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Abstract

This thesis is concerned with nationalism in Chinese foreign policy. Adopting methods of
comparative studies and formalised language analysis, through the case study of China’s
response to US engagement, this thesis explores the nationalist momentum in Chinese foreign
policy during 1989-2000 and how the CCP loosely controls Chinese IR scholars’ nationalist

writings.

The thesis argues that China is not a revisionist state despite the rise of the new nationalism.
Chinese foreign policy since 1989 is best understood as largely being the product of an
effectively yet loosely controlled, plural and reactive nationalism and that the CCP’s
domestic considerations keep Chinese foreign policy inward-looking. This thesis also argues
that Chinese elites regard the US engagement policy as patronising and paternalistic and thus
it fails to achieve its core objectives that centre on no unilateral use of offensive military

force, peaceful resolution of territorial disputes and respect for international rules.

It has been found that focal points of nationalism in Chinese foreign policy are legitimacy of
the CCP’s one-party rule, territorial control and modernization and that the new Chinese
nationalism is a weak force. It has also been found that the US engagement policy toward
China has generated nationalism in China and the CCP’s response is mainly defensive

arguments rather than hostile acts.

I support my argument with a study of the CCP’s official terms and Chinese IR scholars’
writings. I examine how Chinese IR scholars try to follow the CCP’s party line in foreign
policy and how various groups of Chinese IR scholars interpret the party line in different
ways. Focusing on the case of China’s response to US engagement, I analyse Chinese elites’
nationalistic views on the US approach to China in respect of security, political, cultural and
economic issues. The implication of my research is that the growing concern about China
threat has been in regional perceptions of Chinese goals rather than the CCP’s diplomacy per
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Chapter I Introduction

Basic Questions and Arguments

What have been the dynamics of China’s foreign policy since Jiang Zemin became the
CCP’s general secretary in the context of the post-cold war era? What are the focal points
of this theme? Has China become a threat to the current international order due to this
influence? The existing literature, including historical, ideological, realist, liberal and
constructivist approaches, offers scattered insights into these questions, but leaves us with
an incomplete understanding of Chinese foreign policy since 1989. In this thesis, the
author will provide a nationalist interpretation of that policy and suggest new hypotheses
regarding the motivations, sources, contents and consequences of Chinese foreign policy

1n the new era.

This thesis joins the controversy in the debate over China threat, and argues that China is
not a revisionist state despite the rise of the new nationalism. I suggest that Chinese
foreign policy since 1989 is best understood as largely being the product of an effectively
yet loosely controlled, diversified, inconsistent and reactive nationalism that developed in
the context of the post-cold war era after the collapse of communist regimes in the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe.’ This nationalist Chinese foreign policy is greatly restrained
by domestic issues while China continues to strive hard for modernisation. Chinese
domestic considerations, particularly the strong sense of insecurity as to state integrity
and accordingly the need for more uniform national identity, keep Chinese foreign policy
inward-looking. A profound fear of chaos and disorder among CCP leaders is a defining
aspect of Chinese politics.” They appear to view foreign policy through the prism of its
internal needs, seeking an external environment that will reduce the need to divert
resources to conflict with the outside world.®> In practice, it is not on the agenda of
Chinese foreign policy to challenge the current international order, though there are

Chinese voices for modifying the current international system.

I will use the case of China-US relations to illustrate my analysis as US policy occupies

the key position in Chinese foreign policy. It is concerned with the Chinese foreign



policy response to the US China policy during 1989-2000 when the process of China’s
modernisation was accelerated. It focuses on China’s US policy formulation centred on
Chinese political elites, namely senior CCP leaders and various groups of Chinese IR
scholars, using the method of comparative studies to examine the Chinese writings of
Sino-US relations. Therefore, in addition to addressing the “China threat” debate, this
thesis also seeks to offer some insights into the ongoing debate over the efficacy of US
engagement policy toward China and help answer the question of why the Chinese elite
regard engagement as containment. I argue that, due to strong nationalist sentiments
toward the US, in the main the Chinese elite regard the engagement policy as patronizing
and patemalistic, take an anti-America approach, partly dismiss its main requirements for
joining the international community in a peaceful and orderly way (for instance, over the
Taiwan issue and some international norms), and thus engagement fails to achieve its
core objectives which centre on no unilateral use of offensive military force, peaceful

resolution of territorial disputes and respect for international rules.

Theoretical Perspectives

Is China a threat? Scholars interpret Chinese foreign policy from different theoretical
perspectives and offer different answers. There are mainly five approaches that have
dominated Chinese foreign policy studies: historical,* ideological,’ realist®, liberal’ and
constructivist.® The historical approach contends that one can only understand Chinese
foreign policy on the basis of historical and cultural legacy. Drawing on historical
sources, Burles, Shulsky, Gill and Mulvenon argue that China is indeed a threat to world
peace,” yet Lowell Dittmer argues that Chinese foreign policy is overall benign.'
Scholars taking the ideological approach emphasize the principles of Marxism-Leninism
and Maoism, and suggest that China's relationship with the outside world is in the main
based on its ideological belief. They differ over to what extent Chinese foreign policy is
hostile toward the West. Steven I. Levine argues that China is still a rival of liberal
democracies due to its communism-turned anti-imperialism.!! Realists argue that one can
actually better understand Chinese foreign policy with the support of such Western IR
theories as balance of power, national interests, and domestic economic, military and

systemic constraints. Swaine, Tellis and Goldstein suggest China might be a threat due to



its aggressive grand strategy,'” yet Nathan, Ross and Blank argue that China is still
vulnerable.” Liberals do not regard China as a threat, as they believe interdependence
brings about mutual benefits. Lampton argues that economic interdependence and
common security will ensure peace between China and the US.'* Constructivists stress
the significance of values rather than materials in international relations. Theorists like
Hopf argue that learning and socialization generate peaceful foreign policies,15 yet

Johnston deems it inapplicable in the Chinese case.'®

This thesis is concerned with Chinese foreign policy since 1989, therefore historical
factors are less important than contemporary issues despite their contribution to the
research’s historical context. Communist ideology still lingers on in China yet it has not
been regarded as a vital variable since China embraced market economy in 1992.
Neorealism and neoliberalism share the rationalist assumption that states are self-
regarding and interests-driven, but debate whether states pursue relative or absolute
gains. In the Chinese case, the former has difficulty accounting for China’s WTO entry
regardless of its high risk, the latter for China’s rapid military expansion in the 1990s.
(Realism has another weak point as realists interpret China’s power in conflicting ways,
so they draw different conclusions over China threat) Systemic constructivism advocated
by Wendt fails to address China’s reluctance to reform its political reform in a world of
liberal democracy,'” unit-level constructivism advocated by Katzenstein ignores China’s

adaptation, though selective, to international norms.'®

Nationalist Alternative

To grasp a more complete picture of Chinese foreign policy since 1989, this thesis offers
an explanation from the perspective of nationalism. Many scholars like Segal equal
nationalism to a “problem” if not a “threat”.” 1 suggest that nationalism does not
necessarily amount to a threat and whether it leads to conflict is contingent. Nationalist
threat comes from strong uniform consensus and external-oriented nationalism. In
Chinese foreign policy, there is little sign of these two features. In the Chinese case,
loosely controlled and domestic-oriented nationalism might not be a negative but rather a

positive matter if not a contribution to international order.



There are already many books and papers on the new Chinese nationalism in general,
including works by Dean, Dittmer, Kim, Tu, Cohen, Zheng Yongnian, Christopher
Hughes etc.”® Some scholars have already discussed new features of nationalism in
China's foreign policy since 1989. For instance, in 1994 Robinson, Shambaugh and some
other scholars observed the features of a nationalistic Chinese foreign policy: the Chinese
are a great people and China is a great nation; the Chinese nation deserves a much better
fate than that which it has experienced in the modern world; as a great nation, China
naturally occupies a central position in world affairs and must be treated as a great
power.?! Whiting states that, as China moves on from a planned economy to a market one
with dramatic changes in people's economic and social life, legitimacy of the regime and
national identity will be at stake. Therefore, he points out that an appeal to nationalism as
a means of mobilising unity will be assertive, if not aggressive. In his view, how this
affects Chinese foreign policy will depend on how foreign powers relate to China at that

time.22

Is the new nationalism in Chinese foreign policy a threat to the world? Scholars such as
Whiting, Downs, Sanders, Oksenberg and Unger are cautious in exploring the limits of
Chinese nationalism and in raising the question of whether Chinese nationalism is
affirmative, assertive or aggressive, though they believe Chinese nationalism is a
problem.” Some of them believe that Chinese nationalism is nothing more than normal
patriotism that only becomes abnormal when provoked by highly threatening events.”*
Most of them deem that the new Chinese nationalism is still an on going process and has

been restrained to date, yet its future is uncertain.

Some scholars clearly declare the new Chinese nationalism is not a threat. Zheng
Yongnian contends that the CCP seems to be leaning towards a "voice" strategy and it
has no intention to threaten Asia or challenge the US.** He also believes that external
factors can restrain Chinese nationalism, as he has noted that nationalistic voices decline
in China when the West, especially the US, shows respect to China. Zhao Shuisheng has

examined different orientations of the new Chinese nationalism, nativist, anti-



traditionalist, and pragmatist, and their different international orientations.?® He finds that
pragmatic nationalism has been the dominant perspective in China since the 1980s. He
agrees with Shambaugh who argued that post cold war Chinese nationalism was
defensive, assertive in form and reactive in essence,?’ and argues that the new Chinese
nationalism is a pragmatic one: powerful when China’s national interests and territorial
integrity are in jeopardy yet not making Chinese international behaviour aggressive.
Edward Friedman joins them and argues that the new Chinese nationalism does not lead
to conflict with the US if forces that favour economic growth and international
integration can prevail. He contends that a U.S. policy of cautious and vigilant
engagement can somehow help these peaceful forces prevail against the dominant

chauvinists in Chinese politics.?®

Li Nan argues in a 2001 paper that the new Chinese nationalism is overall conservative
and defensive from the perspective of the PLA.” He has examined the new dominant
themes in Chinese military writings and deems that they have driven China's foreign
policy away from Mao’s internationalist and revolutionary approach toward a more
conservative and nationalist direction. In his 2003 paper PLA Conservative Nationalism
Li Nan examines the growth of PLA nationalism and argues once again that Chinese
nationalism is conservative.*® He points out that the main role of the PLA has become to

maintain China's territorial integrity.

There are other scholars who believe that the new nationalism in Chinese foreign policy
is towards aggressiveness. They like to say that the nationalistic goal of the CCP is the
restoration of China's historical position in Asia. Yu Ying-shih considers that the rise of a
new Chinese nationalism aims at replacing the dominant position of the West in the
world and controlling the world in the twenty-first century. Huntington states that the
Chinese have increasingly asserted their intention to resume the historic role of "the pre-
eminent power in East Asia" and "to bring to an end the overlong century of humiliation
and subordination to the West and Japan.” James Lilley proclaims that there is a rallying
cry for Chinese everywhere that after a century of humiliation China's time has finally

come. Bemnstein and Munro warn the West, driven by nationalist sentiment, China is



seeking to replace the US as the dominant power in Asia.>'In the eyes of these scholars,

the new Chinese nationalism is quintessentially aggressive.

I focus on the core of Chinese foreign policy-making elites, namely Chinese IR
(International Relations) scholars, and try to reveal the fracture of the new nationalism in
Chinese foreign policy and the fact that it is still a weak force. Based on Goldman and
Song’s contribution?, I divide them mainly into 4 groups according to their closeness to
the central power: personal advisers, institutional advisers, official intellectuals and
liberals. (The views of liberals will be at times addressed yet not be focused upon due to
their weak influence in the 1990s on which the author agrees with Zhao Suisheng.)** The
author claims that there exists a thin consensus regarding the nationalist approach to
China’s foreign policy among Chinese IR scholars yet the disparities among them are so
obvious that the current consensus manipulated and controlled by the CCP hardly appears
to be a formidable force. It is not strong enough to “threaten” the current international
order. As such, apart from concurring with Zheng Yongnian, Zhao Shuisheng, Li Nan
and others that the new Chinese nationalism is largely domestic-oriented, I try to

demonstrate that the nationalist Chinese foreign policy is not aggressive.

The author argues that the new Chinese nationalism is loosely yet still effectively
controlled, therefore contributes to the debate on whether Chinese nationalism is top-
down or bottom-up. Christensen and Munson argue that the CCP is trying hard to
promote nationalism from above,>* yet Gries argues that the most forceful manifestations
of nationalism surge up from the people and the CCP can hardly control it.>>The author
identifies with the top-down model and claims that Chinese nationalism is under control

and is not chaotic enough to bring about “problems” to the world.

Definitions

In this thesis the author regards shared culture, common economy and the self-
consciousness to control a territory as inseparable parts of a nation, so it is in line with the
definition offered by Smith.*® Smith defines “nation” as a “named human population

sharing an historic territory, common myths, and historical memories, a mass public



culture, a common economy and common legal rights and duties for all members”,37

which stresses the idea of territorial control. In Chinese nationalism, this territory refers
to shenzhou (the holy land). This approach can better explain the Chinese urge to
maintain national integrity and become a great power in terms of wealth and power. In
my eyes, a nation is a collective of people and what makes a nation unique is that it is a
collective united by shared cultural features, a common economic system and belief in
the right to control a territory. The belief in the right to territorial control is central to
distinguishing nations from other human groups. Many groups hold common economy,
myths, values and symbols, yet they are not nations, as they are just unified by economy
and culture. Thus, a nation is defined by the author as a self-conscious community,
formed from one or more ethnicities, identified by common economy and values of its
own, claiming the right to political loyalty, identity, autonomy as a people and the control

of a specific territory.

Based on this understanding, nationalism is regarded in this thesis as a sentiment that
believes a nation’s own interests and values should be defended at almost any cost
through creation and maintenance of the integrity of its nation-state. It is about power
struggle in the context of world politics. It is about a state’s political movement to
consolidate its power in the modern world.?® Therefore the author largely regards
nationalism as a political ideology that believes a nation’s own national ideas are
especially valuable if not superior to others and that a nation has a unique identity due to
these national ideas, which drives it to strive for more wealth and power. Breuilly says:
“The term 'nationalism’ is used to refer to political movements seeking or exercising state
power and justifying such actions with nationalist arguments.”® The author concurs and
holds that one can better understand the new Chinese nationalism when regarding it as a
state- motivated political movement that aims to maintain national integrity and improve

Chinese power in international society.

This definition is firmly based on Chinese understandings as well. He Xin believes “that
the direct appeal of nationalism is statism and patriotism, namely regarding maintaining

national and state interests as noble value and paramount principle.”*® For him,



nationalism means a political ideology based on traditional Chinese culture, guiding
Chinese actions to promote national interests.*’ Wang Jisi’s understanding is similar to
He Xin, regarding nationalism as a value to defend national interests. In his eyes,
“...‘nationalism’ (or the almost synonymous concept of ‘patriotism’ in this context) is an
ethical principle that is desired to keep national cohesion and political stability in society”
and the government is responsible for putting it into foreign policy practices.42 Stressing
the political role of the nation state, he thus believes that value and actions to defend

interests are intertwined in nationalism.

Rise of the New Nationalism

The new Chinese nationalism rose up when China’s stability and even survival was
greatly challenged from both within China and abroad. It is the direct result of China’s
response to the newly changed domestic and international environment after the
shattering events of 1989-91.** After the Tiananmen incident of June 1989 and its
dramatic domestic consequences, the collapse of the communist regimes in Eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union, a new world order emerged during and after the Gulf War,
blighted abruptly China's plan to enter the international community as an equal to other

global powers.*

Domestically the legitimacy of the communist ideology was more severely challenged
than shortly after the death of Mao in 1976. The CCP began to realize that it should
appeal for something spiritual that transcends disputes among the Chinese people in order
to maihtain national unity and social stability and to secure one-party rule. As the party
knew that prolonged absence of political support might bring about “revolutionary

2945

alteration of political and social system,””” and societies with legitimate authority systems

are “more likely to survive than those without,”*

it did not ignore the danger.

Shortly after the crackdown in Tiananmen, the conservative force gained momentum.*’ In
view of the danger to his economic reforms, Deng, despite his deteriorating health, made
a foray against the conservative wing in early 1992 and put forth his theory of Socialist

Market Economy with Chinese Characteristics. Against heavy odds, he saved China's



reform, but it doqs not follow that China would progress out of danger, as the party has to
pay for its brutal handling of the 1989 demonstrations.”® Due to his pragmatist approach
to Marxism-Leninism, he brought in a great legitimacy crisis to the CCP. The Party’s
performance is now judged on “how well the economy is performing”.* Deng Xiaoping
began to realize that it would be hard for the CCP to resort in crisis to the ranks time and
again, and China needs a powerful spiritual source to ensure social stability, which can be
seen from his judgement that the greatest mistake the CCP had committed since adopting
the reform and open-door policy was in the field of political education.”® It is well known
that he consulted many times the famous radical nationalist, He Xin, shortly after
crushing the democratic movement by force.’! Since then, nationalism has played a

significant role in the politics of the post-Tiananmen era.

