In addition, China’s on-again,
      off-again attempts to strike a balance in its approach to both Koreas and to preserve the traditional
      relationship with North Korea have proved difficult owing to a combination of factors, including post-Kim North
      Korea’s internal rigidity, external hostility, and self-imposed isolation. The lack of a mutually beneficial
      agenda has played a role as well.
    


    
      As long as China holds fast to its reform drive, continued peninsular stability remains a key to its economic and
      other national interests, and so it would try to prevent a renewed conflict on the peninsula. In the near future
      China will likely retain its economic influence over North Korea, but it is also likely that their economic ties
      will be increasingly subject to economic logic, structural trade problems, and particularly the state of their
      political relations. On the last point a Chinese vice foreign minister was quoted in 1997 as having characterized
      the post-Kim North Korean leadership as “virtually ‘invisible’” and having said that, “I do [not] think we know
      enough about what’s going on there [in Pyongyang]…. it’s difficult for us to make a policy decision.”35 This and other constraints examined in this article strongly indicate that for the
      mid-to long-term, China would seek to transform its traditional ties with Pyongyang based on ideological affinity
      and particularistic bonds to a more mutually beneficial, state-to-state relationship.
    


    
      While China’s economic imperative will likely emphasize a stable Korean peninsula and it would pursue a pro-Seoul
      approach, the future course of Sino-North Korean ties will largely depend on domestic developments inside China
      and North Korea, which remain unsettled with the closing of the eras of Deng Xiaoping and Kim Il Sung. In the
      case of China, coping with the new and complex challenges in Chinese society unleashed by a nearly two-decade
      reform drive will be a daunting task for the post-Deng leadership. China’s growing social and economic
      problems—the central-regional divide, regional inequalities, migrant workers, crimes, and corruption, to name but
      a few36—could well exacerbate its future predicament, especially in light of
      demographic pressure, relatively limited resources, and environmental constraints.
    


    
      For the immediate future, the post-Deng leadership may increasingly rely on a nationalistic agenda such as
      sovereignty claims to arrest the decline of communism as a credible ideology domestically and to fend off
      international pressure for change in China. But it also understands full well that to ensure continued economic
      development China has to be firmly engaged with the outside world. It is this complex set of major domestic and
      external challenges that the post-Deng Chinese leadership will face for many years to come. How well and in what
      manner they handle the challenges could significantly affect not only political stability in China but also, to
      some degree, the future capability and behavior of China.
    


    
      In a similar vein, domestic developments in post-Kim North Korea will be one
      of the most significant determinants of the future of the peninsula. Pyongyang may of course try to prolong the
      juche line without systematic reform, but its prospects for success are slim. If, however, the North
      Korean regime takes a fundamental reform path, it will surely be the most perilous moment for regime
      survival.37 Preparing for future contingencies arising out of North Korea’s
      dilemma will not only be the immediate concern for the ROK government, but could constitute a continuing
      challenge for eventual Korean unification and regional security.
    


    
      North Korea’s economic and diplomatic difficulties, coupled with the political uncertainty in the post-Kim Il
      Sung era, indicate that the North Korean regime perceives its future to be increasingly tied to its military
      muscle. This may explain why North Korea has doggedly but adroitly pursued its nuclear and missile program and
      tried to extract economic and diplomatic benefits from the Agreed Framework negotiations with the United States.
    


    
      Over the long term, however, ideological indoctrination in the North will be much less effective in the absence
      of a charismatic leader, while the pressing need for economic improvement will enhance the role of younger
      technocrats who would pursue the line of pragmatism and modernization. In such a scenario, North Korean society
      will gradually but eventually open its door to the outside world. Inasmuch as the import of foreign technology
      and capital is essential for its economic survival, North Korea is likely to follow a reform path similar to that
      of other Communist systems after the death of dominant leaders, although the scale and tempo of change is a
      matter of conjecture.
    


    
      At the regional level, the future of Northeast Asian prosperity and security will be increasingly shaped by the
      economic and security trajectories of China and Japan, and by U.S. relations with both countries. A continued
      U.S.-Japanese security relationship is also vital to American interests and to Asian stability. It is against the
      backdrop of this emerging relationship among the United States, China, and Japan that the strategic identity of a
      unified Korea is seen as an unknown but critical factor that affects not only their three-way relationships but
      also the overall regional power balance. As Jonathan Pollack has aptly put it, “[t]he central set of
      relationships likely to define Northeast Asian security and stability will be the longer-term dynamics between
      Japan and China, and how the United States is likely to interact with both. The position of a unified Korea …
      could prove highly consequential in this context, but more in terms of how Seoul might choose to align itself in
      relations to this larger, three-power dynamic.”38
    


    
      Regarding the unification issue, South Korea needs to chart out its unification plan clearly and make credible
      that Korean unification is beneficial to all of Korea’s large neighbors, including China. In addition, South
      Korea needs to formulate in due time a panoply of security-and confidence-building measures (SCBMs) specifically
      designed to address Chinese potential concerns, including a unified Korea’s intention to promote friendly
      relations with China, the creation of a buffer zone in and joint development of Sino-Korean border areas, and the
      establishment of a three-way security dialogue among China, the United States,
      and a unified Korea.
    


    
      For years to come, the changing regional security climate will continue to draw the attention of U.S. and ROK
      policymakers and necessitate a corresponding adjustment in the role and mission of the U.S.-ROK alliance,
      particularly after North Korea’s threat passes. To meet future challenges to the alliance, the current shift for
      the United States from a leading to a supporting role must continue. Given the vast difference in power
      potentials between the Korean peninsula and the surrounding major powers, regardless of whether Korea is unified
      or not, Korea requires a strong security relationship with the United States, which in turn can secure its
      forward position in one of the world’s strategic crossroads with huge and growing stakes. To realize these policy
      goals, an active U.S. engagement in Asian security and Asian allies’ greater defense burden sharing are
      necessary, but not sufficient. Both the U.S. and Asian governments need to expand the scope of dialogue and
      communication with the other’s public and congress to further strengthen the mutual bonds between the two sides.
    


    
      Drawing China and North Korea into a web of multilateral security dialogues is highly desirable, but given the
      bilateral nature of the conflict, a high level of hostility and militarization, and Chinese and North Korean
      opposition, its feasibility is in doubt at the current state of interstate relations in Northeast Asia. Rather,
      the United States needs to strengthen the existing network of bilateral security ties with credible military
      force. With the possible exception of North Korea and China, all other East Asian states support or understand
      the continuing importance of America’s preeminent balancing role in the region.
    


    
      In the near future, engagement with China remains a sensible policy, but requires a clear and consistent set of
      goals such as regional stability, shared development, and integration into international norms. As for regional
      reactions to China’s future diplomatic and military behavior, each regional actor’s policies toward China may
      differ from those of the others. But in the case of South Korea, there is no doubt that combined ROK-U.S.
      deterrence against possible North Korean attack remains the primary defense goal for the foreseeable future. As
      long as the North Korean military threat persists, any ROK and U.S. effort to engage China should complement the
      goal of deterrence. Additionally, the ROK should seek to bring China’s influence on North Korea to bear in
      achieving the three countries’ common interests on the peninsula, namely, continued peninsular stability,
      improved North-South Korean relations, and North Korea’s economic reform. Peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific
      will hang in the balance as its most influential regional power searches for a solution satisfactory to itself as
      well as to its neighbors.
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      China’s Military Strategy Regarding Japan
    


    


    
      June Teufel Dreyer
    


    
      Conflict and Cooperation in Sino-Japanese Relations
    


    
      During the summer of 1997, a Japanese sinologist described Sino-Japanese relations as “haunted by distrust,”
      adding that China sometimes acted unreasonably due to internal power struggles.1
      While few Chinese would have disagreed with the former statement, they would doubtless reject the view that their
      country’s fears of Japan had been either unreasonable or motivated solely, or even primarily, by internal power
      struggles.
    


    
      Among other factors creating the image of Japan as a hostile rival power are:
    


    
      •  cultural humiliation: the civilization that borrowed Chinese ideographs and major elements of the Sinic
      cultural and governmental tradition has eclipsed its mentor in terms of wealth and power.
    


    
      •  military humiliation: the legacy of two bitter wars within half a century in which China’s armed forces proved
      no match for Japan’s better armed and trained troops.
    


    
      •  Japan’s perceived lack of remorse for its actions in World War II, as manifested in such actions as reluctance
      to apologize; unwillingness to admit that the government had tricked young women into serving as so-called
      comfort women, i.e. prostitutes, for Japanese troops and reluctance to compensate those who survived; denials by
      several Japanese officials that such well-documented atrocities as the Nanjing
      Massacre ever occurred; and attempts to change textbooks to show Japan’s actions in World War II in a better
      light.
    


    
      •  a territorial dispute regarding the islands that Chinese know as the Diaoyu and the Japanese as the Senkaku.
    


    
      At the same time, there are other factors which create pressures for cooperation. Chinese leaders recognize the
      value of Japanese managerial expertise and technology in their country’s modernization effort. Japan has also
      been an important market for Chinese products and vice-versa. Each is a leading trading partner of the other.
      Though trade imbalances between the two have produced frictions, China’s growth has not come at the expense of
      Japan’s; this is a positive-sum rather than a zero-sum relationship.2
    


    
      The task for the leadership of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) has been to devise a way to restore the
      country to its historical pre-eminence—that is, to surpass or at the very least equal Japan in wealth and
      power—while enlisting Japan’s aid in this endeavor.
    


    
      Initially, the relationship between the two seemed to be relatively problem-free. To be sure, there were
      differences of perception. As summarized by Chalmers Johnson in the 1970s,
    


    
      It is perhaps not too far-fetched to describe Japanese attitudes toward their continental neighbors as somewhat
      comparable to the English or German industrialist’s attitude toward an Italian or Spanish aristocrat recently
      gone into commerce. He admires, and is slightly intimidated by, the ancient cultural achievements to which his
      modern counterpart is heir, but finds it almost impossible in the company board room to suggest seriously that
      the new boy might become a competitor or threat.3
    


    
      The PRC, of course, for reasons of both its past pre-eminence and present pride, wants very much to be taken
      seriously as an economic competitor and a military power.
    


    
      The prevailing opinion in Japan seemed to be that both China and Japan would profit from Japanese assistance to
      the PRC’s industrialization. Tokyo had significant commercial interests on mainland China even during the period
      it maintained formal diplomatic relations with the Republic of China on Taiwan (ROCOT). In 1972, Japan broke
      relations with Taipei and recognized Beijing as the sole government of China. Commercial relations between the
      PRC and Japan burgeoned, despite Japan’s retention of an important economic role in Taiwan as well as close
      informal ties with the island and its government.
    


    
      Sino-Japanese tensions did exist. For example, in 1979, the Japanese government became upset when the PRC tried
      to cancel or postpone several already-concluded trade agreements when China experienced financial difficulties as
      a result of an expensive military foray into Vietnam. And in the mid-1980s there was a spate of anti-Japanese demonstrations by Chinese students who felt that their country was
      coming too closely under Tokyo’s economic control. But these were within the normal range of inter-state
      relations and had no major long-range consequences.
    


    
      Nor did China’s efforts at military modernization initially seem to cause apprehension in Tokyo. A Mutual
      Security Treaty between America and Japan placed the latter’s defense in the hands of the United States in
      exchange for basing rights and certain other considerations. To the extent that the Japanese evinced concerns
      with security, they centered around fears that American bases in Japan could become targets if the United States
      and the Soviet Union were to go to war.
    


    
      Beijing frequently voiced fears about the revival of Japanese militarism and carefully watched the activities of
      the small minority of the Japanese population which espoused right-wing sentiments. However, Japan’s official
      unwillingness to publicly apologize for World War II notwithstanding, most Japanese appeared content with the
      pacifism implicit in Article 9 of the country’s constitution. In it, Japan had forsworn the use of force as a
      method to settle international disputes. In general, Beijing tended to regard the U.S.-Japan Mutual Security
      Treaty as benign, believing that it would dampen desires for Japanese rearmament. Japan had formally agreed to a
      sine qua non of good relations with the PRC and any other foreign nation: the PRC government’s contention
      that Taiwan is a part of China. Intermittent Beijing-Tokyo summit talks typically included discussion of the
      major territorial issue between the PRC and Japan, the ownership of the Diaoyu/Senkaku islands (see appendix I). In 1978, Deng Xiaoping suggested that joint development of the islands was a
      possibility. For the ensuing decade, communiqués resulting from Sino-Japanese meetings typically announced that,
      in the spirit of finding common ground and reserving any differences, the two sides had agreed to postpone
      disposition of the issue.
    