After the June 4 event Jiang Zemin became the CCP’s new helmsman. As the third
generation party secretary arising out of technocratic bureaucracy, Jiang could not gain
the authority enjoyed by Mao and Deng. Both Deng and Jiang knew well that China’s
way out was to continue reform and open door policies, and China would follow the route
of the Soviet Union if it stuck with dated communist ideology, yet they also understood
clearly that reform had engendered and would continue to engender disparities in society.
It seemed to them that the CCP’s rule would collapse if the party continued to inculcate
the Chinese people with communism or if the party chose liberal democracy. In this
scenario the safest way for the CCP to unify the Chinese people was nationalism.’ 2 He
and his colleagues began to embrace traditional values. For example, the International
Confucian Studies Association’s 1994 Conference in Beijing was introduced by Vice
Premier Li Lanqging and former Minister Gu Mu and was concluded by Jiang Zemin and

Li Ruihuan.>

The two most important personal advisers of Jiang Zemin, Liu Ji and Wang Daohan, are
in the same league as He Xin in terms of nationalism regardless of their different
approaches to the economic reform.>* Wang Daohan is among the first scholars who
staunchly argued for an International Relations theory with Chinese characteristics.>

Wang Daohan and Liu Ji advised Jiang Zemin to put zhonghua minzu de weida fuxing



(the Great Resurrection of the Chinese Nation) into Jiang’s report to the national party

congress.*®

On the world stage, the downfall of communism in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union
made the CCP’s open door policy more difficult. CCP leaders suddenly found out that
China became a pariah of the world, shorn of its supposedly deserved status
commensurate with its rising economic capabilities. All the bad behaviour of the Chinese
authorities, in terms of human rights, economic protectionism and military adventurism,
which was tolerated by the West during the Cold War, held the world spotlight. More
often than not, Chinese officials were isolated on international occasions. Lacking
confidence in Chinese ideology, CCP leaders put more faith in China's hard power, for
example, economic growth and military build-up. Nevertheless, the 1990-1991 Gulf War
overshadowed this effort. The US-led allied forces won the war with flying colours, and
the US army demonstrated its capability to address alone, if need be, any international
conflicts in the world. It made the CCP leaders open their eyes and began to worry about
China's security. Oksenberg and Economy regard China’s situation as perilous from a

historical point of view.*’

Nationalist views are widely accepted by Chinese people. He Qinglian, who is one of the
most liberal and outspoken intellectuals in China, also takes a hard nationalist approach
to China’s security issues.”® (John Derbyshire was completely amazed that Miss He could
regard his sympathy over the independence movements of Xinjiang, Tibet and Taiwan as

“nonsense”.)>

Without reference to nationalism, one can hardly understand the reasons
why China was still in good shape as the only major communist power against all odds,
why the PLA became more assertive over the Taiwan problem; why to screw foreigners
has been regarded as patriotic;6° why anti-Americanism (a means to distinguish Chinese
from the West led by America and establish a unique Chinese identity) was steadily on
the rise among Chinese youth in the 1990s;®! why, in 1996, China's Ministry of Foreign
Affairs suspended English interpreting at its press conferences and required all foreign

journalists to learn Chinese.

10



Nationalism does not amount to threat. It is contingent. There are conditions for
nationalist threat. Firstly, (a) territorial claims of other countries, (b) imposition of local
values or narrowly defined national values upon other countries; secondly, taking
strategic actions toward achieving either or both these two objectives or even back up by
force. If a foreign policy fails either of these two factors, it should not be called a
“nationalist threat.” If it fails the second, it had better be regarded as “nationalist
rhetoric.” From rhetoric to actions, there is a huge gap to bridge. Aggressive nationalism
needs external-oriented policy ideas and strong uniform consensus among policy- makers
to develop into the “maturity” stage, namely real nationalist threat, from only scattered

voices.

In this thesis, I will inquire about the nature of the new nationalism in Chinese foreign
policy and try to find whether it is aggressive. Is it strongly domestic-restrained in
practice? Is it uniform enough to form a strong national will? The author will discuss (1)
domestic constraints of the nationalist Chinese foreign policy, (2) whether there are
variations, tensions and disparities among Chinese policy-makers, (3) whether the

Chinese nationalist response to the US China policy is defensive.

Domestic Constraints

Though China’s self-perception changed considerably in the 1990s, when the CCP tried
to transform China from object to subject in the international community,**Chinese
foreign policy is still very inward-looking. With cautious optimism, Lampton suggests
that China’s future external behaviour will possibly continue to be shaped by domestic

forces of change in China.®®

The rise of China’s “new nationalism” is a complex phenomenon reflecting both
domestic and international factors®, yet the decisive factors are internal concerns. The
main concerns of the new Chinese nationalism are domestic issues and its external-
oriented rhetoric is hollow and serves domestic needs. The most important priority is

territorial integrity. Despite stern warnings from scholars like Goldman that nationalism

11



is unlikely to hold together China’s diverse and decentralized regions,® in the post-Cold

War era nationalist foreign policy rhetoric is intended to ensure China’s regime stability.

e Territorial Control

Territorial control is at the centre of the new Chinese nationalism. One has to bear in
mind that China used to be a vast empire. Nationalism cannot be understood well without
reflecting on past political forms and particularly “empires of the pre-modern and early
modern sorts.”®® Due to this legacy the CCP claims most territories, namely shenzhou
(the holy land), occupied by different dynasties in the past. CCP leaders see Taiwanese,
Tibetan and Uighur separatists as threatening, and view outside support for their causes
with great alarm.%” In recent years, Jiang Zemin’s talks have been peppered with
Confucian sayings and PRC spokesmen have asserted that all previous dynasties were in
fact Chinese and that all the people who inhabit these territories are members of the

Chinese family.68

Almost all would agree that control over one's own nation-state is an objective for most
nationalists. However, it is hard in reality to determine which territory belongs to
whom.®” While concern with territory is a necessary component of nationalism, many
nations lay claim to territory even when the nation’s members do not occupy it as a
majority. Gellner's "Potato Principle” says that groups will look back to periods when
they were mainly farmers to justify the control of land in an urban and industrial age,
showing how territory itself is imagined.”® Just as there are no predetermined nations,

there are no predetermined homelands.

Nevertheless, the CCP would not agree with Gellner on this point. The Chinese
nationalism is a "*Sino-centric' cultural nationalism".”' The Confucian world was not
"one big happy family" (tianxia yijia), but, rather, extremely Sino-centric, involving a
"cultural superiority."’* Therefore the Chinese are inclined to claim all the territories that
were sinicized by Chinese empires in history. If some of these territories are lost to
powers other than China, Chinese will feel bitter and angry. Most educated Chinese are

still painfully aware of the "unequal” treaties signed with the British at Nanking in 1842

12



and the Japanese at Shimonoseki in 1895 in which Hong Kong and Taiwan were ceded

respectively to the British and Japanese.

e Modernisation

Modernisation plays a significant role in the new Chinese nationalism. Since the Self-
strengthening Movement of the nineteenth century, a recurring theme in Chinese
nationalism has been how China should be modernized.” Although there is no general
theory, there is a broad consensus in the modernist school that nationalism both as a form
of consciousness and as a political ideology has been the single most important factor
shaping the structure and processes of the modern world.”* Most scholars from other
schools of nationalism admit that nationalism remains the road to modermnity, despite their
disagreement with the modernists. For instance, Smith’s most important book, The Ethnic
Origin of Nations, represents hitherto the strongest critique of modemism, yet he still

accepts many modernist presuppositions.”

Modemisation brings about political and economic gains for states, but it is a double-
edged sword. It engenders political, economic and social problems for states to cope with.
First of all, economic modernisation might give rise to devolution of power and go
against nation-state building. Chinese nationalists used to hold the belief that China’s
problem lies solely with its domestic economic weakness and believed material capability
alone can catapult China into being a great power.”® Nevertheless China has been
regarded as weak in its security in the post-Cold War world.”” The fundamental reason
largely lies in problems emerging from China’s rapid economic modernisation and the
dwindling of its central power. If there is always a danger of disintegration due to the
process of modernisation, China will surely not be regarded by the world as a real great

power.

Huntington says that modernisation breeds factors against social stability.”®As
modernisation advances, social diversity is inevitable and then the tightly tailored
"nation-state making and keeping" scheme is inclined to failure and a range of conflicts

arise as the political order begins to destabilize. This process leads to repression at home,

13



causing new rifts between society and state due to the regime's unsatisfactory civil rights
record. In the case of China, Deng’s reform and open-door policies have brought about
overall economic increase and modernisation, yet the downside is also obvious: for one,
wealth disparities between the rich and poor, the rise of localism and human rights
movements.”® In this scenario, Deng had always insisted on the policy of bu zhenglun (no

debate), as he thought that this would rip up social stability.

China still faces uncertainties of economic development. In pursuit of modernisation, the
CCP was boldly attempting to restructure its obsolete and unproductive state-owned
enterprise system. It would not be an easy task. It was said that problems like falling
foreign investment, rampant corruption and expected declines in China’s trade surplus
were on the horizon.**More important, and potentially destabilizing, was the widespread

expectation that China’s growth rate would fall again.81

Equally troubling to the CCP is increasing unemployment in both rural and urban areas.
In 1998, according to one estimate, 26% of the rural workforce, were chronically
unemployed.®? Some hundred million rural residents are adrift in China at any given time,
migrants from the interior looking for work in the rich coastal areas.®® They streamed into
cities looking for new opportunities to make a living, crossing boundaries and defying the

284

government’s ability to “mould society into rigid, contradictory categories,” and crime

and problems of social order increased.

One of the most adverse impacts of the post-Mao reforms has been endemic corruption.
Elizabeth J. Perry writes that “in the fall of 1993, Deputy Procurator-General Lian
Guoqing acknowledged that corruption was ‘worse than at any other period since New
China was founded in 1949. It has spread into the Party, government, administration and
every part of society, including politics, economy, ideology and culture.””**The CCP’s

corruption leads directly to people’s suspicion of the political ideology.

Due to the decline of the central power, civil society in China is getting stronger. An

important development is occurring, manifest in the reappearance of non-governmental
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organizations including secret societies and criminal gangs. Those organizations with
genuine indigenous roots enriched by a Chinese modernity -- secret societies, Buddhism,
lineage associations and professional agencies-- are likely to spread more rapidly, have
greater appeal and prove more difficult for the core state apparatus to control, precisely

because they cannot be dismissed as creatures of the outside world.%

The spread of the Falun Gong sect is perhaps the most dramatic example of developments
in this sphere. Falun Gong is a spiritual movement that is based on sinocized Buddhism.
Out of the fear that believers of the Falun Gong cult would challenge the CCP’s ruling
power, the party has been engaging in a nation-wide movement to wipe it out in the name
of purging heresy. This movement has brought about a political and human rights disaster

and further displayed the CCP’s ideological crisis.

Problems generated by modemisation push the Chinese elite to nationalism. The
proponents of nationalism in the 1990s have different agendas for Chinese reforms, yet
the mainstream is statism.®’ They do not challenge the power of the state and this is one
of the most important reasons that even popular nationalism in the street is “managed,
controlled and ultimately suppressed by the Party.”®*The new nationalists aim by all
means to build a strong modern nation state, lest China fall a prey to the West again. In
the 1930s, many Chinese intellectuals believed that it was the precondition for China to
be transformed into a modern liberal democracy that a strong central government be
established.® In their views, what is the point of discussing the modernisation of China if
China does not survive at all? Since the end of the Cold War, the same consideration has
grown on CCP leaders and Chinese IR scholars. In many ways, Deng and Jiang’s policies
bear similarities to the political programmes of Zeng Guofan, Li Hongzhang, Yuan
Shikai, Sun Zhongshan, Jiang Jieshi and even Mao Zedong (“Mao Zedong's role as a
pioneer of socialism will receive less attention and will appear far more problematic than
his legacy as a nationalist modernizer.”),”%in terms of commitments to create a strong

state. o
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e Legitimacy

External threat may be used by nationalists for domestic purposes. When the elites or
rulers of a nation feel threatened in terms of legitimacy, either by external pressure or
domestic unrest, it might stoke up nationalism and require strong loyalty to the state from
its members. For instance, the CCP began to stoke Chinese nationalism as a way to
recoup its popularity after the Tiananmen debacle and began to employ images of the US
as a swaggering hegemon.”” Zhao Suisheng says that, after the rapid decay of communist
ideology in China, the communist state used nationalism to shore up its waning
legitimacy.93Xiao Gongging advocated in Zhanlue yu guanli the use of a nationalism
derived from Confucianism to fill the ideological void left with the collapse of
connnunism.94Wong Kaying holds that the effort to find an alternative ideology to
replace the dwindling communism is important consideration of the CCP’s appeal to
nationalism. He said that the call of nationalism under the glory of complete unification
and nationalist revival easily replaced the dominant role played by the communist

ideology and became the crucial measure of the party in uniting its people.95

Since early this century, the Chinese elite, no matter whether nationalists or communists,
have called upon the Chinese people to fight for national rejuvenation in order to restore
China’s glory. Chinese intellectuals just cannot forget the legacy of China’s historical
achievements. Although radical intellectuals in the May Fourth/New Culture movement
of the 1910s and 1920s sought for modemity, they did not, consciously or unconsciously,

sever their ties with China’s “grand” tradition.’®

The slogan of zhenxing zhonghua (rejuvenation of China) was started by Sun Zhongshan
but it was continued by Mao Zedong, Deng Xiaoping, and Jiang Zemin.”’ The term
“rejuvenation” refers to the psychological power contained in the concept of China’s rise
to its former world status that can be seen in two common assertions. Firstly, the CCP
regards China’s rise as regaining its lost international status rather than as obtaining
something new. Secondly, the CCP considers the rise of China as a restoration of fairness

rather than as gaining advantages over others. Enchanted by the grand target of the party,
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scholars began to rewrite Chinese modern history and even well -known liberals like Hu
Shi are interpreted as nationalists.”® In Jiang’s era, China for the first time openly pursued
great power diplomacy (daguo zhanlue), obviously and cautiously departing from Deng’s

1989 advice to “hide our capacities while biding our time” (taoguang yanghui).99

To broaden the base of legitimacy the CCP has embraced Confucianism. It claims that
Confucianism provides the “inheritance” and “spiritual resources” for spiritual
civilization that needs to combine with material civilization for a socialist spiritual

civilization.'®

While China seeks advanced science and technology from the West,
“China should strive to enlighten the rest of the world with its traditional concept of
harmony and to promote peace in the international arena.”'®! The task is to get the right
synthesis: “Future globalization will integrate contributions from both the East and the
West.”'”? Though the voice sounds tough, it aims to modify rather than challenge the

current international system for the sake of domestic constituency.

Weak Momentum

Due to the encouragement or acquiescence of the CCP, Chinese intellectuals and Chinese
IR scholars in particular embarked on a journey to establish in the context of the post-
cold war era China’s own social and cultural identity for the sake of politics. This
sentiment is no longer the sole province of the party and its propagandists and is
functioning as a form of consensus beyond the bounds of official culture.!® In the early
1990s a number of journals advocating national studies (guoxue), such as Zhongguo
wenhua (Chinese Culture), Xueren (Scholar), Dongfang (Oriental) and Zhanlue yu guanli
(Strategy and Management), emerged and soon swept over the Chinese intelligentsia.
There is a long tradition of advice and dissent from within in Chinese intellectual
history.m4 Now the faction of advice has greatly increased their power through

nationalism. Despite their appeal for democratisation’®®

, many liberals also take
nationalist views toward the US.'% People began to believe “an authoritarian party like
the CCP is a necessary crutch” at the present stage of modernisation.”'”” As a result,

nationalist thinking that is concerned with political and social stability, economic
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development and nation-state rights over democratic change and individual rights now

dominates Chinese intellectual discourse.'®

This consensus has provided the CCP with an opportunity to cover domestic problems
and survive against great odds. Nevertheless, it does not follow that this widespread
nationalist momentum is one strong enough to challenge the current international order,
as Chinese policy-makers still disagree with each other about many key issues while they

agree on others to some degree.

¢ Consensus Engineering

To achieve consensus on the new nationalism, censorship in intellectual matters is carried
out to guide Chinese scholars broadly to follow the party line. Chinese IR scholars, who
are at the centre of this study, are among the most important parts in the CCP’s efforts to
engineer a uniform foreign policy discourse. This is the reason why, normally, it is
extremely difficult to openly formulate dissent, as there are few ways to express oneself
other than resorting to the guideline that had been elaborated by the CCP. Nevertheless,
the censorship policy is not as strict as before. Because academic journals have modest
circulations, they are given somewhat more latitude than other publishing media. As long
as scholars do not confront the CCP leader head-on, “they can write in scholarly journals

pretty much as they choose.”!%

Censorship used to rely heavily on pre-publication examinations, yet now it has been
increasingly focused on formalised language control. Language manipulation carried out
by governments is one of the important controlling instruments in authoritarian states. To
counter the influence of pluralism and tradition, authoritarian states tend to promote a
uniform value system from above, call on its citizens to be more like-minded and
suppress dissenting voices. Mazrui has described how East African countries take in
education and communication a process of “counter-selection”.!’® Normally terms
conducive to the present state are carefully selected by governments in these countries.
Havel once talked about formalised language in the Czech totalitarian regime. In his

view, what was created was “a system of ritual signs that replace reality with pseudo-
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reality.”'!! As a consequence, Havel argued, "In everyone there is some willingness to
merge with the anonymous crowd and to flow comfortably along with it down the river
of pseudo-life.""' This is indeed an accurate description of the pseudo-consensus pointed

out by Habermas and can be well applied to the Chinese intelligentsia.

In terms of politics, manipulated language is surely a powerful tool in winning public
support for policies, particularly in an information society that increasingly relies on
communication. To CCP leaders, manipulated language is more than promotion of
certain ideologies. “It was a means to educate and mobilize a mass of people in the real or
perceived benefits of Party programs.”! It is also a powerful weapon in the struggle of
nation states against nation states, worldview against worldview. Schwartz delineates
how careful employment of specific communist terminology reflected an early
ideological split between China and the Soviet Union. Noting that political terminology
can reveal a regime’s intent, Schwartz illustrates how China, by coining the term “new
democracy”, rejected the Soviet Union’s ideological tutelage.''* Rhetoric thereby passes
for the tool of many strategic ends and therefore as a linguistic means for prolonging an

authority’s life.

In the West the term “propaganda” (xuanchuan) has negative connotations, but in the
Chinese context, its importance cannot be overestimated.'Through its propaganda
structure, the CCP has radically reshaped and reinvented virtually all the vocabulary that
came into its sphere, including seemingly unremarkable or basic words as well as newly
coined political terminology. Schoenhals has noted that political debates in China often
boil down to attempts to create the correct and uniform “formulation” on a given
question, a brief aphoristic statement of the party's current wisdom on the topic.!'®In
terms of language manipulation, Habermas is right to say that playing the game of

language means playing the game of domination, violence and distortion.
In China there is always a set of officially sanctioned political terms to guide the writing

of Chinese intellectuals. The official institutes have the power to “purify” their work. For

instance, between January and October 1953, the Xinhua News Agency issued some 177

19



“corrections” of no less than 243 domestic news items."'” Despite Deng Xiaoping’s open-
mindness, he fell heir to this traditional policy. “Like Mao Zedong before him, he
appears to have believed that it was possible to make one see things differently by

intentionally manipulating the tools with which one sees.”!!®

Due to the paucity of theory development, the CCP under Deng and Jiang’s leadership
found it even harder to play the role of ideological tutor and had simply to rely on some
official terms rather than Marxist and Maoist theories to control Chinese intellectuals.
This made their policy control more ineffective and loosening. For a new age they knew
the party needed a new set of formalised language and a new way to make intellectuals
follow official terms in order to promote their values and policies. The party’s official
terms became guidelines rather than an enforcement of Chinese intellectuals’ writings.
They are encouraged to exercise self-discipline and support the party’s interests in their

interpretations and are less forced to follow these terms literally.

e Official Terms of Chinese Nationalist Foreign Policy

In the 1990s the new nationalism in Chinese foreign policy could be summarized into
four categories with these official terms: he er butong (incorporating things of diverse
nature), minzu zihao (national pride), weiji yishi (consciousness of crisis) and

shouhai(victim). 19

They are a mixture of traditional Chinese values and Maoism, with
apparently strong nationalistic sentiments, aiming at serving the rise of China as a great
nation. (Fairbank’s argument is relevant today when he said that Maoism is itself

Confucianism in Leninist garb, aiming to improve China’s world status.'?%)

These terms are incorporated into China’s independent foreign policy of peace that
promotes a peace-loving image of Chinese in the world. Many Chinese IR scholars claim
that this policy is deeply rooted in the ren (benevolence) value in Confucianism, despite
the fact that “adherents of another governing approach, the Legalist school, take a much
harder view of relations between nations and the use of force.”'?! Like reformists in the
late Qing dynasty, Chinese scholars continue to uphold the classical constructs as their

own most enduring points of reference; they infuse these age-old precepts with a
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radically new spirit and fuse them with present principles. The result is the same as
before: tension rather than synthesis.'”’One can see that minzu zihao (national pride),
weiji yishi (consciousness of crisis) and shouhai (victim) apparently clash with Chinese
peace-loving rhetoric. For Western IR scholars, the more the CCP promotes a worldview
packaged largely in ideals, the more they will suspect that CCP leaders are trying to hide
their actual intentions behind “flowery thetoric.”*** This clash can only be explained by
the inward-looking, self-absorbed, vulnerable and aggrieved nature of Chinese foreign

policy.

The focus of the formulation he er butong (incorporating things of diverse nature) is
“different”. It can also be called dou er bu po (fight but not break) in terms of US-China
relations. The early 1990s is a watershed in new China’s history. It was the time when the
Chinese people realized that they are apparently unique if not isolated in the world due to
the collapse of communist regimes in the Soviet bloc. China becomes a lonely island
among nations of liberal democracy. This shift necessitated a change in national
identities, as national identity is a base for public opinion, policies, principles and policy
platform. The awakening of Chinese self-consciousness began to nationalize Marxism-
Leninism and make it a part of Chineseness. Together with the CCP’s resolute
determination to become stronger economically, state capitalism started to take shape.
This earthquake change is echoed in China’s foreign relations with its pursuit of a set of
principles different from both China’s past and the West at present. This uniqueness is
mainly constructed on China’s criticism of the West and America in particular. They
have been depicted vividly as arrogant and dangerous, standing in the way of China’s
great national resurrection. The CCP thus calls upon the Chinese people to be highly

alerted, determined to enter the First World regardless of cost and international criticism.

* Nationalist terms like minzu zihao (national pride), weiji yishi (consciousness of crisis)
and shouhai (victim) aim to help maintain the relative stability of China and unite many
social groups that are averse to follow Marxism-Leninism, thus the CCP can acquire
“Hobbesian” legitimacy within the population “for delivering civil peace and civil

order.”'** The common past of glory and humiliation is used to invent a common new
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identity. “In contrast to American nationalism of manifest destiny, Chinese nationalism is

powered by feelings of national humiliation and pride.”'*

One can discern clearly minzu zihao (national pride), weiji yishi (consciousness of crisis)
and shouhai (victim) through patriotic education in China. They are specifically designed
to create a sense of insecurity and danger, impose duties and demand joint efforts'?.
They highlight China’s long and glorious history and juxtapose it to the humiliating
recent 150 years of history (since the Opium War in 1840) of being belittled by the West.
It tells the Chinese people that the world is not yet in peace and there would be a second
Opium War if China remained a developing country. Deng Xiaoping once said in public
that the West intends to keep China in poverty and underdevelopment forever.'”” While
CCP leaders revel in the great achievements they have contributed to their motherland,
they also admit the backwardness of China and even exaggerate it, trying to bring out

Chinese people’s instinct to survive.'?®

To certain extent, the CCP’s effort to encourage nationalism among the Chinese people
through these symbols is quite similar to Wang Jingwei’s movement to seek the
legitimacy of his puppet regime in the 1940s. Both Wang’s team and the CCP lack theory
development and rely on slogans to ensure their legitimacy. The propagandists who
defended Wang’s regime tended to stress five terms. Three of these were brought
together in a slogan: "heping, fangong, jianguo" (peace, anti-communism, rebuilding the
country). The other two were guofu (the father of the country, that is, Sun Zhongshan)
and zhongguo geming (the Chinese Revolution).]29 Heping (peace) and jianguo
(rebuilding the country). constituted the core of his self-legitimation efforts. These two
ideas could best explain and justify why he decided to side with the Japanese when they
were invading his country. In addition to these two terms, he selected guofu (the father of
the country) and zhongguo geming (the Chinese Revolution) to consolidate further his

claim of political legitimacy.
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e IR Scholars in Chinese Foreign Policy-making

These official terms need to be widely used and interpreted to take effect among the
Chinese people. This task falls on to a special institutional group in Chinese foreign
policy-making, namely, Chinese IR scholars. There is apparently a rich body of literature
in foreign policy analysis on epistemic communities and bureaucratic politics but not
necessarily IR scholars.*® By and large, Chinese IR scholars are still the carriers of the
CCP’s propaganda and the official tasks of Chinese IR scholars are either interpreting the
party line in a permitted way or acting as the party's mouthpiece. Therefore, it is plausible
to regard what they have published as a fair extension of official policies or a key link of

foreign policy-making.

Chinese IR scholars play a crucial role in Chinese foreign policy-making. In general, the
relationship between CCP leaders and the Chinese academic community have been
gradually improving since 1989."*! The more significant role of Chinese IR scholars has
shown that “the pluralization of actors involved in foreign policy is proceeding
rapidly.”'**Their work is crucial for the CCP, because as Sutter argues, domestic
concerns dominate the Chinese foreign policy-making agenda.'” In this regard Chinese

IR scholars can demonstrate more powerful influence on the society than diplomats.

Shambaugh has noted Chinese scholars’ more active involvement in Chinese politics in
Jiang Zemin’s era.'** Jiang has relied heavily on the intellectuals and specialists of Policy
Research Office of the Central Committee, “many of whom he brought to Beijing from
Shanghai, for policy advice on a broad range of issues.”'** During Jiang’s tenure, the
number of think tanks has proliferated and their policy advice is more sought by leaders
and government institutions.'*® During the past two decades, the central-level think-tanks
have evolved from being information-gatherers to information-analysers to policy
initiators."”*” Fewsmith and Rosen have also noted Chinese intellectuals’ growing impact
on foreign policy-making through opportunities for consulting with relevant

bureaucracies.!*®
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The author bases the research of Chinese IR scholars on Western studies of Chinese
intellectuals. Goldman, Cheek and Hamrin analyse Chinese intellectuals in general
through 3 major groups: ideological spokesmen, professional and academic elite, and

critical intellectuals.'®’

They did a wonderful job in analysing Chinese intellectuals in
general in the 1980s through this grouping, yet after the Tiananmen incident Chinese
intellectuals have regrouped. It is said that, in the post-1989 era, Chinese intellectuals can
in general be split into the Extreme Left (who uphold traditional Marxist Leninist dogma
and ideology), the Left (New Marxists and some people from the liberal camp who have
taken up some leftist ideas), the Extreme Right (whose basic principle is opposition to the
rule of the Communist Party), the Right (the broad liberal camp), and the Centre

140

(reformists within the Communist Party system).”" However, because the Extreme Left

and the Extreme Right are at the two far poles of Chinese social thought, they generally

have little influence on the CCP’s policies.'*!

In the case of IR scholars, both ideological spokesmen and critical intellectuals are
marginalized, and the former have gradually faded out and the latter have mostly been
exiled. The group of professional and academic elites has divided into two major clubs:
institutional advisers based in CASS (Chinese Academy of Social Sciences) and other
think-tanks, official intellectuals spreading out in universities. Song Xinning divides
Chinese IR scholars into 3 categories: researchers in institutes under various government
agencies, researchers in the CASS in Beijing and those at its provincial level and
university professors and researchers.'*> However, he also deems that the former two
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carry out similar studies: policy-oriented research. *” Therefore the author puts them into

one category, namely institutional advisers.

Based on Merle Goldman and Song’s contribution and the change in Chinese intellectuals
after the Tiananmen incident, I believe that Chinese IR scholars in foreign policy studies
might be divided into 4 groups: personal advisors, institutional advisors, official
intellectuals and liberals. Personal advisers are those scholar officials who have close
personal contacts with top CCP leaders and whose economic and political interests are

tied up with the fate of these leaders. In some sense they can be called the “brain trust” of
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Chinese leaders."** Institutional advisers are those scholars who work with government
agencies and research institutions like CASS and who are given orders to draft official
policy initiatives, carry out practical foreign policy research and provide advices to top
CCP leaders through the bureaucratic system. Official intellectuals mean those scholars
working in Chinese colleges and universities. Liberals are those scholars who are tizhiwai

(outside the official system) and most of whom do not work in state-funded units.

The author puts scholars in different groups according to their distance to China’s power
centre — in other words, the political power they have. A Chinese scholar's social/political
position in the Chinese hierarchy substantially affects his writings. There might be some
overlaps as some individuals may have changed jobs or positions in different times, but a
scholar normally writes on behalf of the group at the higher position despite different
positions the scholar might take in his or her career. For instance, an institutional adviser
— a higher position - might move and become an official intellectual — a lower position —
working with a university, but the scholar still writes as an institutional adviser due to his

networking in the political hierarchy.

e Different Interpretations by Chinese IR Scholars

Human beings must embrace non-consequentialist norms if we hope to “make our lives
meaningful over time."'*> Our plurality of values must be incorporated into our theories
of rationality, because we are called upon to try to make sense of the "variety of ways we
have of valuing things".!* In order to do this, Chinese IR scholars have to submit their
individual valuation to social practice and Chinese political culture in particular, so that
social stability, continuity and consensus are maintained.'*’ Ideas like national interests

have histories and a kind of "specific gravity" and tend to be uniform.'*

Nevertheless, as Wendt eloquently explained, national interests and practices,
fundamentally speaking, stem from the national identity that itself is formed through an
evolutionary and dynamic mechanism.'*® As different interest groups, Chinese IR
scholars have different needs of interests and then different discourse strategies.'™

Chinese IR scholars’ writings are shaped by national interests and individual or group
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interests as well. “Interest” is basic to politics. One cannot doubt that Chinese elites aim
to enrich themselves through professional activities, within the constraints of the system.
For most Chinese IR scholars, this means, among other things, engaging in social and
professional activities in ways that will not risk the economic security the socialist system
offers them. Due to their different interest pursuits they follow the CCP’s party line in

different ways.

Chinese IR scholars have produced a large number of works interpreting the CCP’s
official terms on Chinese foreign policy. In general they follow the CCP’s main theme,
i.e. nationalism, yet the author tries to show that there are variance and tensions in

different groups’ views if one examines their writings.

The CCP’s political terms as to the nationalistic party line is rather mechanical while the
way Chinese IR scholars interpret it is diversified, full of varied inner thoughts,
displaying different social needs. In the early 1940s the CCP carried out the Yanan
Rectification movement. The contest was most openly between the forces around Mao,
his competitors at the top among the Soviet-trained “Internationalist Faction” around
former party leader Wang Ming and the loose cannons in the theory and literary
institutions of Yanan, most notably Wang Shiwei. Every faction tried to justify
themselves with official formalised language, though from their own perspectives. Yet
scholars find that even within the victorious and uniform Maoist faction there are at least
three identifiable domains of discourse in which the term “revolution” has significantly

different meaning.'!

One can see this more clearly from cases in the Cultural Revolution, as this is the period
when Chinese minds were extremely controlled by CCP dogmas and every Chinese was
forced to recite Mao’s precepts (yulu). It is the basic rule to stick to the formalised
language and then express your own idea. Yao Wenyuan, one of the Gang of Four,
developed a prose style of debate widely imitated by the young Red Guards: “The

method was, first, to declare yourself a defender of Marxism-Leninism and Mao Zedong
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Thought; second, to pose a series of accusatory questions about your target; and third, to

expose it as yet another example of counterrevolutionary infiltration of the party.”15 2

e Power Distance and Different Interpretations

Chinese IR scholars have different distances from the CCP’s power centre, thus they have
different interest pursuits and take different approaches to the party line. There are
different decision-making patterns according to different issue areas,’> national interest
concerns and power interaction; however, there are three basic patterns in China during
1989-2000 in terms of who has the final say: the leader in command, the collective
leadership and the bureaucratic organization. It is true that the Chinese foreign policy
decision-making system is undergoing three trends simultaneously: “pluralization,
institutionalisation and professionalization”,154 however, these three patterns are still
effective. Chinese IR scholars differ in to what extent they contribute to policy output.

Personal advisers mainly get involved with the former two, institutional advisers the

latter two, official intellectuals the last one.

The author states that, in general, the closer Chinese IR scholars are to the power centre,
the more radical, more sincere and truer they are, the more appropriately they apply
official political terms; that across different groups of Chinese IR scholars, over security
and political issues, there is in terms of intensity of nationalist sentiments an ascending
order along the line from liberals to official intellectuals to institutional advisers and
finally to personal advisers, while over economic and cultural issues an ascending order
along the line from liberals to institutional advisers to personal advisers and finally to
official intellectuals ( As personal and institutional advisers have in terms of nationalism
more economic and political and social stakes in security and political issues, while
official intellectuals have more stakes in economic and cultural issues.); while within the
same group of Chinese IR scholars there is in terms of intensity of nationalist sentiments
an ascending order along the line from economic, cultural, political and security issues
for personal and institutional advisers, and an ascending order for official intellectuals
and liberals along the line from political, economic, cultural and security issues. (So one

can see security issues are the top concern for all groups of Chinese IR scholars.)
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Personal advisors have always been a group of individuals who are active behind-the-
scenes but who are little known to ordinary people. They offer advice on strategies and
work to consolidate the power of CCP leaders. They include people who work actively to
perpetuate the rule of the party and others who seek to encourage the party to change in
line with their own ideas."”> Compared with other groups of IR scholars, they are more
concerned with the Marxism-Leninism-Maoism part of Chinese nationalism and the

effectiveness of the CCP’s one-party rule.

They can largely ignore the formalised language in a physical way as they are entirely
trusted by the CCP’s paramount leaders and they share the same value and sense of
destiny to maintain both the unity of the whole state and the party. In fact, He Xin’s
political life is closely related to Deng Xiaoping, Wang Zhen and Chen Yun; Liu Ji,

Wang Daohan’s fate is personally related to Jiang Zemin."*

The author will discuss some important personal advisers here, namely, Liu Ji, He Xin
and Deng Liqun. He Xin is surely Deng Xiaoping, Jiang Zemin and Li Peng’s counsellor,
Liu Ji mainly Jiang Zemin’s counsellor, yet Deng Liqun is regarded by many in the West
as an Old Leftist who criticizes reform and open-door policy and is not close to Deng and
Jiang. However, the truth is more complicated than Western scholars labelled him. As a
well-known senior leader in the CCP, who used to be a member of the central politburo
in the 1980s, he is in fact against the ultra-leftist party line, which comports with Deng
Xiaoping’s policy. As an authoritative Marxist thinker, he is very influential in the
Central Party Policy Research Office that is made up of counsellors for members of the
politburo. Teng Wensheng, the director of the Central Party Policy Research Office in the
1990s and Jiang Zeming’s adviser, used to claim publicly that he is Deng Liquan’s
mensheng (private student). In some sense, he is considered by many as Deng Xiaoping’s
zhengyou (a friend that gives forthright admonitions). Therefore, the author regards him
as one of Jiang and Deng Xiaoping’s advisers, though he is not as close to them as He
Xin, Wang Daohan and Liu Ji.
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When they use these official terms, their writings following the CCP’s party line are the
most true and sincere among Chinese IR scholars. Personal advisors can sometimes
express their disapproval against the current policy as they are entitled to point out what
the CCP has done wrong and then offer constructive suggestions. They are allowed to
criticize the CCP as they are regarded as ziji ren (one of us). Personal advisers can see all
secret government and military documents."*’Therefore in the Popperian physical world
they enjoy most freedom, yet they are the most sincere in terms of inner world due to

their high-level identification with the central authority.

Institutional advisors who do not have close personal relationships with party leaders
have to accommodate the formalised language. After the decline of the Old Left,”® they
constitute the main force of the so-called Neo-conservatives in post-1989 China."” As
opposed to other groups of IR scholars, they represent the more pragmatic force in

Chinese nationalism, rather concerned with political stability.

Because they seek only policy adjustments, their views are easily accepted by CCP
leaders. They typically do not exert their influence through pressure in the public domain
and therefore they are able to interact with policymakers through internal discussions and
private exchange of views.'In Jiang Zemin’s era, they were involved in the debate over
and drafting of many major policy initiatives.'®'Some overseas Chinese are also regarded
as members of this community. Penn State's Liu Kang is said to have political ties with

top party leaders through the recommendation of his CASS friends.'®

In terms of inner world they are quite true and sincere, though less than personal advisers,
yet they do not often use the CCP’s foreign policy terms very appropriately. In their
articles they always refer to the official terms to show their loyalty for the CCP’s
leadership, yet most institutional advisors need not justify their argument following the
party line as they have to study practical issues assigned by the party and bureaucracies
and provide policy proposals. CASS undertakes the task of providing advisory services
for CCP leaders on many issues, particularly at times of crisis.'®® For example in July

1999, just a week after the government declared Falun Gong to be an “evil cult,” scholars
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in the CASS “were given marching orders to defeat Falun Gong.”'*In this scenario they
can remark in passing the formalised language and then put it aside. For the central party
and several bureaucracies, what institutional advisors should contribute most urgently is

practical solutions for foreign policy-making problems rather than to toe the party line.