    
      Chinese Strategy Becomes More Assertive
    


    
      This fragile equilibrium was undermined by the concatenation of two events in 1989–1990: the PRC government’s
      brutal suppression of unarmed demonstrators at Tiananmen Square and elsewhere in China, and the fall of the
      Berlin Wall followed by the disintegration of the Soviet empire. While the Tokyo government did not react as
      moralistically as those of several Western powers to the Tiananmen incident, the image of Deng Xiaoping’s
      government as a benign variant of communism was sullied in Japan as well as elsewhere in the world. The more
      conservative leadership that emerged in Beijing after the demonstrations seemed to react to criticism by becoming
      hypersensitive to the sovereignty issue, announcing that it would brook no interference in the PRC’s internal
      affairs. It moreover defined internal affairs rather broadly, to include both human rights and territorial
      issues.
    


    
      As socialism crumbled in most of the rest of the world, the Chinese leadership’s sense of isolation appeared to deepen. Official media expressed discomfort with the idea of a
      unipolar world dominated by the United States. Possibly to shore up the leadership’s flagging popularity, it also
      increasingly emphasized nationalist themes. Both themes are noticeable in a 1990 article on China’s naval
      security whose author included among his threat scenarios:
    


    
      
        
        
      

      
        
          	
            
              (a)
            

          

          	
            
              the U.S. encouraging Japan to take more responsibility for the defense of sea lanes of communication;
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              (b)
            

          

          	
            
              Japan’s naval expansion exceeding the PRC’s ability to counter it;
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              Japan’s claim to the Diaoyu/Senkaku islands;
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              (d)
            

          

          	
            
              Japan agreeing with Korea to jointly exploit the sea beds in areas the PRC believed to be within its
              territorial waters.4
            

          
        

      
    


    
      A Western study of China’s Japan-watching community noted that the strategic analysts within it have tended to be
      highly skeptical of Japanese motives.5
    


    
      Meanwhile, as the PRC was becoming more nationalistic and increasingly sensitive to sovereignty issues, the
      United States was drastically downsizing its military and making plans to reduce its presence in Asia as well as
      elsewhere in the world. Japanese began to wonder what this meant in terms of America’s commitment to their
      country’s security.
    


    
      Japanese concerns were underscored when, in February 1992, China’s National People’s Congress passed a law
      asserting the PRC’s ownership of not only the Diaoyu/Senkaku islands but also a large number of other islands,
      including the Paracels, the Spratlys, and Taiwan. The PRC also claimed the right to “adopt all necessary measures
      to prevent and stop the harmful passage of vessels through its territorial waters” and for “PRC warships or
      military aircraft to expel the intruders.”6 In addition to in effect repudiating
      Deng’s 1978 démarche about joint development of the Diaoyu/Senkaku islands, the NPC had taken unilateral action
      on issues which Japan, as well as claimants to other territories in the area, believed should be resolved through
      negotiations among the governments involved.
    


    
      Japan Responds
    


    
      Japanese right-wing organizations were infuriated, responding with vehement denunciations, small acts of
      vandalism, and demands that a visit of the emperor and empress to the mainland be canceled. Tokyo’s diplomats
      quietly made representations to their Chinese counterparts that the law might prove the coup de grace that
      caused the cancellation or postponement of the imperial visit, whose wisdom had been questioned in Japan even
      before the NPC had passed the controversial legislation.
    


    
      Japanese right-wingers who routinely objected to contact with communist leaders were joined in their opposition
      by less politically strident citizens who felt that this symbolic gesture of appeasement to the men who were
      responsible for the murder of unarmed demonstrators in 1989 was inappropriate.
      There were also fears that the emperor might be used for political purposes.
    


    
      Chinese leaders, for their own reasons, very much wanted the visit to take place. In addition to representing a
      step toward their re-acceptance into the international community after the Tiananmen incident, the visit would be
      the first-ever trip to China by a reigning Japanese monarch. Of equal salience was the fact that Chinese leaders
      anticipated some sort of apology for Japanese actions during World War II. Hence, the imperial visit gave Tokyo
      considerable leverage. A few weeks after the law had been passed, Beijing’s Foreign Ministry issued a statement
      that softened its harsh language a bit. The law did not, the statement explained, represent a change in Chinese
      foreign policy, but was simply a part of the normal domestic legislative process. Moreover, it would not affect
      the joint development of the islands with states that were parties to the dispute.7
    


    
      This statement did not answer the question of why it was deemed appropriate to pass the law; nor did it remove
      the law from the books. However, the imperial visit did take place. The apology was less than the Chinese
      leadership hoped for, although probably more than Japanese right-wingers were comfortable with. The emperor,
      speaking in his personal rather than official capacity, said simply:
    


    
      In the long history of the relationship between our two countries, there was an unfortunate period in which my
      country inflicted great sufferings on the people of China. I deeply deplore this.8
    


    
      Nonetheless, both sides proclaimed satisfaction with the imperial visit. Chinese sources deemed it a “milestone”
      in the history of Sino-Japanese relations,9 and a leading Japanese press agency
      as indicating the PRC’s tacit approval of Tokyo’s ambition to play a bigger international political and security
      role.10
    


    
      Though viewed with apprehension by some Japanese, who worried that a larger political and security role for their
      country could be the first step toward the remilitarization of the political system, a more prominent
      international stance appealed to many others for a variety of reasons. Japan’s already existing nuclear allergy
      was exacerbated by intelligence reports that a near-neighbor state, North Korea, was close to possessing nuclear
      weapons. The United States had been dissatisfied with the level of Japanese participation in the multinational
      coalition, and was pressing the government to participate more actively in its own defense, even as American
      forces were being reduced in numbers and U.S. defense procurement was sharply curtailed. For many Japanese, it
      seemed both appropriate and a matter of national pride that their homeland should become a “normal country”
      responsible for its security.
    


    
      This debate occurred as a backdrop to a major domestic political upheaval and considerable economic disruption.
      An unprecedented period of economic growth that included inflated stock and real estate prices came to a sudden
      stop. As the so-called bubble economy collapsed, the ruling Liberal Democratic Party became enmeshed in a series
      of financial scandals and, for the first time in forty years, fell from power.
      As part of its entry into a successor coalition government, the major opposition party, the Social Democratic
      Party (SDP) agreed in 1994 to drop its long-standing contention that the Self Defense Forces (SDF) were
      unconstitutional. The SDP’s decision intensified Chinese fears about a revival of Japanese militarism.
    


    
      Chinese Military Developments Relevant to Japan
    


    
      Japanese sources took note of annual rises in the PRC’s defense budget, as well as the increased activities of
      the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) in the Spratly Islands and other disputed waters. PLA training exercises and
      weapons acquisitions could as easily be utilized to enforce the PRC’s claims to islands they believed to be
      Japanese as to the Spratlys. PLA strategy began to focus on preparation for high-technology regional war—just the
      sort that would be needed in a confrontation with Japan. This strategy implies acquisitions that contribute to
      speed, flexibility, and concentration of firepower, and the Chinese military indeed did appear to be emphasizing
      these areas.
    


    
      “Fist” (quantou) units were created with the aim of being able to rapidly deploy the personnel thereof.
      Four new classes of ships—Luhu- and Luda III-class destroyers, Jiangwei-class frigates,
      Dayun-class resupply vessels, and Houjian- and Houxin-class missile patrol craft—were
      developed. Warships were equipped with HY-2 Sea Eagle radar homing surface-to-surface missiles. The navy’s
      undersea capabilities were considerably enhanced by the purchase of four Kilo-class submarines from
      Russia; China is also upgrading the navy’s Song-class boats with the more sophisticated radar systems carried by
      Kilos. In December 1996, Russia sold two Sovremenny-class guided-missile destroyers equipped with
      advanced SS-N-22 anti-ship cruise missiles.
    


    
      With regard to air assets, the PRC purchased ten Ilyushin-76 transport planes, each said to be capable of
      conveying 125 paratroopers or 40-to 50-ton payloads more than 3,000 miles in just over six hours. Russia also
      sold seventy-two Sukhoi- 27 fighter planes to China, and licensed the PRC to manufacture copies thereof.
      Japanese analysts were also keenly aware that the PRC possessed a nuclear arsenal while their own country did
      not, and that it continued to refine and develop its nuclear capabilities.
    


    
      Japanese Counterstrategies
    


    
      While Chinese military activities and weapons acquisitions were closely watched by Japanese analysts, Tokyo said
      little publicly. Japan’s 1995 Defense White Paper, released in the spring, reported the military buildup
      by the PRC and North Korea. However, as noted by a leading Tokyo newspaper, “the two countries have some advanced
      weapons, but their weapons as a whole are quite obsolete … [they] are not making any moves that can be construed
      as acts of aggression against Japan.”11
    


    
      This relatively complacent attitude changed abruptly when, in July 1995, the
      PRC announced a series of war games and missile tests in the Taiwan Strait in retaliation for ROCOT President Lee
      Teng-hui’s effrontery in visiting the United States, albeit in an unofficial capacity. The Japanese Defense
      Agency (JDA) commissioned an internal document preparatory to the September “Two Plus Two” meeting among Foreign
      Minister Yohei Kono, then-JDA Director-General Seichiro Eto, U.S. Secretary of State Warren Christopher, and
      Defense Secretary William Perry. According to the Japanese press, the document stated that the possibility of the
      PRC invading Taiwan was undeniable, and that if such an invasion took place, “the impact on Japan would be
      tremendous.” It advocated strengthened intelligence gathering, and opined that Japan had come to the stage where
      it needed to include the scenario of a military conflict between the mainland and Taiwan in its security
      considerations.12
    


    
      China also seemed to be stepping up the pressure on the Diaoyu/Senkaku area. In August, Chinese Sukhoi-21
      fighter planes approached and confronted Japanese fighter planes in the Diaoyu/Senkaku islands air space. There
      was speculation that this was in retaliation for Tokyo’s strong protest of the PRC’s nuclear testing a few weeks
      before.13 This was followed by a Japanese Defense Agency announcement that it had
      reinforced the air raid alert system employed by the Self-Defense Forces in the area, and would replace the F-4EJ
      fighters deployed there with more mission-capable F-15s “to be prepared for possible enemy intrusion into
      Japanese territorial air space.”14
    


    
      Tokyo also announced that it would not resume grants-in-aid to the PRC until Beijing agreed to stop nuclear
      testing—a largely symbolic gesture, since the amounts were small, and bilateral loans were not affected15—and revealed that it was discussing joint missile technology research with the United
      States.16 PRC ships then began conducting research in an area of the East China
      Sea across the “center line” between Japan and China.17 In February 1996, Tokyo
      announced that it planned to establish a 200-nautical mile exclusive economic zone that included the
      Diaoyu/Senkaku group.18
    


    
      Japanese officials watched nervously as PRC escalated its war games and missile tests in an effort to disrupt
      Taiwan’s March 1996 presidential elections. Even at this point, however, they expressed more concern about the
      harm that could come from the ineptness of PLA forces than real fear of the Chinese military as a fighting force.
      Defense analysts worried that overweening pride and inexperience in high seas maneuvering could create a
      situation that Chinese officers would be unable to control.19
    


    
      If the purpose of Chinese strategy with regard to the Diaoyu/Senkaku group and Taiwan was to induce Tokyo to
      accept the PRC’s positions thereon or to “deepen the contradictions” between America and Japan, the effect was
      precisely the opposite. The title of an article in the April issue of the Tokyo journal Gaiko Forum stated
      the choice succinctly: “Isolation for Japan or Widening and Deepening the Japan-U.S. Security System?” Its
      author, a university professor, described Chinese foreign policy as “self-centered in
      thinking and depend[ent] on power diplomacy … China’s thinking lacks any sense of reciprocity.” The future, he
      predicted, was likely to be worse: economic problems within the PRC were apt to destabilize the regime and drive
      it toward nationalism. In this situation, it would be impossible for the Beijing government to make concessions
      to other countries. Meanwhile, should Japan continue to provide large loans to China, it would simply embolden
      the PRC’s hardliners. Strengthening the security alliance with the United States was, therefore, the indicated
      solution.20
    


    
      The Japanese government clearly concurred: in the Japan-U.S. Joint Declaration on Security: Alliance for the
      21st Century, signed on April 17, 1996, the two governments took note of the existence of instability and
      uncertainty in the Asia-Pacific Region, explicitly mentioning “heavy concentrations of military force, including
      nuclear arsenals,” “unresolved territorial disputes,” and “potential regional conflicts.”21 They agreed on “bilateral cooperation in dealing with situations that may emerge in the
      areas surrounding Japan and which will have an important influence on the peace and security of Japan.”22 The United States pledged to maintain its current force structure of 100,000 in the
      region and Japan agreed to provide financial support for them.23
    