Official intellectuals are the majority of scholars specializing in IR studies who mainly
work with universities. Overall, official intellectuals have less of an impact on policy-
making than research institutes, due to the fact that they tend to focus more on pure
theory rather than on practical social and economic issues.'®® Conventional wisdom is
that the party exercises its strict control over them by the power to allot funds needed to

. . . re 1
pursue most forms of education, teaching, research and writing. 66

In the 1990s there was an overhaul of the Chinese higher education system which greatly
affected official intellectuals’ approach to the party line. A key initiative in the reform of
the state higher education system has been the gradual introduction of a multi-funding
model for higher education. Funding for education now emanates from a variety of
sources including: Student fees; Central, provincial and municipal Government sources;
Fee for service training programs conducted for State Owned Enterprises; As above for
private companies and Joint Ventures; Grants particularly from overseas Chinese but also
from local businesses; Aid funding; Attraction of fee paying overseas students; and
Commercial activities such as university businesses.'®’ For many key universities, central
government support now represents only one-third of their budgets.'®® This helps them to

gain more financial independence from the CCP.

Thanks to their newly gained relative financial independence, in inner world they are
much less true and sincere than personal and institutional advisers, yet in terms of
physical world, they use more frequently the CCP’s foreign policy terms. In terms of
nationalism, the party line to which they still give at least lip service constrains their
writings. Sensitive topics must be addressed correctly and carefully. 1 However, they can
more freely express concerns with the part of traditional values in Chinese nationalism

and with social stability in China. If they do not agree with the party line, they have three
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techniques: avoid, divert the focus of or twist the party’s formalised language. They
could simply avoid sensitive things as much as possible and then shy away from
offending the party line. They could seemingly follow the formalised language yet focus
on the subjects or ideas they prefer. They could also consult the party line yet twist the
terms to the advantage of their own opinions. This method is more and more in the
groove in the late 1990s. If they agree with the party line, they repeat and reify it from

different perspectives.

Liberals in China are a minority and play little part in China’s foreign policy -making.'”
In general, liberals’ situation has improved in Jiang Zemin’s era, yet their repression
remains an important problem.'” Under Jiang, intellectuals who worked within the
system were included in the decision-making process. However, the CCP did not set up a
framework in the public domain for intellectuals to participate in the government
decision-making process.'”? This means that there is little chance for liberals to influence
China’s policy-making. Due to their distance from the power centre, they are among the
groups that have benefited least from China’s reform. Hamrin once said that they had to
pay economic cost due to their lesser interest in the CCP’s party line.'”> The NATO
bombing of the Chinese embassy put Chinese liberals on the defensive and some liberals
have even been accused by their colleagues of being traitors to the Chinese nation.'” It is
very hard for them to publish their research and they rely heavily on internet to make
their opinions known. In their writing, they normally ignore official phraseology. The

party always watches the liberals and occasionally puts right what liberals criticize.

However, one should bear in mind that many Chinese liberals are also very nationalistic,
convinced that the US fears the emergence of a prosperous and stable China and will do
anything in its power to “hold China down.”'”® Some of them still mentally maintain their
ties with the CCP. Many famous liberals used to work within the system and collaborate
with the CCP. For instance, Hu Jiwei once agreed that the party secretary should decide
to prohibit publication of critical issues, as he thinks it “not a bad thing” to withhold
them.'® It is hard for them entirely to cut their ties with the party’s thought processes.
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Defensive Response to US China Policy

This thesis opts for the case of China’s nationalist response to the US China policy during
1989-2000 in order to illustrate the new nationalism in Chinese foreign policy. In the
main, there are in the US two schools with regard to the American foreign policy toward
China.!” The first is called engagement, either constructive (comprehensive)
engagement, or conditional engagement, which stands for maintaining contacts with
China and accommodating China's rise one way or another;'’® the second containment,'”
which calls for isolating China as the US did toward the Soviet Union during the cold
war.'® Scholars like Oksenberg, Economy, Nye, Ross, Shambaugh, Lampton, Gregor,
Anderson, Shinn and Khalilzad belong to the former; others like Zalamea, Bernstein,
Munro, Gertz, Terrill, Thornton and Mosher the latter. Generally speaking, the US
administrations since 1989 have carried out engagement rather than containment policy

toward China.'®!

¢ Constructive Engagement

The term “engagement” is defined by explaining that the US pursues a policy of
engagement because “it does not wish to isolate or remain isolated from China.”'®* It
highlights the positive role of economic interdependence, common security concerns and
international socialization in China-US relations. The objective of constructive
engagement is to make the most of the continuing contact and China’s inclusion in the
international community in order to influence its internal policies. To some extent, the
adoption of constructive engagement in US foreign policy is based not on the validity and
strength of the argument for engagement, but rather simply on an assessment that
containment would not be effective. Shambaugh, for one, argues that there is no real

alternative to engaging China.'®?

Constructive engagement is now and again criticized by some scholars and politicians,

largely due to its ambiguity and falling short of people's expectations. It fails to let China

comply with all US requirements, particularly in security and political areas.
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e Conditional Engagement

Scholars like Shinn, Gregor, Anderson and Khalilzad argue for conditional engagement.
They prefer a clear, moderate, rules-based, essentially empirical strategy toward China.
They argue that the US government should make it clear to the Chinese that the US
welcomes the rise of China, that the US encourages economic integration and political
cooperation with China, while maintaining a strong military presence in East Asia as a
fallback. A defining character of this school is their tough stance toward China in terms

of military issues, advocating Taiwan’s protection.

On can see clearly this toughness from the work published by James Shinn and some
other scholars: Weaving the Net, Conditional Engagement with China.'® They set ten
principles for China, mainly focused on security issues.'®® There are four principles for
national integrity: no unilateral use of offensive military force, peaceful resolution of
territorial disputes, respect for national sovereignty and freedom of navigation. The
disputes over Taiwan and the South China Sea are likely to be the severest test of these
principles. There are three for military issues, namely, moderation in military buildup,
transparency of military forces, and nonproliferation of weapons of mass destruction.

They are largely aiming at the future development of the PLA.

Generally speaking, conditional engagement has indeed taken a harsher stance toward
China than constructive engagement. Gregor even calls for recognition that China is a
potential threat to the US though not at the moment.'*®Gregor therefore warns the US to
be cautious and argues that the US should always be “in control.” Scholars like him
strongly believe that America ought to adopt a clear and tough posture regarding the
future status of Taiwan. Facing the uncertain development of China, it serves US interests

to maintain Taiwan's status quo.'®’
¢ Containment

The containment theory is supported by few scholars and politicians in the Us.'®

Scholars like Zalamea, Bernstein and Munro, Gertz, Terrill, Thornton and Mosher belong
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to this group. Bemstein and Munro are regarded as two main proponents for this
policy.’® They argue that China is preparing itself to become the dominant power in
Asia, in place of America. This action would run counter to two key American interests:
preventing any single country from dominating the Asian continent, and maintaining
American superiority throughout the world. Gertz has gone even further than Bernstein
and Munro and forecast a comprehensive confrontation between China and the US in The
China Threat.'” He argues that China has a master plan to increase her stature and
influence in the world. The first phase of this plan will concentrate on getting the U.S. out
of Asia. Terrill follows Gertz and warns of a comprehensive confrontation with China as

191

a new empire in East Asia.””" He believes, due to Chinese cultural superiority, China will

never be socialized into the international community, playing a positive role.

From their observations, scholars in this school believe that the economically successful
China has the potential to become more powerful and thus dangerous to US interests. The
fear is that technological prowess will bolster Chinese nationalism. Therefore some
scholars begin to attack the core of engagement policy, namely economic integration.
Thornton criticized the US policy toward China during the past three decades for being
instrumental in the growth of Chinese power.'®”> He contends that China cannot be a
strategic partner with the US and that continued American economic engagement will
help China realize what he characterizes as its hegemonic ambitions. In the eyes of these

scholars, it would be much better to "do whatever it can to slow down China's rise."

e China’s response

So how to interpret China’s response to the US China policy? Realists like Gertz
advocating containment see a China resolutely pursuing its power at the expense of the
US;'®* liberals like Lampton see a China gradually integrating into the international

95 Social theorists like Johnston see a China

community through economic means;
learning to become a responsible major power;'*® psychological/cultural theorists like
Saunders and Shambaugh see a China misperceiving US polices.’”’” Their theories well
explain China’s response respectively in security, economic, normative and perception

areas, yet fail to comprehend China’s US policy in a general picture. Their explanations
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are strong in specific areas yet weak in others, and overall find China’s policy self-

conflicting.

The author suggests one can understand China’s foreign policy better from a nationalist
perspective and argues that China’s response to the US is overall defensive: military
balancing, economic integration, political buffering, cultural incorporation and
reorientation, which can be shown from the CCP’s nationalist views of the US and
Chinese IR scholars’ interpretations of them. This way one can see a general and

effective picture of Chinese foreign policy rather than a self-conflicting one.

Nationalist interpretation will also help to explain better the nature of the
engagement/containment debate. Though scholars in both engagement and containment
schools debate the right policy choice toward China, they agree on the US role in the
bilateral relationship: US in control. They both dismiss equal status between China and
the US, assuming the stereotype teacher-student relationship between the two countries.
Even scholars in the engagement school try to “teach” Chinese how to handle China’s
territorial issues, which is entirely unacceptable to most Chinese. In 2003 David Lai
noted that both engagement and containment policy schools seek to change China into
the image of the US rather than communicate with China on an equal basis.'””® In his
view, this patronizing and paternalistic approach will cause the US China policy to fail.

The author agrees with him and will demonstrate this in the main body of this thesis.

Methodology: Analysis of Formalised Language

The CCP’s party line is like a haystack and by no means concise. To get to grips with the
core of the party line, the author focuses on the party’s official terms i.e. formalised
language that has always been repeated in official documents. Therefore the CCP’s party

line will be conflated into formalised language and thus be analysed.199

The author opts for formalised language analysis to interrogate the main intentions that

drive Chinese foreign policy and Chinese IR scholars’ consensus and disparities over

nationalist foreign policies. Formalised language discussed in this thesis is different from
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that advocated by Bertrand Russell in the first place and then developed by Church and
Carnap.”® Rather it is in line with critical hermeneutics represented by Habermas. 2" It
means a set of selected terms in ordinary language. Ordinary language philosophy,

represented by philosophers Austin and Ryle,”*”

rejects the view championed by Russell
that philosophical problems should be addressed in a formalised language akin to

mathematics.

There is an important parameter to describe ordinary languages. This is the degree to
which the language embedding the concept or concepts is formalised. A language is
formal or formalised if the rules of manipulation of objects that one deals with depend
only on the “form” and not on their “human meanings”. The “form” here means simply
the material carrier of the concept, i.e. a linguistic object, and can be regarded as
Popperian physical world. The “human meaning” is the response to the object in the
human brain. While “forms” are subjected to examination and manipulation, i.e. are
objective, “human meanings” are subjective and could be different according to different

people’s interpretation.

Formalised language is a language impoverished with a restricted code in which options
of language qualities such as vocabulary, style, syntax trope etc. are much more limited
than ordinary language. Wang Jisi calls it “code word”.?”> As a political language, it can
be shown to include only a selection of the many different kinds of statements,

propositions and incantations.”**

This method is applicable, as propaganda in China is noteworthy for its seeming
uniformity in language and there exists in China a political lexicon that defines and
restricts political discourse.® This has a lot to do with how formulations are adopted as
lines or guiding principles (fangzhen) and with the process of disseminating the
orthodoxy.?®® Schoenhals argues that this formation of strictly defined official language is
the strongest means of political control in China.?®’ The government issues official lists

of scientific formulations of phrases that imply a tight connection between the signifier
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and the signified.”®® Through these lists, form and content become one. Political loyalties

are measured by the extent to which these terms are followed.””

Methodology: Comparative Analysis

The author agrees with Harding that Chinese IR scholars differ over a number of
issues.?!” The question is how and to what extent they differ on the new nationalism in
Chinese foreign policy. Bearing this in mind, the author employs comparative studies to
analyse the Chinese writings. The main methodology of this thesis is thus comparative

studies.

In general, this approach compares specimens or cases that are similar in some respects
yet differ in others. The aim is to find out why the objects are different: to reveal the
general underlying dynamics that allow and generate such a variation; why the objects
are similar and to what extent they are similar: to demonstrate the attributes that different
objects share. This thesis has two sets of comparisons. The first set aims to compare
different groups of Chinese IR scholars’ understandings of a set of CCP foreign policy
terms, in terms of truth, sincerity and appropriateness. Truth refers to true reflection of
the CCP leadership thinking, appropriateness refers to applying the CCP’s terms to the
appropriéte situation, and sincerity refers to sincere intention behind the writings of
Chinese scholars. The second set intends to compare these groups’ response over
security, political, cultural and economic issues to the CCP’s formalised language. In this
way the author tries to display different agendas of different groups of Chinese IR
scholars in terms of nationalism and different intensity of nationalism among them as

well as that over different issues in the same group.

(see the table as follows)

Truh | Personal Institutional Official Liberals
Sincenty Advisers Advisers Intellectuals
Appropriaten
Security
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Politics

Culture

Economy

Sources

This thesis intends to explore the dynamics of Chinese foreign policy during 1989-2000.
As it is well known that one can hardly come by internal documents from the Chinese
government, we do not know clearly what happens in the black box of the highest level
foreign policy-making in China. In this scenario, the author largely resorts instead to
open sources. Given the authoritarian nature of the Chinese regime, the strict censorship
carried out by the Central Propaganda Department of the CCP and the Bureau of Press
and Publication, it is extremely hard for those ideas to be published that are not permitted
by the CCP. Nevertheless, it is also true that behind rhetoric always lie perceptions that
have policy implications.?’! From these sources the author will demonstrate the

disparities and diversities of Chinese nationalism.

The sources of this thesis are mainly from 4 areas. The first is a full range of Chinese
books, journals, periodicals, newspapers, websites, speeches and newsletters relating to
the topic. Most books to which the author refers have been published since 1989. As for
periodicals, Xiandai guoji guanxi (Contemporary International Relations), Guoji wenti
yanjiu (International Studies), Shijie jingji yu zhengzhi (World Economics and Politics),
Zhanlue yu guanli (Strategy and Management) are the main academic source. Given the
increasing significance of academic websites on the internet, the author also draws on

some well-known internet sources like www.dajiyuan.com, www.hexinnet.com etc..

The author has collected roughly 50 articles/papers for analysis for each of the 4 issues.
Most pieces are focused discussions on a single argument concerning one issue but there
might be cases that a paper/article covers two or more issues. In this scenario, the author

puts the piece into an issue chapter according to the work’s primary argument.
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As for the party line, I choose two books as its official texts: one is Deng Xiaoping
wenxuan (Selected Works of Deng Xiaoping, Vol3)?'2, the other is an internal document
with limited distribution in China, Deng Xiaoping waijiao sixiang xuexi gangyao

(Introduction to Deng Xiaoping's Foreign Policy Thought)?*

, which covers not only
Deng Xiaoping's but also Jiang Zemin's foreign policy thinking. The former is surely the
canon of Chinese foreign policy in Deng’s era, the latter represents a new starting point.
The latter is prefaced by Jiang Zemin and Qian Qichen, edited by the CCP Small Leading
Group of Foreign Affairs, promoted by the CCP's Propaganda Department and published
by Shijie shishi chubanshe (World Affairs Press), the press owned by the Department of
Foreign Affaifs. It is widely considered as the most authoritative official document of
Chinese foreign policy in Jiang’s era. The author chooses those most frequently repeated

terms — or memes — in Deng Xiaoping Wenxuan and Introduction to Deng Xiaoping’s

Foreign Policy Thought to summarise the CCP’s foreign policies.

The second source is my formal and informal interviews, face to face or by phone, with a
number of distinguished Chinese scholars such as Liang Shoude, Feng Tejun, Wang Jisi,
Wang Yizhou, Song Xinning, Chu Shulong and Yan Xuetong. Given the unique political
culture in China, where some scholars might not say what they really think, which would
discount to a certain degree the credibility of the interviews, I treat them with discretion
and regard them as a supportive means. The third source is a variety of English books and
papers in relation to Nationalism, Chinese foreign policy and US-China relations I have

used at the LSE library.

In addition to these three, I use some of my lecture notes taken at Renmin University
when I was a student in China. After consulting some scholars, including Chu Shulong,
now a famous researcher at Qinghua University and then a lecturer at Renmin University,

I am permitted to apply their unpublished ideas to my thesis.
Structure of Thesis

This chapter discusses issues with regard to basic questions and arguments, theoretical

perspectives, definitions of key concepts and methodology of the study. Chapters II, III,
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IV, V focus on the case of China’s response to the US engagement, analyse respectively
Chinese nationalistic views on the US approach to China in respect of security, political,
cultural and economic issues. The author tries to explain through comparative studies
how Chinese IR scholars, under the guidance of the CCP, respond to America’s China
policy, how they individually interpret the official text, particularly the CCP’s formalised
language, in their own way and the convergence and difference of their views. The last
chapter sums up my findings, discusses possible implications and provides some

concluding remarks.
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Chapter II China's Arguments on America: Security Issues

From this chapter onwards, I will begin to interpret, in the context presented in the
introduction and based on the theoretical discussion I have made and the Chinese texts I
have collected. Chapter II is on security issues arising out of US-China relations. I have
collected over 50 articles and I concentrate on the Chinese writings on China threat
(focusing on the security aspect), US-Japan security co-operation and the Taiwan issue,
for the purpose of demonstrating nationalism in Chinese security policy and particularly
the thin consensus reached among Chinese IR scholars over the CCP’s formalized

language as well as the tension among various groups.