    
      Although the declaration named no countries, China reacted sharply, denouncing the document as an effort at
      “containment” of the PRC. Indeed, it would have been difficult for the Chinese leadership not to see the
      communique as directed against it. As the correspondent for a leading Hong Kong magazine pointed out,
    


    
      Who in Asia has the largest nuclear arsenal? Answer: China. Where in the region are there unresolved territorial
      disputes? Answer: the South China Sea, where China’s claims are disputed by a handful of other countries. As for
      potential regional conflicts, there is none more destabilizing than China’s insistence that Taiwan is one of its
      provinces. And, of course, the Chinese have been accused by the U.S. on more than one occasion of being guilty of
      actions that could cause the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, as well as their means of
      delivery.24
    


    
      Renmin ribao interpreted the declaration as an announcement that Japan and the United States planned “to
      work hand-in-hand to dominate the Asia-Pacific region.” This and other similar statements made at the time imply
      that Beijing no longer viewed the U.S.-Japanese defense agreement as benign, but to have been transformed into a
      partnership directed at the containment of the PRC. Whether writing because he truly believed it or for effect,
      Renmin ribao’s correspondent added that once the “demarcation line” of Article 9 of the Japanese
      constitution was breached, the country might go much further on the “so-called defense plan,” thereby upsetting
      not only the people of Japan but all of Asia.”25
    


    
      The Hong Kong correspondent cited above was not upset. The government of Taiwan was, understandably, very happy
      with the U.S.-Japan declaration. Singapore sources also expressed satisfaction. The city-state’s Business
      Times pointed out that China’s actions with regard to Taiwan had
      implications for Japan and other countries’ access to international sea lanes and were bound to be perceived as
      hostile. The newspaper felt that it was also predictable that Chinese Foreign Minister Qian Qichen’s
      “heavy-handed” effort to dissuade Tokyo from expanding its cooperation with the United States would be seen as
      “little short of intimidation.”26
    


    
      It was in Japan that Renmin ribao’s prediction that people would be upset by the U.S.-Japanese declaration
      proved most valid. The declaration’s clause on cooperation in times of emergency emboldened members of the Social
      Democratic Party who had never been happy with the SDP’s 1994 acceptance of the constitutionality of the
      Self-Defense Forces to re-state their views now that it looked as if the SDF might actually have to be used. The
      government’s position was that nothing in Article 9 of the constitution denies the right of self-defense, that it
      allows the maintenance of “necessary minimum forces,” and that hence the SDF could not be considered potentially
      aggressive. However, the government refused to be pinned down to a specific number for necessary minimum forces,
      arguing that this could change in accordance with such factors as shifts in the international situation and
      improvements in military technology.27 While these arguments were plausible, the
      reluctance to set a cap on the size of the SDF left those Japanese who were concerned about creeping
      remilitarization worried that the size of the Japanese defense force could be expanded ad infinitum.
    


    
      Chinese strategy attempted to play up these fears. Its media reprinted and re-broadcast the arguments of anti-SDF
      articles and editorials that appeared in Japan. Shortly after the communiqué was signed, Chinese hydrographic
      vessels began sonar explorations of the sea bed near the Diaoyu/Senkaku islands.28 At the same time, Russian President Boris Yeltsin visited Beijing. Several days of
      negotiations resulted in the signing of a number of agreements on cooperation in various fields, including border
      stabilization—which would permit the Chinese troops that had been stationed on the border to be utilized
      elsewhere, the construction of a naturalgas pipeline from Irkutsk to northern China, and discussions on military
      purchases.29
    


    
      The possibility that a Russo-Chinese alliance might take shape to counter the U.S.-Japan security relationship
      did not appear to worry Japanese analysts greatly. One commentator, having summarized Russia’s economic,
      technological, and geopolitical decline, characterized the country as
    


    
      a white elephant as far as China is concerned, and for the United States, Russia is insignificant. At least for
      the next ten years, Russia will probably not be in a position to provide flank defensive support to China. That
      being the case, if China assumes a confrontational stance in relation to the United States, it will isolate
      itself.
    


    
      He went on to conclude that it was desirable for Japan to acquire nuclear weapons, arguing that a nuclear-armed
      country could help maintain American influence in Asia.30
    


    
      A faculty member at a Japanese military training institution was openly
      scornful of the view held by some of his fellow countrymen that the U.S.-Japan security arrangement should be
      modified to ensure that Japan would not become a target if the United States felt compelled to use force in the
      Asia-Pacific area:
    


    
      Nothing could be easier. When our nation is facing a national emergency, lend us your strength. However, we will
      not help in the slightest when an emergency occurs in the Far East. This would not fly even in the world of
      children.
    


    
      The author went on to argue that situations might arise in which Japan could not expect the American military to
      come to its aid, giving the specific examples of the Diaoyu/Senkaku islands, and Takeshima, whose status is
      disputed with Korea, where the island is known as Tokto. Therefore, he concluded, the SDF must be prepared to
      take independent action.31
    


    
      While these articles might not seem unusual in most states, their publication was startling in the Japanese
      context. Thirty years earlier, SDF personnel wearing civilian clothing who had enrolled for college courses at
      their own expense were stoned and spat upon. A scant fifteen years before, high-ranking SDF officers had been
      dismissed for suggesting that, in a confrontation between Japanese surveillance planes and intruding aircraft, it
      might under certain circumstances be necessary for SDF pilots to fire first rather than to wait to be fired upon.
    


    
      The government’s lengthy Defense of Japan 1996, which appeared in midsummer, announced plans to make
      military service more attractive to recruits and officers. These ranged from pay adjustments and educational
      benefits to building new air-conditioned barracks and farming out dishwashing work to outside
      organizations.32 The document also pledged to step up aerial and maritime
      surveillance within Japanese territorial waters and to acquire technologically more sophisticated weapons,
      including upgraded Hawk surface-to-air missiles,33 antitank helicopters,34 an integrated defense digital network (IDDN),35 and
      F-15 DJ fighter-interceptors.36 These acquisitions would provide a better
      security system with fewer personnel and weapons, and at less cost. New reconnaissance satellites would also be
      introduced.37
    


    
      On July 14, 1996, a group of Japanese nationalists erected a lighthouse on one of the eight Diaoyu/Senkaku
      islands. The Chinese foreign ministry expressed its “grave concern” and urged the Japanese government to
      “immediately take effective measures to remove the adverse effects arising from the action.”38 It is not clear what specific measures the Chinese foreign ministry had in mind to
      remove these adverse effects, but the lighthouse remained in place. On July 20, the Japanese government announced
      that henceforth it would enforce compliance with a 200-mile economic zone that it had previously announced as
      part of its jurisdiction. The Diaoyu/Senkaku islands were included therein.
    