China’s security strategy between 1949 and the early 1980s showed considerable
continuity, notwithstanding some dramatic international and domestic developments.
Territorial control and great power status are the main themes in which one can find some
strands of nationalism. During the period of 1949-1957, the Chinese security agenda was
preoccupied with the safety of its territory. The military alliance with the Soviet Union
was regarded as major security guarantees. A quick economic recovery was considered a
security matter but it was second in priority to the country’s responsibility in Korea.'
“First and most important, after more than a century of conflict and occupation China
wanted to preserve its territorial integrity. Second, recovery of the lost territories of
Taiwan, Xinjiang, and Tibet was a prime objective.” There is a consistency in the CCP’s
US policy. Mao Zedong, Deng Xiaoping and Jiang Zemin have all looked at the US as

their “archenemy.™

The root cause of the CCP leaders' animosity toward the US lies in
their cardinal interests to maintain national integrity in order to maintain and boost the
legitimacy of the CCP’s one-party rule and their judgment that the US stands in China’s

way to reunite with Taiwan.

It does not follow that because Chinese security strategy has for long largely focused on
territorial issues that it is static. Since the end of the Cold War, China has greatly changed
its security concepts in line with the new domestic and international situation. In
September 2001, Deputy Chief of the General Staff Lieutenant General Xiong Guangkai
referred to the concept in a speech on China's national defence. He stated that China
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“advocates a new security concept with mutual trust, mutual benefit, equality and co-
ordination at the core and stands for the promotion of multilateral security and security
cooperation”.* Obviously China has moved on toward a more co-operative approach of
security. In the West, this new concept of security has been regarded as a direct Chinese

reaction to policies and actions by the US that the CCP perceived as threatening.5

Five changes have occurred in the new Chinese security approach.6First]y, emphasis on
military security has been shifted to a more comprehensive package. During the Cold
War, the Chinese understanding of security was almost entirely centred on military
security. After the end of the Cold War, the role of economic factors has been heavily
stressed.” Secondly, China has begun to move away from the concept of “Zero Game”
and accepted the concept of mutual security.®Thirdly, since the end of the Cold War,
China has gradually accepted the concept of multilateral security dialogue and co-
operation. Fourthly, China has recently led the establishment of confidence-building
measures (CBMs) in the Asia—Pacific area.” Fifthly, Chinese traditional military thinking
stressed non-transparency, yet China has now gradually accepted the concept of
transparency since the early 1990s. China has published white papers on both arms
control and defence and Chinese PLA Navy and US Navy warships have exchanged port

calls.'®

Nevertheless, what has not changed in the post-Cold War era is the Chinese
determination that China’s territorial issues should be controlled by Chinese and not
interfered with by outside force. CCP leaders “are not reluctant to use rhetorical threats or
demonstrations of military force” in order to intimidate and deter those sensitive areas
like Taiwan, the South China Sea, and Hong Kong.!' In this way China aims to
demonstrate its absolute authority over its citizens and territories as a sovereign state. In
this scenario, some scholars deem that it is hard to say that China has reduced other

countries’ worry that China might challenge the regional military status quo."?

To make sure of China’s absolute sovereignty over territory, CCP leaders are not afraid
to balance the US military force in East Asia. They still take a deeply rooted hard

realpolitik worldview that China needs “military operational power” to make the country
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further stronger.'® To counter the US influence in Taiwan, China has insisted that it will
not be dictated to by the US on who it can do business with and will decide whether to
sell weapons or military technologies to countries like Iran, Pakistan and Libya according
to its own national interests. '* This has led to some very serious conflicts with the US

regarding ballistic missiles and nuclear technologies.l5

Some US scholars have noted growing anti-Americanism, nationalism and irredentism in
China'® and observed an attitude that US power was a threat to China’s quest for national
reunification, evidence of the difficulty of integrating China into the international
community. These scholars call for checking rising Chinese power through an effective
security arrangement in East Asia. The Chinese response is that security has thus become
the paramount objective of Chinese nationalism.'” A wave of nationalism swept the
Chinese intellectual class prompted by the fear of disintegration.'® Observing US China
policy, CCP leaders believe that the US is building a ring of encirclement around China
that goes from Japan and Korea to China's northeast down around China's eastern and
southeastern seaboards through Taiwan, the Philippines, Vietnam, Thailand, Singapore,
Australia and up to China's western frontier with India and Pakistan. CCP leaders are
determined to keep China’s territorial integrity, to reunify Taiwan yet fear that the US

and Japan will block their plan through military encirclement.

CCP leaders claim that China’s nationalism can be traced solely to the high-handed,
insensitive or downright malign acts of the US." In the last few of years, a number of
outbreaks of anti-Americanism in China have given voice to nationalist sentiments. In
May 1999, when the US force bombed the Belgrade Chinese embassy, the Chinese
government  supported massive anti-American riots erupting throughout
China.”’Furthermore, in April 2002, when an American EP-3 surveillance plane and a
Chinese fighter plane collided near the south China coast, CCP leaders blamed US
aggressiveness. With apparent support from the party, Chinese internet chat rooms
threatened to ““teach the United States a lesson’ in ‘“World War I11.””*' The new Chinese

nationalism compels the US and its allies in the Asia-Pacific region to act vigilantly.22
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On the other hand, many Americans blame the CCP’s external-oriented strategies for the
new Chinese nationalism. They do not believe it is domestic-oriented. They claim, as
nationalist sentiments and desires are moulded into a comprehensive grand national
strategy, the Chinese leadership seeks to assure the Chinese people that China will rise to
great power status by shaping the conduct of the international system rather than just
responding to its conditions.”® In their eyes, this will cement further the legitimacy of
CCP’s rule as it accommodates the desire of Chinese nationalists: to restore China’s
dominance in East Asia. China’s economic growth has given CCP leaders more
capabilities to affect the region, which gave rise to apprehension among its neighbours. In

the early 1990s Southeast Asian countries began privately to view China as a threat.*

This has alerted some Western scholars who do not believe China has "no further
territorial demands" other than Taiwan. Mosher points out that China has always been an
expansionist power.”> In their view, the Chinese challenge to the current international
order is inevitable. Liberal theorists argue that China will be successfully enmeshed by
the West in the current international system through economic interdependence, yet
realists do not agree. The latter argue that it is true that China has now woven into the
world economy, yet “the effects of economic interdependence will also be
unpredictable.”® It does not naturally reduce tension in international relations. When
assessing the emerging international order, Waltz points out that economic competition is
often as keen as military competition.”” Samuel Huntington concurs and says that the
principal conflicts of interests involving the US and the major powers are likely to be
over economic issues.’® Many realists thus consider that economic interdependence
benefits emerging powers in terms of relative power gains and hence might lead to new
conflicts over economic and security issues. Given China’s authoritarian regime and its
rapid economic growth, many Western scholars are quick to suggest that there is an
impending power transition in favour of China and that is likely to generate disorder in

the current international system.”’

The point to make here is that so far the CCP’s security policies seem to be focused on
territorial sovereignty. The main objective is effectively to monopolize power, ensuring

that the authority of the Chinese government over its territory is not limited by these
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outside. Unlike people in the West, CCP leaders regard recovery of Taiwan and Diaoyu
Islands and firm control of Tibet and Xinjiang as China’s domestic issues. Covered by
Westphalian ideas of absolute sovereignty, Chinese leaders believe that they can do

anything they regard as right rather than being dictated to by foreign powers.

Currently, CCP leaders intend to create regional security conditions that provide the
opportunity to increase domestically the relative capabilities of the Chinese to achieve
national reunification; in so doing work to prevent the US from usurping China’s rise and
hence to boost the party’s legitimacy. This is the main reason why CCP leaders on many
occasions proclaimed in public that their focus in the reform year was economic
development though they strove hard to improve dramatically the PLA’s strength and
prepare for an invasion of Taiwan. They know well national reunification cannot be

achieved until Chinese economic and military power are strong enough.

To achieve national reunification, China views military power as the primary guarantor
of “comprehensive security,” while viewing and embracing multilateral diplomatic
efforts as partial and conditional.>® CCP leaders choose to take a low profile before China
gains enough economic and military capabilities. This point seems to explain why China
does not back down from its territorial claims over islands in the South China Sea while
asserting that disputes concerning territorial issues might be set aside rather than settled
in multilateral institutions as there is much more to be obtained in terms of relative

capabilities by keeping the sovereignty question undecided.

CCP leaders deftly take advantage of the nationalist sentiments and link the party’s fate
with China’s territorial agenda, in order to help ensure the stability of one-party rule,
diverting attention from domestic concerns. Diverting the Chinese attention to security
problems and the US threat in particular can easily lead to nationalist sentiments among
the Chinese people. The CCP counts on this and uses it to buttress its legitimacy yet is
afraid that this might turn the battery against itself: they continue to take the party’s
traditional way to control by guiding the people with formalized language. The Chinese
elite need to use the party’s credo to justify their arguments and even social status, though

their political intentions might at times have come second to demonstrating their fervour
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and of enjoying a feeling of powerful presence or “public happiness,” as one can see from

how the Red Guards followed Mao’s words during the Cultural Revolution. 3

It is on security issues that all Chinese IR scholars reach a narrow consensus in
nationalism. Most of them agree with the CCP that China needs to take measures to
balance US power over Taiwan. Different groups of Chinese IR scholars have different
priorities among Chinese policies. Nevertheless, they all put security issues as their

number one concern.

2.1 Chinese Military Threat

Theory of Chinese Military Threat in the West

On balance, China has rémained self-constrained despite its sustained economic growth.
Between 1978 and 1992, there were no militarised incidents between the US and China.
Once in 1994 and twice in 2001, the US and China had militarised disputes regarding US
reconnaissance of Chinese territories.’? In 2000, the Chinese also conducted further tests
of their ICBMs in protest at the possibility of future US sales of advanced weaponry to
Taiwan. Between 1978 and 1992, there were three militarised disputes between China
and Taiwan, which were regarded as instigated equally by both sides. The levels of

violence only included two raids and a threat to blockade. 3

None the less, whether China will take a co-operative or assertive strategy vis-a-vis the
existing international system with its rising power has been a controversial issue since the
mid-1990s.>*Though China's domestic and foreign environments will certainly
experience plenty of changes by the year 2020, many Americans predict that China will
nevertheless become a multi-dimensional regional competitor by that time. Many began
to doubt China’s declaration that “China will never impose any military threat to other
countries.” In a public opinion poll taken in the spring of 1998, Americans feared a
nuclear attack from China more than from any other sovereign state and second only to
nuclear attack from terrorists.”® During the presidential campaign, George W. Bush
claimed that Clinton’s characterization of China as a “strategic partner” should be

replaced by “strategic competitor.”
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Therefore, some US scholars recommend the policy of engagement and hope it can meet
the possible changes that will happen in China in future. In this strategy, America would
continue its co-operative economic and security activities in order to encourage China to
continue to be integrated into the international community. Other scholars not belonging
to the engagement school interpret China's growing strength in a different way and wam
the Americans against a strong, defiant and bellicose power, with a number of them
advocating containment policy toward China. Taking account of the mounting
nationalism among the Chinese elite and the assertiveness of the PLA against the
Taiwanese regime, this is understandable, standing in the Americans' shoes. Between
these two camps comes a middle-of-the-road approach proposed by the RAND
Corporation. It is a policy of congagement, a combination of engagement and

containment.>’

The rise of China threat is closely related to this controversy. In August 1990, a Japanese
professor wrote an article describing China as a potential adversary in security due to its
economic strength and sustained development.*® In 1993, Hungtington published an
article in which he argued that the fundamental source of conflict in the post-Cold War
era will not be primarily ideological or primarily economic, but rather cultural.*® His
conclusion is that the primary adversaries of Western civilization are Islam and
Confucianism, which might join hands to challenge Western values and power. Richard
Bernstein and Ross H. Munro published in 1997 a controversial book The Coming
Conflict with China, which argues China would certainly soon become America's
formidable rival.*” Hailed by the New York Times as one of the most notable books of
that year in America, not surprisingly, it has been translated into Japanese, German and
French, as well as some separate Chinese versions. The CCP has surely noticed the
explosive impact of this book and regarded its authors as the main advocates of China
Threat theory. In 2000 Gertz argued that the PLA modernization in recent years,
supported by a thriving economy and a parade of modern weapons purchased from
Russia and others, has génerated a rising China with a virulent or aggressive

disposition.*!
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The new Chinese nationalism has contributed to the rise of Chinese military threat theory.
Advocates of the “China threat” theory often argue that China’s Spratly policy is driven
by a nationalist ambition to restore hegemonic power in East Asia. This link is also
suggested by Valencia when he says that the CCP’s approach to the South China Sea is
“the result of a rising tide of nationalism that seems to be replacing socialism as the
preferred societal glue.”** Segal also stressed this point when stating: “the Chinese
regime copes with the internal consequences of reform by taking a tough stand on
nationalist issues, hence Beijing’s active and vigorous pursuit of claims in the South

China Sea.”®

There are some Western scholars that do not think it is wise to suggest a Chinese military
threat theory.* Roy argues that it must be recognized that China faces immense domestic
challenges on the road to dominate East Asia.*> These include rising crime and civil
disorder, discontent among peasants who remain in the fields, a wave of uncontrolled
migration of other peasants into the cities, widespread corruption among officials,
separatist pressures in Tibet, Inner Mongolia and Xinjiang, and regionalism in the other
provinces. Kim argues that China is a paper tiger.® In his view, the post-1989
government is paralysed by mega-crisis, multiple and interlocking crises of authority,
identity, motivation and ideology. These have converged at a time when the CCP is
facing challenges from ethno nationalistic movements of non-Han minority peoples in the
strategic borderlands of Tibet, Xinjiang, and Mongolia. In his view, China is a weak, if
not yet disintegrating state, and it is premature to proclaim a China security threat.
Yahuda agrees with him.*” He deems that, in its foreign relations, as well as in its
domestic affairs, it is true to say that, despite the enormous progress that has been made,
many deep-seated problems remain and, for the time being, the region and the wider
world have more to fear from a China that can act as a “spoiler” than from any
dominance that a still relatively weak China could possibly hope to provide. Gordon
Chang even wamns in his book, The Coming Collapse of China, that one should turn more
attention to a more realistic “China Threat” — the threat of collapse — than any Chinese

effort at military transformation or military breakthrough capabilities.*®
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Party Line

CCP leaders stress the fact that Chinese foreign policy in security is domestic-concerned
and thus peaceful. They claim that there are two outstanding characteristics in China’s
current foreign policy: peace and independence.*® Those who “deny” it are regarded by
the CCP as conspiracy-driven. The official media condemns the “China Threat Theory”
as an elaborate and sinister deception. A Beijing Review article even claims the theory

was invented in J apan.so

A strong sense of insecurity among CCP leaders is widespread and deep-rooted.
Oksenberg states: CCP leaders “believe that foreign leaders tend to be reluctant to
welcome China's rise in world affairs and would prefer to delay or obstruct its progress.
They fear that many in the outside world would prefer to divide China if given the
opportunity...””! The CCP proclaims that China does not threaten any nation but rather is
threatened by other countries. Deng Xiaoping said: “China did not invade other countries
and posed no threat to them, but other countries threatened China.”** He also said: “China
cannot be a threat to the United States and the United States should not consider China as
a threatening rival. We have never done anything to harm the United States.” In Chapter
III of Deng Xiaoping waijiao sixiang xuexi gangyao (Introduction to Deng Xiaoping's
Foreign Policy Thought),* there are 2 sections on security issues. To refute the China
threat theory, it proclaims: “China is against hegemonism and also strictly restrains itself
from becoming a hegemon...and we will not seek hegemonic status.” It also says: “
Afterwards, Comrade Deng Xiaoping told time and again friends in the third world that
China would not seek hegemony, nor seek to do it forever in the future while becoming
developed.”56 It says in section 10 of this chapter: “ It is of profound historical
background that China is a power to maintain world peace and stability. The Chinese
cultural tradition highlights all along ke wei gui (peace is highly valued).””’ This point
has been echoed by the Ministry of National Defence in its 1998 National Defence White
Paper that declares “the defensive nature of China’s national defence policy also springs
from the country’s historical and cultural traditions. China is a country with 5,000 years
of civilization and a peace-loving tradition. Ancient Chinese thinkers advocated
‘associating with benevolent gentlemen and befriending good neighbours’, which shows

that throughout history the Chinese people have longed for peace in the world and for
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relations of friendship with the people of other countries.”® Deng Xiaoping waijiao
sixiang xuexi gangyao (Introduction to Deng Xiaoping's Foreign Policy Thought) goes on
to say: “ China is a power to maintain world peace and stability, as China has never
sought hegemony, has never got the ambition to expand its strength, and entirely carries
out defensive national defence policy. The Chinese military spending has all along been
kept at a rather low level, and neither has China established military bases nor sent a
single soldier in a foreign country.” It continues to say: “As the largest developing
country in the world, China does not now threaten any country. When China becomes
stronger in the future, it will not threaten world peace, but rather further improve the

strength to maintain world peace.”®

The official formulations are zhongguo bu gqinlue bieren, dui renhe guojia dou bu
goucheng weixie, que shou dao waiguo de weixie (China did not invade other countries
and posed no threat to them, but other countries threatened China), bu cheng ba (not seek
hegemony), he wei gui (peace is highly valued), weihu shijie heping yu wending de
liliang (a power to maintain world peace and stability), fangyu xing guofang zhengce
(defensive national defence policy), junfei jiao di (military spending at a rather low

level), bu dui renhe guojia goucheng weixie (China does not threaten any country).

Zhongguo bu qinlue bieren, dui renhe guojia dou bu goucheng weixie, que shou dao
waiguo de weixie (China did not invade other countries and posed no threat to them, but
other countries threatened China) as said by Deng Xiaoping means China is the victim of
the threat from other countries and not vice versa. Cheng ba (seek hegemony) means
playing the tyrant by power or force,! Bu cheng ba (not seek hegemony) means China
would not go this way. Fangyu xing guofang zhengce (defensive national defence policy)
means defensive national defence policy, which stresses two points: firstly, China does
and will not adopt aggressive international behaviour; secondly, China has the right to

build up a strong fortress to protect its territory.

Personal Advisers
Facing the Chinese military threat theory in the world, most Chinese IR scholars have

made their responses. Personal advisers argue that Chinese military threat theory is a
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malicious conspiracy conceived by the West and maintain that China should not be afraid
of it and should take courage to protect its overseas interests. They have a great sense of
insecurity and call for a more powerful Chinese army. They begin to suggest that China
must make “systematic preparations” against the invasive war and military attacks
unleashed by the US under any pretext.®? They believe that what matters most is not so
much the growth of Chinese capability as how CCP leaders use its new military
strength.®

Personal advisers take advantage of the patronizing character of the US China policy and
depict the US as hostile. Wang Daohan follows the term bu cheng ba (not seek
hegemony) and says: “There are currently a number of people in the world...who spread
China threat theory, deeming that Mainland China would become a threat to Asia and
even the whole world...This is a theory with evil motives. Due to China’s national
situation and the fact that Mainland China has socialist system, it is not likely that China
will threat the interests of other states.”® This is exactly in line with what the Chinese
Premier Li Peng stated, “The China Threat Theory is not an objective view. It was spread
by anti-China forces in Western countries with ulterior motives to contain China.”®
Wang claims that there is an anti-China theory held in the West and he uses the phrase
“evil motives” to show how truly and sincerely he follows the party line. In some sense it
was not appropriate for him to make such a speech as he was in North America at that

time. However, he did say so without any reservation, so the most persuasive explanation

is his strong sense of insecurity.

Liu Ji deems that China is not at all aggressive, due to the unique Chinese culture, and
there has been an anti-China scheme in the West since the end of the Cold War which
threatens China’s integrity. He says: “The time-honoured and unique cultural tradition of
China is a force for [national] integration; it includes an ardent spirit of nationalism...As
soon as foreign invasions occur, however, the nation will surely unite. China never
initiates aggression....Yet China is inclined to powerful passive resistance to
aggression...Therefore, this nation is sensitive to international currents of anti-
Communism and hegemonic politics, and, when confronted with such sentiments, is

prone to respond with a narrow kind of nationalism.” Following the term bu cheng ba
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(not seek hegemony), he also says: “China is a peace-loving country and this has been
proven over thousands of years. China is a good-hearted nation...In modern times, China
was humiliated once and again, and hence it especially cherishes world peace and
friendship...This is the reason why China has openly announced that it will never seek
hegemony. In conclusion, from any meaning and any angle, China cannot form a threat to

any nation.”®’” He attributes this character to the nature of socialism.

Liu Ji has for long urged CCP leaders to increase rapidly China’s military power due to
the current international environment to China’s disadvantage. He particularly points out
US hostility against China. In his opinion, several generations of Americans grew up
confronting definite enemies. Therefore, there is a sense of loss after the Cold War - a
loss of direction in policies and in many aspects of work. Yet some long for the past and
continue to think in accordance with Cold War logic. In so doing, China naturally comes

up when they seek a new enemy.®®

Liu Ji publicly defended Chinese new nationalism during his 1997 US visit. It is quite
unusual as he was in this visit treated as more than just an academic but rather a
messenger of Jiang Zemin himself. Plus, most academics and politicians in the West
regard the Chinese new nationalism as negative in the process of China’s modernization.
Liu Ji’s arguments strongly stress the peace-loving nature of the Chinese people. He uses
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emotional phrases like “never”, “proven over thousands of years,
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nation,” “especially cherishes world peace and friendship” to display his high
identification of the CCP’s terms like he wei gui (peace is highly valued), weihu shijie
heping yu wending de liliang (a power to maintain world peace and stability). He also
literally follows the CCP’s point that China does not seek hegemony (bu cheng ba). He
believes that Chinese are “inclined to powerful passive resistance to aggression”, and
uses the phrase “from any meaning and any angle” to strengthen his view that “China
cannot form a threat to any nation.” Nevertheless, he tries to justify China’s move to
increase its military power dramatically by hinting that some Americans treat China as an
“enemy,” so apparently it is the US rather than China that should be blamed for Chinese

military build-up.
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He Xin’s stance on Chinese military threat theory is more aggressive than Wang and Liu.
While denying the theory, he argues that China has been “blocked” by the West in terms
of international space and China should not duck the issue of China’s overseas interests,
as he is worried about the sustainability of China’s economic growth.®’ He points out that
domestic needs require overseas economic expansion which should be protected by
stronger military capabilities. In his view, China is facing up to enormous population
pressure, resources and environment crises which make China need to seek for overseas
development for future survival. He claims that even increasing investment in resources
and environment would deplete China’s limited domestic capital and squeeze limited
resources. Nevertheless, he asserts, countries such as the US “block China expanding
overseas, block China using one way or another the world capitalist environment and

expanding its economic scale.””

In his opinion the Chinese should rely on a strong central authority backed by a world
class army to promote nationalism.”' He Xin strongly recommends a more forceful
security policy in accordance with China’s rising power and resultant overseas interest
needs. However, he also claims that China is not a threat to the world but rather a weihu
shijie heping yu wending de liliang (a power to maintain the world peace and stability). In

his opinion the expansion of China’s power is and will be peaceful (heping).

Currently in East Asia, the power pattern is that China is a major continental power and
the US the world's most powerful maritime power,”> which does not favour China’s
further development. He Xin’s opinion has reaffirmed the CCP’s acknowledgement that,
given the large population and industrial centres of China’s East coast and recalling the
experiences of the Opium War, it is better for the PLA to have barriers at sea than
ashore.” From He’s writings and speech one can see that he truly and sincerely follows
the CCP’s party line on the Chinese military threat theory. He is one of the staunchest

advocates for an invincible Chinese army to ensure China’s security.

Institutional Advisers
Institutional advisers are not “freewheeling scholars” giving their personal views.” They

have to follow the direction of the CCP and defend on the world stage China’s stance on
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Chinese military threat theory. They are more satisfied with the status quo than personal
advisers and not so eager to see a heavily armed China. Following the CCP’s term bu
cheng ba (not seek hegemony) institutional advisers proclaim that China is a peace-
loving country by nature and China is not a threat to anybody, yet few of them use as
many emotional and strong words as personal advisers to show their nationalist

sentiments and loyalty to the party.

Institutional advisers confine their writings to the framework of the CCP’s guideline.
Following the term bu cheng ba (not seek hegemony), Li Jijun, a veteran IR scholar
working with the Academy of Military Sciences, claims that the building block of ancient
Chinese strategic culture is “harmony between heaven and human beings”. Apparently
Johnston will not agree with him on this point, as he concludes that China’s traditional
strategic culture was a “product of superior military preparations, the application of
violence, and the destruction of the adversary.”” Li takes different views and contends
that the content of Chinese strategic culture can be summarized in short as “peace,
defence, national unity and being aware of but not like war.”’® This is his interpretation
of formalized terms like he wei gui (peace is highly valued), dui renhe guojia dou bu
goucheng weixie (no threat to any country), weihu shijie heping yu wending de liliang

and bu chengba (a power to maintain world peace and stability).

Another institutional adviser, Yan Xuetong, agrees with Li on this, and he calls it
“oriental pacifism”.”” Fairbank mainly held a similar idea as to Chinese strategic culture,
as he thought that the Chinese mode of production in its feudal history produced a
holistic way of strategic thinking. The holistic approach to national security has been
characteristic of Chinese strategists since Sun Tzu who have piaced relatively less
emphasis on purely military considerations than on political, economic, psychological or
moral aspects of inter-state relations and conflict.”® Institutional advisers have happily
accepted Fairbank’s theory. They deem that the Chinese culture is mainly based on
agriculture rather than commerce, so it has little compelling drive to access overseas
markets, and accordingly little tradition of war for expansion, apart from some wars

punishment of neighbouring countries that dare to challenge the dominant status of
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Chinese rule. One can see that this view apparently runs counter to He Xin’s proposal

that China should give more attention to its overseas interests.

Most institutional advisers believe that, given the nature of “oriental pacifism”, Chinese
security policy in the past was largely defensive. Peng Guanggian says that, though there
are millions of wars in China’s 5,000 years' history, they were scarcely overseas
invasions. The core of Chinese strategic culture is seeking harmony among nations and
unity of the whole country.” He Xin appreciates Chinese past glory when it expanded its
territory during the Han and Tang dynasties, whereas institutional advisers focus their
interpretations of Chinese history more on periods when China struggled to maintain its
integrity. From Peng's perspective, the history of war in ancient China was mainly one
for national unity and against any invasions from foreign enemies and most Chinese
strategic thinkers, of whom Sun Tse is the most well-known in the West, prefer prudence

in war rather than aggression.

Peng repeats the CCP’s formulation fangyu xing guofang zhengce (defensive national
defence policy) and says that the focal point of Chinese national security is surely rather
more defensive than offensive. Peng maintains that the most persuasive example to show
the peaceful nature and domestic orientation of Chinese security policy, in his opinion, is
Zheng He's famous overseas voyage to South-East Asia, India and East Africa during the
Ming dynasty. Peng claims that Zheng He had a chance to colonize the areas where he
had set foot, yet he refused to do so, following the emperor's direction to demonstrate
China's great power and glory without force, which is clearly in striking contrast with the
cruel colonialism of the West. Thus, his conclusion is that most Chinese rulers had in
tradition “little ambition” to conquer overseas territories, but rather focused on national
defence due to China's non-war strategic culture.’® When he uses words like “little
ambition” rather than “no ambition” he has shown less nationalistic sentiments than

personal advisers’ “never.”

Apart from justifying the CCP’s formulations such as e wei gui (peace is highly valued),
bu cheng ba (not seek hegemony) and dui renhe guojia dou bu goucheng weixie (no

threat to any country), through historical studies, institutional advisers hold that
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communist China has certainly inherited the traditional peaceful and domestic-oriented
security policy. Li Jijun argues that one of the main points of Mao Zedong's military
thoughts is positive defence, which has completely guaranteed China's peaceful foreign
policy, despite the fact that President Jiang Zemin indicated in 2000 that the PLA was
seeking a greater capability.®! Li says that, since the founding of New China, the nature
of China's military strategy has not been changed at all, and has always remained

defensive, no matter how the world situation revolves.®

Peng Guangqian agrees with Li about the peaceful security policy proclaimed by the
communist China. He claims that, China's national defence has always aimed to counter
foreign invasion, safeguard Chinese national unity and security, as well as defend China's
sovereignty of its land, sea and air. Peng admits that New China got involved with 8
military actions though out of self-defence.®®> On this point, he is much more objective

than personal advisers’ emotional and nationalist positions.

Some institutional advisers claim that the enormous resources of China also contribute to
its peaceful foreign policy, which is indeed a very weak argument and obviously clashes
with He Xin’s view. In fact, China will become a country that spares no pains to gain
resources from every corner of the world, due to its rapid economic expansion and
extremely low efficiency in utilizing natural resources. For instance, China needs to
import one-third of its oil. In 2004 the Argansk-Daqing pipeline project failed to come to
pass due to Russia’s strategic consideration.® Chinese leaders were furious and very

worried about the country’s energy supply.

However, institutional advisers just bury their heads in the sand. According to their
writings, China is and will continue to be a country free from lack of resources for good.
Institutional advisers know that hunting for scarce resources is an important factor
leading to a country's aggressiveness, yet think this argument could only turn the fire of
some Chinese scholars against themselves. They turn a blind eye to the tough reality
China is facing and claim that China, unlike Western European countries, is so big that it
possesses nearly all varieties of strategic resources for a self-developed national

economy. Therefore, China can depend on itself to become a superpower.®*From this one
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can understand how inappropriately institutional advisers follow at times the party line

and how insincere their arguments are to some degree.

As for China's defence expenditure, institutional advisers try to justify the CCP’s
formulations such as junfei jiao di (military spending at a rather low level) and fangyu
xing guangfang (defensive national defence policy) that Chinese military spending has
always been kept at a low level. An important way to see if China is a military threat is to
assess if it has the capability to threaten other nations. There have been numerous studies
about the PLA. In the West, some see that China's priority and grand strategy is to
develop the economy and to transform China into a great power in 50 to 100 years.®
Much of the increase in China's military spending in recent years has been largely driven

by China's need to reunify Taiwan.*’

Personal advisers seldom use figures to back up their arguments yet instiiutional advisers
rely on figures and facts to support theirs. They try to be more “objective” than personal
advisers. They claim that China's defence policy is always defensive and that Chinese
military construction's focal point is safeguarding China's sovereign land, air and sea
(Taiwan is surely the focal point). In this scenario, they claim that China does not need to
raise apace the budget for its military forces, regardless of the fact that the PLA’s

capabilities are growing fast.®

Many Western scholars stress the aggressiveness of PLA from the point of view of
China's continuously increasing defence budget.89 Peng does not agree with his Western
counterparts. He has asserted that, compared with Western countries and even some
developing countries, China's defence budget is actually quite small. He quotes the
statistics of IISS and points out the fact that, in 1994, China's per capita defence
expenditure was only $5.3, the 87" in the world.”® Li Jijun agrees with him and argues in

favour of the Chinese position.”*

Peng Guanggqian tries to prove the westerners wrong in the case of the so-called “grey
zone”. He argues that it is true that Chinese military forces are supported by off-budget

capital such as arms sales and agricultural sideline production income, yet, compared
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with the total amount, it is very small.”” Peng cites SIPRI's statistics and points out that in
1993, China exported arms worth $420 million, only 4% of that of America and 9% of
Russia.”® The fact that Peng does not use first-hand figures but rather secondary ones
from the West shows the non-transparency of Chinese defence expenditure and reduces
the credibility of his argument. His support for the CCP’s security policy terms is thus not

appropriate.

Though institutional advisers do not call on the Chinese government to switch too many
resources to military force-building as personal advisers advocate, they do regard the US
as a threat to China’s national security. Wang Jisi and Yan Xuetong clearly wam the

Chinese people to guard against the Us.*

Some institutional advisers have examined varieties of opinion in the West on Chinese
military threat theory and doubt those scholars’ motive. Wang Jisi believes that this
theory intends to provide an excuse for America's containment policy toward China.*’
Wang argues that the Clinton administration's China policy was in reality a combination
of containment and engagement. He regards only as propaganda the Clinton
administration's official proclamation that his policy toward China is indeed constructive
engagement. In his opinion, the Clinton administration was going to break ground for
containment policy toward China yet had not enough capability and willpower to do so.
America is surely inclined to put pressure on China, contain China's power growth and
thwart China's rise on the world stage, yet, due to its fierce economic competition with
Japan and Europe, the US has to maintain the existing communication channel and play
along with China against its will. On the whole, his analysis of the duality of the Clinton

administration's China policy has been accepted by other institutional advisers.

Therefore, in light of Wang's logic, for China there are two Americas: one is real, one
purely diplomatic. The real America, from the very end of the Cold War in the early

1990s, pursued its own “selfish strategic interests™®

and spared no pains to keep its
hegemonic status in the world. Throughout the 1990s, the engagement policy toward
China promoted by the Clinton administration, adopts a rather obscure strategy,

proclaiming no direct target. Nevertheless, Wang thinks that, while paying lip-service to
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friendship with China, many Americans treat China as the “potential threat” to the
American hegemony in the 21% century. The US government does not say so in public, as
it is wise enough not to go to the length of creating an enemy while America still has
plenty of time to prevent it from happening. In his writings Wang uses words like “selfish
strategic interests” rather than “evil motives”, “potential threat” rather than “enemy” etc.,
and tries to justify in an academic rather than an emotional way the CCP’s formalized
language like shoudao waiguo de weixie (other countries threatened China) and “China
cannot be a threat to the United States, and the United States should not consider China

as a threatening rival.”

Through his examination, Wang Jisi contends, obviously China and America have “not
got a solid building block” for their bilateral security relations. ’Shortly after the end of
the Cold War, the US national security strategy had no specific target, like a lonely hero

who takes pains to find his rival.’®

Nevertheless, over time some Americans began to
realize that, among many potential threats, China would undoubtedly stand out as a fierce
challenger. In Wang's eyes, the US perception lies in the fact that the two countries have
virtually clashing national strategies. With the steady gearing up of China's economic
power, political influence and defence capability, many Americans would “unwittingly”
treat China as a rival rather than a partner in the mid-21* century. Wang’s conclusion is
that, a stable bilateral relationship between China and America would either be written in
water at times or simply become a wild wish. Deng Xiaoping said that China “cannot be”
a threat to the US and the US “should not” consider China as a threatening rival, yet
Wang’s realist views actually admit there is a possibility that China might threaten the

US due to a clash of national interests.

Official Intellectuals

The approaches of official intellectuals toward the US over China threat theory are more
conciliatory. Their opinion is that, as long as China’s national integrity can be maintained
there is no need to fear the threat from the US. They argue that China should not provoke
the US with military aggressiveness so long as the US does not severely challenge
China’s core security interests over territorial issues, particularly in Taiwan. Therefore

they show less interest in a rush for military build-up than personal and institutional
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advisers though they also believe China needs military enhancement to defend its
security. Their basic idea is that, though security is China’s top concern in a hostile post-
communist world, China’s security environment is not as bad as personal and
institutional advisers have described, and thus it is not wise for the Chinese government

to put too many resources in the PLA.

Official intellectuals follow the party’s terms like ke wei gui (peace is highly valued), bu
cheng ba (not seek hegemony), weihu shijie heping yu wending de liliang (a power to
maintain world peace and stability) and dui renhe guojia dou bu goucheng weixie (no
threat to any country), in order to pacify the US and try to explain away China’s
increased military power. They believe that it is not necessary to sour the US-China
relationship through aggressive security policy until the Chinese nation is united into
oneness and China is strong and confident enough to overpower the US. They deem that
overseas expansion will give the US excuse to take preventive measures to intercept

China’s rise. Therefore their views are more based on interest calculation than the CCP’s

party line.”’

Therefore, official intellectuals try to convince the Americans that China is still
confronted with plenty of domestic problems, has no ambition to compete with the US
for dominance in East Asia and that China needs a peaceful and stable international
environment to safeguard territorial sovereignty, to further improve national cohesion
among the Chinese people and to maintain a stable domestic environment in which
people’s welfare can be improved. They claim that seeking the stability of the world
community and East Asia in particular is in line with China’s domestic needs. In the case
of Taiwan, they believe that it is definitely in the Mainland's interests to reunify it as
early as possible, yet it is not worth attacking the island and getting involved in a war

with the US which China is not confident to win.

To pacify the Americans, Qin Yaqing, a professor at the College of Foreign Affairs,
following he wei gui (peace is highly valued) and bu cheng ba (not seek hegemony),
claims that China is willing to take its responsibility and try to keep the stability of

international order and international system, for the sake of its own sustainable
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development.'® Following bu cheng ba (not seek hegemony), Luo Yuanzheng contends
that China's need for economic development has required that it would not put scarce
resources into overseas expansion and offensive war, resulting in neglecting many of its
domestic projects that need more attention. He says that it would take a long time for
China to eventually arise, so, at least in the near future, there would be little chance for
China to wage a war.'®! His view apparently clashes with He Xin’s argument that China
should now expand its overseas interests and Yan Xuetong’s argument that China should

be ready to take Taiwan by force.