    
      A week later, there was a fresh provocation: on July 29, his birthday, Prime Minister Hashimoto visited the Yasukuni Shrine to Japanese war dead. The Chinese press interpreted
      this act as tantamount to praising the conduct of the Japanese military during World War II. This was only the
      second time that a serving prime minister had visited the shrine. The previous visit, made eleven years before on
      August 15, the fortieth anniversary of the Japanese surrender, had caused a series of anti-Japanese
      demonstrations in the PRC as well as some uneasiness among Japanese who also worried about its implications for
      the revival of militarism.
    


    
      Hashimoto, as quoted by the Japanese news agency Kyodo, was defiant, asking “why should it matter anymore? It’s
      time to stop letting that sort of thing complicate our international relations.” When asked whether his visit had
      been made in his private or his public capacity, Hashimoto termed the question “ridiculous … I’ve always written
      my official title [in the visitor’s log at the shrine].”39
    


    
      Chinese commentary was, not surprisingly, uniformly critical of the visit, but tended to see its causes in one of
      two ways: either as indicative of a nativist reassertion of Japanese militarism, or as instigated by a United
      States that was bent on containing the PRC. Proponents of the former noted that Hashimoto had paid visits to the
      Yasukuni Shrine on August 15 nearly every year in some capacity, only now daring to visit the memorial—although
      not on the highly symbolic anniversary day—in his official role. They also took note of some Japanese urging him
      to attend on August 15 in his official capacity, so that the visits could become annual official rituals for
      prime ministers.40 Commentators who believed American pressure was behind the
      visit saw it as the logical continuation of the U.S.-Japan security declaration of April and President Clinton’s
      desire to accelerate Japan’s change from a “protected nation” into a “participating nation” in dealing with
      regional problems.41 Although the two explanations are not mutually exclusive,
      they were in fact not linked by commentators.
    


    
      On August 18, another Japanese nationalist group set up a wooden sign painted with the Japanese flag next to the
      lighthouse. It was the Asahi, or rising sun, flag in use during World War II rather than the Hino
      maru, the orange sun on a white background that has been Japan’s official flag in the postwar period. After a
      typhoon damaged the structure, right-wing groups went out to repair it, accompanied by a phalanx of reporters who
      recorded the event for Japanese television and newspapers. Two weeks later, former Japanese Prime Minister Ikeda
      reportedly said “The Senkakus have always been Japan’s territory; Japan already effectively governs the islands,
      so the territorial issue does not exist.”42
    


    
      With tempers rising, Chinese nationalists announced plans to send vessels to land on the island with the
      lighthouse and flag. Since PRC authorities quietly detained the mainland’s anti-Japanese activists, the flotilla
      that eventually set off, in late September, was composed of five boats peopled by activists from Hong Kong and
      Taiwan. They reported being turned back within sight of the lighthouse by a total of seventeen Japanese coast
      guard and police vessels. A Hong Kong activist, David Chan, vowed to swim to the island, but drowned in the
      effort.43
    


    
      Unconfirmed reports said that disgruntled PLA generals had urged the Chinese leadership to present Tokyo with an ultimatum with a firm deadline for withdrawal from the
      islands.44 Other reports, also unconfirmed, quoted a senior military officer as
      saying “there will absolutely be no new Li Hongzhang in present China,”45 Li
      having been the representative of the Qing dynasty who signed the Treaty of Shimonoseki, which ceded Taiwan and
      the Diaoyu/Senkaku islands to Japan.
    


    
      In Shenzhen, near the Hong Kong border, a signature campaign demanding the withdrawal was abruptly called off,
      with the organizer explaining that “we decided to cancel the campaign to prevent any uncontrollable accident from
      happening because we don’t have the ability to maintain order.” He declined to say whether the police had told
      him to do so.46 Beijing banned protests outside the Japanese embassy, and
      university officials in various mainland cities tore down posters critical of Japan. Only the English-language
      China Daily and a small Chinese-language newspaper reported the death of David Chan.47
    


    
      With Hong Kong’s reversion to China still ten months off, the colony’s activists could not so easily be
      restrained. By doing what a Hong Kong magazine referred to as seizing the high ground on patriotism, they accused
      Beijing of being tough on Hong Kong and Taiwan but weak with regard to Japan. This aroused suspicions in Beijing
      that the Hong Kong protesters were, to use an expression common in the Cultural Revolution, “waving the red flag
      to criticize the red flag.” The leadership did not want to encourage demonstrations which might be anti-Japanese
      now but could be anti-China next time—or perhaps were already anti-China in their underlying intent.
    


    
      At this juncture, both sides appeared to pull back. After its July 1996 nuclear test, China indicated its
      willingness to join the test moratorium, and in late October Tokyo let it be known that it was contemplating the
      resumption of grant aid it had suspended in protest against Beijing’s continued testing.48 The PRC reacted angrily to an op-ed piece by former U.S. ambassador to Beijing James
      Lilley that it was “riding a tiger” of nationalism it might not be able to dismount from,49 but nonetheless appeared to be making efforts to rein in its nationalist zealots. When,
      in March 1997, China announced a 12.7 percent increase in its defense budget, Japanese analysts had decidedly
      low-key reactions. The vice director-general of the Defense Agency was quoted as saying that it was “quite a big
      increase … we need to closely watch Chinese military strength”;50 other analysts,
      seemingly unaware that the published Chinese defense budget bears scant resemblance to the actual defense
      budget,51 noted that the total amount was still only about one-fifth of Japan’s
      military budget. The onus, they believed, was on Japan and the United States to keep their promises of engagement
      with China rather than containment thereof.52
    


    
      These months of relative calm ended abruptly in mid-April. Russian Defense Minister Igor Rodionov paid a six-day
      visit to Beijing, with the issue of increased arms sales one of the major items on the agenda.53 At the same time, the Japanese Foreign Ministry formally protested the incursion of a
      Chinese marine survey ship into the waters off Okinawa; the vessel would not
      answer calls from a Japanese patrol boat.54 Shortly thereafter, Xinhua
      accused Prime Minister Hashimoto of planning to include the defense of Taiwan in the U.S.-Japan guidelines for
      strategic defense cooperation.55
    