To reduce the apprehension among CCP leaders about the China threat theory in the
West, most official intellectuals ascribe the emergence of China threat theory to IR
theories arising out of US academia, so they try to divert the CCP’s attention from the US
government to US scholars. This approach surely discounts the sincerity of their
arguments following the CCP’s party line, because when Deng Xiaoping said “dui renhe
guojia dou bu goucheng weixie (no threat to any country)” and “shoudao bieren de wexie
(other countries threatened China)”, he was talking about governments rather than
academics. This position is also distant from Yan Xuetong’s view that China threat
theory is linked with the US government. Yang Guangbin, a scholar at Renmin
University, believes that the China threat theory originated from Western IR theories.'®
From his research he has found that the hegemonic stability theory, balance of power
theory and geopolitics theory in realism are, in terms of Sino-American relations, all
pessimistic about China’s rise; the democratic peace theory in liberalism regards China as
a potential threat; multilateralists do not think Chinese behaviour to defend the integrity
of its national security and territory is justified; economic interdependence theory is the
only one that is optimistic about Sino-American relations yet most conservatives do not
agree. His conclusion is that it is not suitable to apply Western IR theories to Chinese
reality. He says: “The history of Western international relations is largely a history of
expansion and competition for hegemony. It is hard for people living in this environment
and with those theories arising out of this history to understand why a stronger China
would not expand its power. As such, the theory of China threat emerges. We have to

doubt the possibility that one could apply Western IR theories to analyse China.”'” His
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writing might lead people to perceive that it is the academics rather than its government

that should be blamed, which is obviously a long way from the CCP’s position.

Liberals

Liberals are basically not bound by the CCP’s formalized language, yet it does not follow
that they are not nationalistic. John Derbyshire once met up with He Qinglian, one of the
most liberal intellectuals in China, famous for her relentless criticisms of Chinese
government policy. Her book, The Pitfalls of Modernization, has been translated by
Lawrence Sullivan and brought her fame in the West. Derbyshire says that things went
well until they discussed China’s territorial issues. He was told, “Xinjiang had been under
Chinese influence for thousands of years. It was now an inalienable part of the
motherland. The same for Tibet, which my article mentioned en passant. How would

Americans feel if Hawaii suddenly demanded independence?”'™

According to He
Qinglian, China has been threatened by the separatists supported by the West. “Qinglian
had a copy of my article and said it was disgraceful for me to use the phrase ‘Chinese
Imperialism’. China had been a victim of imperialism! How could China herself even
think of practising imperialism? Disgraceful!”]05 He Qinglian’s view is indeed in line
with the CCP’s terms like zhongguo bu qinlue bieren, dui renhe guojia dou bu goucheng
weixie, que shou dao waiguo de weixie (China did not invade other countries and posed

no threat to them, but other countries threatened China), bu cheng ba (not seek

hegemony) and fangyu xing guofaang zhengce (defensive national defence policy).

From liberals’ writings and speeches one can understand that there is indeed a big market
for nationalism in China though it is initiated by the CCP. Even liberals believe that,
“Given recent US-led attempts to...split China by some Western countries, China needs
more than ever to unite and promote patriotism... The more patriotism is promoted, the
faster China can develop; and the more closely the Chinese people are united, the more
likely attempts to contain China will fail.”'% In their eyes, the new Chinese nationalism
is an indispensable way for the Chinese people to hold their nation together, protect their

identity and advance their interests in a turbulent modern world.
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Conclusion

One can see from this section that Chinese IR scholars try to stress the fact that Chinese
military build-up aims to protect domestic agendas. CCP leaders worry about the
spreading of Chinese military threat theory, as it stands in China’s way of realizing full
national unity and modernization. They even fear that if the China Threat Theory gains
more influence, the US will become so alarmed that Washington will decide to attack
China in order to thwart China’s rise and to preserve US hegemony.m7 It is the reason

why scholars like Bernstein and Munro are bombarded without mercy by the CCp.!%®

Following the party, most Chinese IR scholars claim that China is not a threat to world

peace and China has been threatened by the US.'®

Obviously, it is over territorial issues
and particularly the Taiwan problem that Chinese IR scholars feel the US threat the most.
In this sense Stephen Levine is right to say that nationalism has become the most
prominent informal ideology in today’s China.'!'® Nevertheless, regarding Chinese
military threat theory, on which there exists a strong nationalist consensus among

Chinese IR scholars, one can still note apparent ruptures.

Chinese IR scholars have examined both history and current affairs and try to prove,
under the guidance of the nationalist party line, that China has always been a peace-
loving country. Generally speaking, China’s words toward the US were modest and

conservative in the 1980s,'!

yet it did not remain so in the 1990s, particularly over
China’s security. From the perspective of personal and institutional advisers, the reason
Chinese military threat theory becomes out of the blue all the rage in the West is rather
obvious, as some politicians and intellectuals in America, for the purpose of maintaining
the American hegemony for good, conspire to target China as their enemy and prevent
China's rise in the 21* century. Personal advisers call on CCP leaders to build up a
formidable PLA to confront the US, institutional advisers are rather cautious and official
intellectuals are apparently less interested in this appeal. Official intellectuals take a
rather conciliatory approach to the debate on the China threat theory and try to pacify

both the Americans and CCP leaders. They do not maintain that there is a consistent

policy in the US government to treat China as a future enemy though they agree there are
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hostile voices among US academics. Liberals are also concerned with China’s territorial

integrity yet they pay little attention to the CCP’s party line.

2.2 Taiwan Issue

In this section, the author will show how Chinese IR scholars respond to the CCP’s
formalized language on the Taiwan issue. To the CCP, concerns over Taiwan are related
to the issue of regime legitimacy. With communist ideology being seriously eroded by
the newly emerging market economy, the call of Chinese nationalism under the glory of
complete unification and nationalist revival readily replaced the ideology’s dominant
role. As a result, it reinforced the influence of nationalism on the CCP's Taiwan policy.''?
Many Chinese elites do not care about the decline of the uniform ideology, yet they do
worry about the independence of Taiwan. The CCP is wise enough to take advantage of
this apprehension among the Chinese elite and try to rally the population behind the

party.

The CCP’s policy on Taiwan has been closely tied to its interpretation of the domestic
and international situation in the post-cold war era.'’® The party knows it rules a turbulent
society in a hostile world. To maintain its one-party rule in the post-Communist era, the
CCP skilfully takes the role of the guardian of Chinese territorial integrity and puts the
Taiwan issue as the highest priority in Chinese security policy. In some sense, it is fair to

say the Taiwan problem has convinced Chinese elites of the rightness of nationalism.

Kane identified several fundamental principles that guide Chinese domestic policy. These
principles focus on a robust approach to sovereignty, a determination to strengthen the
ruling party and a continuing commitment to ideological distinctiveness.''* CCP leaders
understand the importance of US-China relations and have tried hard to improve them,'"
yet Chinese US policy is subject to these domestic principles. As the US protection of
Taiwan has challenged Chinese sovereignty and thus the legitimacy of the party, it

becomes the biggest obstacle in the bilateral relationship. CCP leaders have thus decided
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on promoting nationalism to oppose the US “intervention in the internal affairs” of

China.''

To date, the nationalist position toward the US over Taiwan has indeed been useful in
helping the CCP regarding national cohesion, yet in the long run it will generate other
problems. Externally, it will produce a “security dilemma” between the US and China.'"’
This dilemma is in large measure a function of the Taiwan question.'’® CCP leaders
cannot forsake military solutions, Taiwanese are prone to de jure independence instead of
satisfaction with de facto independence and US primacists view the world in power
transition terms. Domestically, it will raise public expectation on Taiwan and limit the
leadership’s flexibility in policy-making. The party has been perceived to be capable of
defending China’s core security principles and territorial integrity, which makes it
difficult for the CCP to back down when necessary.''® High public expectation has its
psychological impact on Chinese policymakers as well. It could drive CCP leaders to
make irrational strategic decisions in ways difficult for Western scholars and politicians

to anticipate,m

No Chinese leader, communist or liberal, can afford to be cast as lishi zuiren (a person
condemned by history) for taking action that would permanently split the nation; such an
appellation would be a lethal blow to any Chinese leader attempting to establish himself
domestically.121 Out of fear of Taiwanese independence, the CCP has consistently
refused to pledge not to use force against Taiwan despite pressure from the US. Jiang
Zemin stated in December 1992 that the “PRC will adopt resolute measures if Taiwan
declares Taiwan’s independence.”’”> The pursuit of independence would, the CCP

claims, involve the risk of war.

Evolvement of Taiwan Problem

The Taiwan problem has always been one of the focal points of Sino-American
relationships during 1989-2000. The Chinese territorial claim to Taiwan is largely based
on its imperial history. Anderson deemed it bizarre that liberals (nationalists as well) like

Sun Yat-sen also made “absurd claims to territories in various parts of South-east Asia
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and Central Asia”, including Taiwan, based on territorial conquests of dynastic rulers,

and “both the KMT and the CCP later took over this inheritance” at various times.'?>

Due to the US involvement, the PLA could not entirely clear away KMT troops in
China's territory. Chiang Kai Shek fled to Taiwan at the close of 4 years' civil war, yet
managed to stand firm against all the odds with the US assistance. After the outbreak of
the Korean War, the stalemate across the Taiwan Straits was fixed in the context of the
Cold War. The Mainland and Taiwan belonged to opposite groups, the East and West,
until the great debate between the Soviet Union and China was inch by inch brought to

the surface.

The US and China made agreements in 1972, 1978 and 1982. At the time of the Shanghai
Communiqué in 1972, both the KMT and the CCP claimed that they represented China.
Therefore the US acknowledged in the Communiqué that both sides of the Taiwan Straits
claimed that Taiwan was part of China and that the US did not contest that view. In the
normalization of relations between China and the US, negotiated in 1978, the US
terminated formal official relations with Taiwan and replaced those with the Mainland. In
1982 the US announced its commitment gradually to reduce weapons sales to Taiwan.
With relationship with the US amicable and relationship with the Soviet Union improving

in the late 1980s, China did not believe war was inevitable any longer.'?*

Nevertheless, after the Soviet bloc in Europe unexpectedly collapsed, Taiwan became a
flashpoint for China and the US. With its amazingly continuous and strong economic
growth, China was getting more confident of its capability to take over Taiwan by fair
means or even foul. However, the CCP claims that China could not move much closer to

its aim to unify Taiwan on account of the US backup for the Taiwanese regime.

On the other hand, Taiwan’s internal situation has greatly changed since Li Denghui
became the president. Taiwan was for long under the KMT’s authoritarian control.'® In
1991 Taiwan terminated the “period of mobilization against communist rebellion”,
marking an end to the aim of retaking the Mainland by force. This move indicated a

fundamental shift in Taiwan’s policy toward China.'*® The Taiwanese authority claimed
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to represent only the people of Taiwan. Once democracy took root in Taiwan after 1987,
the “local” people gained more power relative to the “mainlanders,” the 15 percent of the
population that had fled the Mainland in the late 1940s. Many local people had less
interest in the Mainland and Li Denghui tried in the 1990s to lay the basis for increasing
independence by stressing local culture.'”’ The movement for Taiwan’s independence has

been encouraged by Li'*®

and eventually led to an administration controlled by the pro-
independence Democratic Progressive Party. Therefore the tension across the Taiwan

Straits has been in ascendance and in turn Chinese nationalism has been running high.

In 1995 Li Denghui was granted a visa by the US to conduct a “private” visit to his alma
mater, Cornell University. Although this was billed as a private visit, the US Congress
had voted 396-0 in the House and 97-1 in the Senate calling on the US President to admit
Lee.'?” The CCP’s reaction was intense. During July 1995, the PLA ostentatiously tested
six different types of guided missiles in the waters around Taiwan.'*® It aimed to terrify
Taiwan away from any thoughts of independence. In the following years, the military
exercises conducted adjacent to Taiwan were also designed to deter Taiwan from taking

steps moving toward independence.'*!

The developing crisis in the Taiwan Straits dramatically influenced Chinese perception of
the US. They blame the US for the political change in Taiwan. A public opinion poll
conducted in 1995 found that 87.1% of respondents believed that the US was the country
“least friendly” to China.'* It is no surprise at all that China Can Say No was published

that year, selling perhaps two million copies.133

However, this is not the end of the story. Democratisation contributed to a growing sense
among some Taiwanese that there were large and widening differences between the
Mainland and Taiwan.'** This sense was encouraged by deliberate government efforts,
from the mid-1990s on, to create an independent Taiwanese identity through the
promotion of local history and culture. The leadership in the 1990s and today, now under
a pro-independence President, Chen Shuibian, tried to transform a growing awareness of

different-ness into a growing awareness of separate-ness from an entity called China. The
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effort culminated in 2001 in a statement by President Chen that China and Taiwan were

two states on different sides of the Straits.

The rise of identity politics in Taiwan has contributed to the CCP’s worry about the
permanent separation of Taiwan and even the formal declaration of independence by
Chen. The response to the Taiwanese challenge is military build-up designed to deter
Taiwanese from supporting independence and stepped-up diplomatic efforts to isolate
Taiwan internationally. These behaviours, in turn, have contributed to arguments in the

US that China is indeed a revisionist state.'*>

Taiwan in US Engagement Policy

Taiwan’s argument for independence is not stronger than the Mainland’s territorial claim.
UN documents on decolonisation and national liberation in the 1960s were clear that they
recognized the right of oppressed peoples to determine their future, but also protected
newly independent states from further dismemberment.'*® That is, the right to self-
determination has generally been extended only to those peoples who are subject to alien
rule and who have few opportunities to participate meaningfully in their own
governance.'* International practice and international law does not recognize the absolute

right of any social, political or ethnic group to sovereign independence.

The Taiwan problem between China and the US is not about the international norms of
national self-determination. US foreign policy practice has always been ambivalent over
self-determination of a people. During the Cold War, the US ended up defending French
colonialism in Vietnam in the 1950s. The US does not support Quebec independence and
intervened against Serbia’s suppression of the Kosovar population but did not support
Kosovo independence.'*® It clearly does not officially recognize the right to national self-

determination and sovereign statehood for Native Americans.

To the US, Taiwan occupies the key position in its engagement policy toward China, as
how CCP leaders deal with the Taiwan problem is regarded as the paramount test of
whether China will challenge US dominance. Some US scholars and decision-makers

regard peaceful reunification as the bottom line that China should not cross, otherwise
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bilateral relations would probably go off the track. Many US scholars and politicians
believe that the Taiwan issue could lead to the expanding of more grandiose “revisionist”
interests in China and the appearance of more authoritative evidence of a renegade China,
as the Chinese defence of its territorial integrity in an era of long-range high-tech
precision strike means that the military operational perimeter has to expand outward and

includes pre-emption.”‘9

In the framework of engagement, the US has committed itself to defend Taiwan. While,
officially, US policy has been agnostic as to whether Taiwan and China unify or not as
long as it is done peacefully and with the approval of the Taiwanese people, its policy has
now evolved to the point where Taiwan is regarded almost as the functional equivalent of
a “major non-NATO ally”. '*° US hawks like Kagan and Wolfowitz have already begun
to compare China’s rise with the rise of other revisionist states such as fascist Japan and

141

Wilhelmine Germany.”* Moderatists like James Shinn contend that striking the Taiwan

regime by force would be a blatant violation.'*?

In the eyes of the CCP, engagement is supposed to accommodate rather than thwart
China's rise. Nevertheless, the US is applying such international principles as James
Shinn has suggested to Taiwan, which is not a sovereign state, and meddles in China's
internal affairs. CCP leaders are especially concerned that the US will provide Taiwan
with theatre missile defence (TMD) that will encourage pro-independence forces and re-

establish the U.S.-Taiwan defence treaty on a de facto basis.'*?

The understanding of
CCP leaders is that what the Americans are doing is absolutely opposite to what they
have claimed. They claim that China will not rise in real sense until the whole country is

reunited.

Party Line

Top CCP leaders put the Taiwan problem at the core of the new Chinese nationalism and
regard the US as the biggest obstacle in China’s reunification with the island. As long as
China’s international identity is defined in terms of a nationalistic view of modern
Chinese history in which Taiwan was ceded to Japan, a realpolitik perspective will

prevail.144 Deng Xiaoping surely belonged to thinkers of realpolitik. He believed that the
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reunification of Taiwan is one of the most important components of China’s resurrection
and it is indeed an issue concerning Chinese national sentiments. Deng in 1984 made it
clear to the Americans that China had changed its views on global strategy due mainly to
the change in the U.S. attitude toward Taiwan.'*® Due to his influence, the Chinese
realpolitik tendencies are infinitely preferable to the messianic versions of Chinese

nationalism that might come to the fore if the US regards China as an enemy.'*

Deng himself employed strongly emotional nationalistic words in his discourse over the
Taiwan issue. Deng said: “Our compatriots on the Mainland, those in Taiwan, Hong
Kong and Macao and the overseas Chinese, are all descendants of the Chinese people.
We should all strive to reunify our motherland and revitalize our nation.”"*’ “First of all,
it (Taiwan Issue) is a national question, a question of national sentiments.”'*® “The
reunification of the country has long been the aspiration of all the Chinese people...Ever
since the Opium War, reunification has been the common desire not just of one political

party or group but of the whole Chinese nation, including the people in Taiwan.”'*’

Deng demonstrated his anger over the US involvement in Taiwan. “The question of
Taiwan is the main obstacle to better relations between China and the United States and it
might even develop into a crisis between the two nations...There is a group of people in
the United States today who, carrying on the Dulles doctrine’, regard Taiwan as a US

aircraft carrier or as a territory within the US sphere of influence.”!*

The book Deng Xiaoping waijiao sixiang xuexi gangyao (Introduction to Deng
Xiaoping's Foreign Policy Thought) says: “ The nature of Taiwan Relations Act is to
continue to regard Taiwan as the unsinkable aircraft carrier of the US, intending to keep
to some extent the US-Taiwan security co-operation another way through means like
selling weapons to Taiwan, to continue to interfere in China’s domestic affairs and make
the US-Taiwan relations a sort of official sense.”’> It goes on to say: “It is Taiwan
Relations Act that has caused the crisis of the Sino-US relationship.”’*? It also says:
“...the Taiwan problem is the most sensitive and most prominent one of political
principle. If it is not dealt in a proper way, it will become an explosive problem. With

regard to such bitter fruit as the Taiwan problem, the Chinese people can not and will not
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swallow it up.”'>® If need be, in view of the fact that the basis for the country’s peaceful
reunification is seriously imperilled by the US, China will have to enhance its capability

to defend its sovereignty and security by military means."**

CCP leaders have no ambition beyond its current border. According to the party line,
Taiwan is within its border and a historical loss waiting to be recovered. There is good
evidence that military modemization programs, training exercises and doctrinal
innovation in the PLA, particularly since 1996, are largely aimed at dealing with the
Taiwan issue.'>> However, the party line has also shown the CCP’s obvious intolerance
over the US interference in the Taiwan problem. CCP leaders concluded that the US was
bent on using its unchallenged post-Cold War political and military strength to contain
China with rejuvenated military alliances.’*® The Taiwan Strait crises of the mid-1990s
confirmed uneasiness on both sides of the Pacific. In this scenario, CCP leaders decided
to balance the US power in East Asia. Chinese General Xiong Guangkai sternly warned
the US that in an age of nuclear weapons “Washington cares more about Los Angeles

than about Taipei.”"”’