    
      On May 5, presumably as a gesture of conciliation, Tokyo extended a U.S.$ 78 million soft loan to improve
      agricultural yields in areas of the PRC that had been producing poorly.56 The
      next day, a group including Japanese Diet member Shingo Nishimura and former cabinet minister Shintaro Ishihara,
      better known as the author of the 1980s nationalist treatise The Japan That Can Say No, landed on one of
      the Diaoyu/Senkaku islands “to inspect security and hold a brief commemorative ceremony.”57 Prime Minister Hashimoto was reportedly livid and immediately termed the action
      “regrettable,”58 though this did not appear to assuage wounded Chinese pride. Two
      weeks later, the Hong Kong-chartered vessel Diaoyutai rammed a Japanese launch as two activists jumped
      aboard the launch and were detained on suspicion of entering Japan illegally. The clash was the culmination of a
      nine-hour drama in rough seas as an estimated sixty Japanese patrol vessels barred the Diaoyutai from
      reaching the islands.59
    


    
      In June, Chinese Foreign Minister Qian Qichen warned visiting Japanese Diet members against consolidating their
      military ties with the United States and expressed his hope that Sino-Japanese relations would continue to
      develop, particularly since 1997 marked the twenty-fifth anniversary of the normalization of relations between
      the two countries.60 However, within the PRC during the summer of 1997, the
      overwhelming emphasis was on commemorating the sixtieth anniversary of the Marco Polo Bridge incident of July 7,
      1937, which set off the full-scale Japanese invasion of China. Books were published, rallies convened, and a
      museum opened. Far from simply reiterating past events, speakers issued ominous warnings such as “even today, a
      handful of Japanese are advocating reactionary militarist historical views in an attempt to reverse the verdict
      on Japan’s history of aggression.”61 When then-Chief Cabinet Secretary Kajiyama
      stated that the “surrounding areas” covered by the Japan-U.S. security collaboration should “naturally” include
      the Taiwan Strait, the Chinese media reacted sharply: this indicated “a logic of robbers”; the Tokyo government
      was “openly interfering in China’s internal affairs,” and “none of the problems [in Sino-Japanese relations] have
      been caused by the Chinese side.”62
    


    
      Fall 1997 saw Beijing continue to harangue Tokyo over the U.S.-Japan security guidelines, with Premier Li Peng
      warning that if Japan were to include Taiwan within the latter, “the fundamental basis of Sino-Japanese relations
      will be in jeopardy.”63 And a leading Tokyo newspaper published an article by
      former U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger that downplayed a Chinese threat to Asia since “For at least the
      next decade, Japan will have a more formidable military establishment.”64
      Kissinger does not explain how he reached that conclusion. Trying to compare Chinese and Japanese strength is
      extremely difficult (see appendix II): China has many more assets but they are less
      technologically sophisticated, and many more soldiers but they are less
      well-educated and well-trained than those of the SDF. On the other hand, the PRC has nuclear weapons and Japan
      does not. And, while there are no domestic ideological restraints barring the PLA from participating in military
      activities, these definitely exist in the case of the SDF.
    


    
      By the latter half of 1997, moves toward conciliation again became dominant. The Japanese Defense Agency
      announced that SDF F-15s would not conduct mid-air refueling training in preparation for their flight to the
      United States the following summer, where they were scheduled to take part in an overseas exercise for the first
      time. The JDA also cancelled its plan to conduct sole-country refueling exercises, though citing as its reason
      domestic critics’ concern that refueling would bring the SDF planes within the range of other
      countries.65
    


    
      Japanese Prime Minister Hashimoto made a state visit to Beijing in September, the first such visit since 1995,
      prior to the Taiwan Strait crisis. Repeating the phrase used by then-Prime Minister Tomiichi Murayama, Hashimoto
      expressed “deep remorse and heartfelt apology” with regard to World War II, and also announced a low-interest yen
      loan. The two sides agreed to promote high-level exchanges on defense ties, including visits by uniformed
      military officers.66 Japan attempted to soothe the PRC’s sensitivities with
      regard to aid to the United States in a crisis involving the Taiwan Strait by saying that the Guidelines’ clause
      on “situations in areas surrounding Japan” was “not geographic but situational.”67
    


    
      At the same time, the United States announced it intended to pursue “trilateralism”: to draw China, Japan, and
      the United States into discussions designed to ensure the stability of Asia; regular military exchanges were to
      be included therein.68 The first step was Defense Minister General Chi Haotian’s
      visit to Tokyo in February 1998. The first visit by a Chinese defense minister in fourteen years was interpreted
      by a professor at Japan’s National Defense Academy as indicating that “China is not as sensitive or suspicious as
      it used to be.” Nonetheless, it was noted that although Japan spoke of its ties with the United States as a
      “strategic partnership,” Prime Minister Hashimoto had described those with China as a “cooperative
      partnership.”69
    


    
      A series of developments in the fall of 1997 defused the Diaoyu/Senkaku issue, at least temporarily. The Japanese
      coast guard prevented Diet member Nishimura from visiting the islands,70 and the
      controversial lighthouse simply “disappeared” one night.71 Shortly thereafter,
      the Hong Kong–registered protest ship developed a two-foot crack in its bow. An investigation by the Special
      Autonomous Region’s police force found no evidence of sabotage. Nonetheless, the need to raise money for repair
      costs led to an indefinite postponement of future voyages.72
    


    
      A planned upgrade of the Japanese Defense Agency to ministry level failed, falling victim to factional disputes
      within the Diet.73 The Defense Agency’s 1997 White Paper sounded much less
      concerned with a China threat than its predecessor. Even allowing for the bland language in which such documents
      are typically phrased, no particular concern was noted in the annual publications of the country’s two major independent defense-related organizations.74 The Chinese foreign ministry announced that President Jiang Zemin would visit Tokyo in
      fall 1998, to reciprocate the 1992 visit of the Japanese emperor to Beijing.75
    


    
      While there was consensus that Sino-Japanese relations had improved, the underlying sources of tension remained.
      During his November 1997 visit to Japan, then-Premier Li Peng railed out at Japan’s refusal to explicitly exclude
      Taiwan from the new U.S.-Japan guidelines.76 China also vigorously protested the
      Tokyo government’s decision to allow the Dalai Lama to make a nine-day visit to Japan.77
    


    
      Japanese who worried about growing Chinese military strength were alarmed when, in March 1998, the PRC announced
      a 12.8 percent increase in the defense budget.78 Increases of approximately 10
      percent per year over the past decade had been defended by the Beijing government as barely keeping pace with
      inflation. However, the 1998 increment occurred when the PRC’s inflation rate had slipped below zero, and the
      anticipated rate for 1998 was a bare 3 percent.
    


    
      Although the Defense Agency failed to win ministry status, efforts were under way to provide the JDA with a more
      prestigious English title. Since the agency is headed by a state minister, it is in any case accorded the same
      status as a ministry, regardless of its name.79 Despite its innocuous language,
      Japan’s 1997 Defense White Paper contains diagrams illustrating how the SDF would carry out anti-landing
      and maritime operations; these were unlikely to concern any country except China.80 And in February 1998, Air Self-Defense Force personnel began training with the
      Sukhoi-27 fighter, the same plane Russia sold to the PRC and is to build domestically under
      license.81
    


    
      In the spring of 1998, JDA head Kyuma indicated that the government would submit a bill to the Diet establishing
      a law to cope with military attacks. Heretofore, the government had said that research projects on military
      emergencies were to be treated as studies and were not intended to be made into laws.82 A week later, the Air Self-Defense Force revealed a marked increase in the number of
      scrambles involving Chinese planes, indicating an escalation of reconnaissance activity in the area of the
      Diaoyu/Senkaku islands. There were also several new incidents involving the Maritime Self-Defense Force and
      Chinese naval survey vessels conducting operations on the Japanese side of the boundary line between the two
      countries in the East China Sea.83
    


    
      Japanese nerves were calmed by a report that some senior Chinese analysts had begun to call on their government
      to drop its view of Japan as a potential military threat,84 though more
      pessimistic government officials opined that Sino-Japanese relations would remain calm until Jiang Zemin’s visit
      but were apt to deteriorate thereafter. A Japanese Foreign Ministry source was similarly pessimistic about
      substantive results from Jiang’s visit. The Chinese leader’s motive for the trip was assumed to be to impress his
      domestic rivals with his diplomatic skills. But, given the differences of opinion between Beijing and Tokyo, it
      might not be possible for any joint statement to include concrete agreements that both sides could pledge to abide by. The communique was more likely to cover only broad generalities and a
      summary of their meeting.85
    


    
      Conclusions
    


    
      China’s strategy of strident nationalistic assertion to its territorial claims in disputed areas and the menacing
      posture it adopted toward Taiwan in 1995–96 encouraged strident right-wing anti-Chinese sentiments within Japan
      and pushed the Japanese government both into closer cooperation with the United States in the defense of Asia and
      toward taking a more activist role in regional security. China has in turn been drawn into a closer security
      relationship with Russia. Although useful in the short-run, such as for purposes of weapons acquisition, Russia
      appears to be a declining power and Japanese strategists evince no particular concern with the Russo-Chinese
      partnership.
    


    
      Both Chinese and Japanese leaderships are concerned that their respective nationalist zealots not lead them into
      armed conflict. Less hampered by considerations of freedom of speech and action, China’s leaders are better able
      to restrain their patriots’ aggressive impulses. Both sides are also aware that they have more to gain
      economically by cooperation than by conflict. And neither will retreat from its position with regard to
      sovereignty over the Diaoyu/Senkaku islands. There are periods of confrontation. Sometimes these are provoked by
      apparently officially sanctioned Chinese probing in disputed areas; at others by right-wing Japanese groups,
      presumably not government-sanctioned, doing the same. These are followed by lulls as each side attempts
      restraint.
    


    
      Tokyo has hinted that it intends to deal with the question of whether Taiwan is to be included in the U.S.-Japan
      defense guidelines by leaving the matter ambiguous. This may defuse the issue, at least temporarily. Chinese
      charges of creeping militarization are bound to be renewed, given any Japanese decision that could conceivably be
      interpreted in that light.
    


    
      As for the Diaoyu/Senkaku islands, Japan is effectively in possession of the area. Assuming that the SDF were
      ordered to defend them—and, pacifist sentiments in Japan notwithstanding, recent governments seem to interpret
      the defense of territories they regard as Japanese as a valid use of force—the PLA would have a difficult time
      taking the islands, even given recent advances in its power projection capabilities. China would also have to
      contend with the possibility of U.S. intervention.
    


    
      Hence, Chinese strategy with regard to Japan is not primarily military. It involves military modernization to a
      level that Japan might be intimidated into falling into line with Chinese policies, accompanied by attempts to
      instill a guilt complex in the Japanese consciousness because of the atrocities its troops committed during World
      War II. Both these efforts seem to have backfired, leading more Japanese to rethink the need for an independent
      defense capability and encouraging right-wing elements within Japan to adopt more intransigent stances.
    


    
      As memories of World War II fade within the Japanese population, it will
      become harder for China to “lay the guilt trip”; presumably also there will be less domestic resistance to the
      present government’s plan to make Japan a “normal country” that is responsible for its own defense, albeit in
      partnership with the United States. Despite the points of contention between Japan and China, trade relations are
      strong and provide disincentives for further hostilities. While a military confrontation between the PRC and
      Japan is certainly possible, it would appear to be highly unlikely in the near future.
    


    
      APPENDIX I: CONFLICTING CLAIMS OVER THE DIAOYU/SENKAKU ISLANDS86
    


    
      The PRC maintains that the chain of eight small islands was part of Chinese territory from the early Ming
      dynasty, and that it was not until four hundred years later, in 1884, that the Japanese discovered the area.
      Japan claims that it annexed the islands when it took over Okinawa in 1879, formally incorporating them in the
      Treaty of Shimonoseki of 1895. This treaty, which ended the Sino-Japanese War, also resulted in the incorporation
      of Taiwan into the Japanese empire.
    


    
      From the time of Japan’s defeat in World War II, i.e., 1945, until 1972, the islands were administered by the
      United States as part of Okinawa. In 1972, they were returned to Japan as part of the reversion of Okinawa.
      Beijing claims that the islands should have gone back to Taiwan, and by implication the PRC since it claims
      jurisdiction over Taiwan. Tokyo maintains that they are part of Okinawa, and argues that the international legal
      principle of effective sovereignty as a criterion for sovereignty supports its position: Japan has exercised
      effective sovereignty over the Diaoyutai/Senkakus for more than a century (since the United States claimed that
      its occupation was only temporary). The issue over sovereignty over the islands would probably have been minor to
      non-existent were it not for the indication that the surrounding area might contain rich oil and gas reserves.
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