The author will explain 7 formalized terms here. Firstly, minzu ginggan wenti (a question
of national sentiments) demonstrates the CCP’s nationalist drive over its policy
concerning Taiwan. Secondly, meiguo buchen de hangkongmujian (the unsinkable
aircraft carrier of the US) means that the US considers Taiwan as a powerful and perilous
weapon against China, and “the US attempts to use the Taiwan card as leverage in
bilateral dealings and a strategic check on an ascending China.”'*® Thirdly, ganshe
zhongguo neizheng (interfere in China’s domestic affairs) means China’s approach to
Taiwan is that it is surely not an international issue and the US has no right at all to get
involved. Ganshe means “to interfere against somebody’s will” in Chinese dictionary"”’
and it tries to demonstrate China’s detestation of the US Taiwan policy. Fourthly,
zhenzheng zhaocheng zhong mei guanxi weiji de shi yu taiwan guanxi fa (It is Taiwan
Relations Act that has caused the crisis of the Sino-US relationship) means that the basic
cause of the crisis in the Sino-US relationship is the Taiwan Relations Act and US
involvement in China’s domestic affairs. Clearly, the CCP blames the US for the tension

between the two sides. Fifthly, zui mingan zui tuchu de zhengzhi yuanze wenti (the most
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sensitive and prominent political principle) means Taiwan issue is a principal one on
which the CCP will not back down at all. Yuanze means in standard Chinese dictionary
“that one’s words and behaviour should follow”,'®® and this term shows that China will
not bow down over the Taiwan issue before the US though China would compromise
with regard to other issues. Sixthly, baozha xing wenti (an explosive problem) means
Taiwan problem could completely destroy the relationship between China and the US.

» 161 and this term shows the Chinese

Baozha means in Chinese “explode all of a sudden
worry that the Taiwan problem might evolve out of control and lead to war out of the
blue. Seventhly, tun bu xiaqu, buhui tun xiaqu (can not and will not swallow it up)
declares in a crystal clear way that China will solve the Taiwan problem in its own way

and China will balance the US power in East Asia.

Personal Adyvisers

Personal advisers closely follow these terms and particularly terms like minzu ginggan
wenti (a question of national sentiments), meiguo buchen de hangkongmujian (the
unsinkable aircraft carrier of the US) and baozha xing wenti (an explosive problem), tun
bu xiaqu, buhui tun xiaqu (can not and will not swallow it up), and believing that it is the
US conspiracy to disintegrate China and the US has a grand strategy to carry this plan.
They firmly support the CCP’s decision to balance US power. Taiwan is regarded by
those personal advisers as a chessman of the US to fulfil this grand strategy. They have
noted the closer ties between the US and Taiwan. During the latter half of the Clinton
administration, the US DoD pressed for closer military coordination with Taiwan for the

purpose of maintaining influence in Taiwan.'®?

Under the Bush administration, this
coordination has been pushed not only by this consideration, but also by concerns in the
primacist wing of the Republican Party about the Chinese challenge to US power in East

Asia.'®

Wang Daohan has noted the US policy change and proclaimed that the Taiwan problem
is entirely China’s domestic issue and should not be meddled in by outsiders, whatever
the US domestic concerns. He says: “In modern Chinese history of over 100 years, the
Chinese people sought for the complete unity of their motherland, fought against foreign

forces’ schemes to separate and bully China, shedding their blood one after another, and
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eventually made the Chinese nation stand towering like a giant in the East of the
world.”'®* Here Wang is actually trying to justify a possible war across the Taiwan
Straits, following the CCP’s terms tun bu xiaqu, buhui tun xiaqu (can not and will not
swallow it up), baozha xing wenti (an explosive problem) and ganshe zhongguo neizheng
(interfere in China’s domestic affairs). Wang Daohan warns the Taiwanese authority,
“the problem across the Taiwan Straits will be ultimately solved by the Chinese on the
two sides, and relying on external forces is like drinking poison to quench thirst.”'®> He
not surprisingly refers to the US as a poison in the relationship between Taiwan and the
Mainland.

He Xin firmly believes that the US involvement in the Taiwan issue is a conspiracy. On
US weapons sales to Taiwan, He Xin says: “Its objectives seem to include...2, to
intensify the military competition between the two sides across the straits, to obstruct the
process of the reunion of the two sides, and encourage the trend and strength of the
Taiwanese independence movement. 3, to become prepared to use Taiwan as a main base
to contain the Mainland China and exert the US influence in Asia Pacific.” ' He predicts
that the US will further infiltrate in and instigate rebellion against Mainland China, with
Taiwan being the bridgehead. He even claims that US Taiwan policy is a part of its grand
strategy to control the whole world. He says that the US objective in the world is very
much explicit and has not changed for over one hundred years, which is to rule the whole
world. In his view, the general principle of the US strategy on China has not changed
over 50 years and has been entirely consistent, that is to contain and disintegrate China,

though at times appeasing during fighting or at times fighting during appeasing.

He is not alone in making this judgment on the US strategy. It is said that the CCP’s
assessments of US security strategy over the past decade suggest that China does not
view Sino-American tensions as limited to the Taiwan issue. Rather, the dispute over
Taiwan is symptomatic of a broader US strategy to contain China and undermine the
CCP’s authority.167

Under this background, Liu Ji denounces the US involvement in the Taiwan issue,

advocates balancing the US military force in East Asia and warns the US of a possible
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bloody war. He says: “The Taiwan issue is entirely a Chinese internal affair, in the same
way that no matter what happens in Hawaii or California is an internal affair of the
United States. Therefore, the United States should not itself involve in the Taiwan issue.
Not to become involved in the Taiwan issue is the most intelligent approach considering
American national interests.”'®*'% Liu Ji tries hard to establish a nationalistic and positive
image of the CCP: “The Chinese Communist Party and Chinese people have been
entirely firm patriots, the proof is a history written in blood. Do not have any illusions on
this issue. I think Americans understand this very well: American ancestors waged the
famous Civil War to maintain integrity when the South attempted independence.”!"'”!
Similar to Wang and He, Liu Ji employs many emotional words, for instance, a history
written in blood, to display his high identification with the CCP’s party line, particularly
the term tun bu xiaqu, buhui tun xiaqu (can not and will not swallow it up) and baozha

xing wenti (an explosive problem).

Institutional Advisers

Institutional advisers have always clung to the CCP’s formalized language such as minzu
qinggan wenti (a question of national sentiments), tun bu xiaqu, buhui tun xiaqu (can not
and will not swallow it up) and ganshe zhongguo neizheng (interfere in China’s domestic
affairs), insisted and proclaimed in public that the Taiwan issue is China's domestic affair
and accordingly shall not fall into the hands of external forces like the US. They
understand that this issue would become more complicated if countries like the US
became directly involved. Therefore they also claim it right to balance US power in
Taiwan. However, these scholars are fully aware of the US role in relation to the
confrontation and sometimes brinkmanship of war across the Taiwan Straits. These
scholars claim that the Taiwan problem certainly grew out of the US intervention in the
first place, since the consistent existence of the Taiwanese regime surely relies on
enormous US support and Taiwan's long-time defiance against the Mainland is closely
bound up with its strong ties with America in politics, economy, military and intelligence
affairs. More importantly, they assert that the Taiwanese independence movement in
reality took shape in the US, got stronger and more aggressive and pro-active with the
support of some US interest groups. In short, like those Americans who believe that “the

»172 institutional advisers blame
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the US for this hot potato in China's agenda to rise up in the 21¥ century. Though they
claim the US conspiracy in their writings, they seldom regard it as a part of the US grand
strategy to dominate the world, and they seldom remind Americans of a bloody war,
keeping a distance from the term baozha xing wenti (an explosive problem), unlike

personal advisers.

They point their fingers at the US for the origin of the current dilemma. Most institutional
advisers claim that the PLA could have occupied Taiwan if the US Seventh Fleet had not
appeared at the Taiwan Straits in 1950. They proclaim that it is the US that prevented
China from unifying Taiwan, to fulfil gloriously the plan of the first generation leaders of
the CCP.'”

A famous IR scholar from Shanghai International Studies Institute, Yang Jiemian, is
inclined to think that it arises from the need of anti-communist strategy that the US
eventually chose to support Taiwan. He argues that the US always regards communist
regimes as its most dangerous enemies. Yang Jiemian says: “The US administration
decided to prop up the KMT authority retreating to Taiwan, due to the Cold War and
containing communism...America's intervention directly gave rise to the Taiwan issue

and the lingering problems henceforth."'”*

Some other institutional advisers believe that geopolitics also play a great role in the US
final decision to draw a line with the CCP and assist the KMT regime in Taiwan to
survive with economic, financial, political and military means. Su Ge, working with IIS
(Institute of International Studies), holds that the two documents handed in by Dulles and
MacArthur respectively to the Truman administration which analysed the then East Asian
situation from the perspective of strategy, were of great importance in helping Truman
make up his mind to send out the Seventh Fleet to the Taiwan Straits.'” According to Su
Ge, Dulles argued that Taiwan was certainly one of the most ideal areas to counter the
looming Soviet expansion in East Asia; MacArthur argued that Taiwan was one of the
most important links in the US line of defence extending from Aleutian Islands to the
Philippines. In his view, the US decision to send the Seventh Fleet to the Taiwan Straits

was not at all a response to the Korean War. He says: “In fact, before the Korean War
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broke out, America's policy-making group had been hatching a plot to separate Taiwan

and sever China.”'"®

Su Ge’s analysis has been supported by some Western scholars’ research. Robert Ross
applied geopolitics to his study of the US-China relationship.'”’ He deems that although
the US is a global superpower, it is not the regional hegemon in East Asia. China
dominates continental Asia and the US is pre-eminent in maritime East Asia.

Nevertheless, the Chinese control of Taiwan will change the balance.!”

At the close of the Korean War, compared with the enormous resources the CCP could
gain by its strength, Taiwan was definitely much weaker and at an obvious disadvantage
to its rival. Most institutional advisers even think that Taiwan could not stand a good
chance of maintaining its stability and getting rich without US generous and long-term
assistance. Yang Jiemian stresses that the close relationship between Taiwan and
America was of great importance to both sides.'” From his point of view, protecting and
strengthening Taiwan is, of course, in line with America's strategic interests while, for

Taiwan, close ties with America has the most important bearing on its survival.

Institutional scholars claim that Taiwan's economic development heavily relies upon US
capital, technology and market access. Their argument is based on the history they
present. The Taiwanese authority had around $1.4 billion economic assistance from the
US, which provided a solid foundation for Taiwan's economic take-off in the early 1960s.

During 1952-1988, US capital accounted for 60% of Taiwan's foreign investment.

According to these scholars, while US economic assistance paved the way for Taiwan to
become fortunately one of the four tigers in East Asia, US military assistance provided
Taiwan’s most basic need i.e. a secure international environment against heavy odds. To
the CCP, the close military relationship between Taiwan and the US is the stickiest issue
in the Sino-American relationship. Yang Jiemian says:" The Taiwan issue is the most
important and sensitive core of the Sino-American relationship, while military relations

between America and Taiwan is the most important and sensitive one in the Taiwan

83



issue.""®® One could see that his view is surely in line with the CCP’s term zui mingan zui

tuchu de zhengzhi yuanze wenti (the most sensitive and prominent political principle).

1979 was a turning point for Sino-American relations, during which the US established
formal diplomatic relations with China but passed the Taiwan Relations Act in its
Congress, despite China's stern protest. Institutional advisers follow the CCP’s
formalized language like zhenzheng zhaocheng zhong mei guanxi weiji de shi yu taiwan
guanxi fa (It is Taiwan Relations Act that has caused the crisis of the Sino-US
relationship). Taiwan Relations Act certainly strengthened their minds that the US new
China policy originated from consideration of tactics rather than a wholehearted
reconciliation. They claim that the Americans well reserved their room to manoeuvre in

China's domestic affairs thereafter.'®!

Institutional advisers became more concerned about military relations existing between
Taiwan and the US after the end of the Cold War. In the mid-1980s, as no major wars
were anticipated, the PLA was directed to prepare for local, limited wars on China's
periphery.182 After the independence movement in Taiwan became rampant, things began
to change. Since the mid-1990s China has been dramatically turned into the world factory
packing in enormous foreign investment. Chinese military forces have in consequence
greatly improved their striking capability as the central government is able to put more
funds into the PLA's modernization and procure more sophisticated weapons from
Russia.'®*With the unity of the whole country once again at the top of the CCP’s agenda,
institutional advisers assert it appropriate that the PLA start to prepare for a major war

with the US and Taiwan.

Institutional advisers claim that the US has unceasingly geared up its weapons sales to
Taiwan since the 1990s, which severely threatens China’s security. They assert that
Taiwan has become the No. 2 buyer in the world weapons market, only second to Saudi
Arabia. The US is the main source of Taiwan's military equipment, accounting for 95%

of its procurement as a whole.
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Institutional advisers have seen the Chinese deterrent strategy against Taiwan threatened
by US ballistic missile defence (BMD) technologies. With national missile defence
(NMD) on the operational horizon, institutional advisers specializing in security call on
CCP leaders to take more aggressive measures in nuclear doctrine and strategy.ls"The
rationale behind a combination of US TMD systems that could protect Taiwan coupled
with a US NMD programme is that this “layered defence system” could be a credible

185

counter to a Chinese nuclear threat.”” Thus institutional advisers accuse the US of using

double standards regarding the Taiwan issue.'¢

Institutional advisers claim that these are good evidence that the US tries to obstruct
China’s reunification with Taiwan, observing the Taiwan Relations Act. “It obliges the
United States to deter Beijing from militarily intimidating or invading Taiwan, to provide
defensive arms for Taiwan's self-defence needs...”’®” Taking account of these facts,
institutional advisers seem disappointed with the force of the legal framework established
between the US and China since 1972. Chu Shulong says that the 8.17 communiqué has

so far turned out to be little more than a scrap of paper.]88

During the 1990s, many more institutional advisers began to feel fairly confident with
China's economic rise. Due to the humiliation exerted by the West in the past and China's
now resolute determination to rise up in the 21% century, institutional advisers are
constantly beset by the apprehension that the US would somehow thwart this process
with its pre-emptive forces. For some of them, Taiwan could become America's wildest
card to play against China because of its strategic significance. If Taiwan became
independent, in the view of many Chinese scholars, America would without doubt
quickly embrace it into TMD arrangement as a sovereign state. China would in this
scenario become more threatened than at present, which could in consequence put
China's future stability at risk. It is due to this consideration that Yang Jiemian regards an

independent Taiwan as a dagger stuck into China's heart.'®’

It is suggested that the Taiwanese independence movement is more related to its internal
ethnic politics. The major cleavages in Taiwan's political culture fall along ethnic lines,

that is, mainlanders, Hoklo Taiwanese, Hakka Taiwanese, and, to a smaller extent,
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Malayo-Polynesian aborigines.m However, institutional advisers contend that the
Americans have fostered the Taiwanese Independent Movement as a conspiracy to
contain China. The main evidence is that most of the forerunners of the Taiwanese
Independence Movement were at large in the US and beyond the reach of the then KMT
authority. They note the fact that many key Taiwanese Independence Movement
organizations have indeed been based in the US for quite a long time. The DPP could not
come into power until these organizations were allowed to return and hence provided

crucial support for its rise.'!

To institutional advisers, the US sympathy toward Li Denghui equals its official support
for the Taiwanese Independence Movement. Nevertheless they differ over the driving
force behind the support. Guo Zhengyuan contends that the Clinton administration's
good-will gesture toward Li meant in some sense the US strategic adjustment in East
Asia after the end of the Cold War. Taiwan falls perfectly into a part of this plan. Guo
says that the US Taiwan policy change aims in a great measure to check China's power
increase and thereby reduces if not avoids the possibility to get directly involved with a
military clash across the Taiwan Straits.'”” Su Ge mainly blames the US Congress for Li
Denghui's Cormnell visit and the tension between the Mainland and Taiwan thereafter. Su
Ge argues that it is the pressure from Congress that forced President Clinton to allow Li

Denghui's visa application.m

Official Intellectuals

Generally speaking, official intellectuals follow the CCP’s formalized language on the
US role in the Taiwan problem and support the CCP’s policy to balance US power in
Taiwan, yet they prefer peaceful reunification with Taiwan and are more balanced toward
the US than personal and institutional advisers. They try to blame Taiwan for the tension
between China and the US and some even dare to point out the faults on the Chinese side.
The case of Taiwan involves both international and domestic issues for all three
sides.'”*The DDP believes that it is Taiwan’s right to announce independence while the
KMT does not agree. The CCP feels that China alone is entitled to be involved in its
resolution, as Taiwan is regarded as an integral part of China. Because Taiwan has strong

lobbies in Washington, the Taiwan issue is also a matter of domestic concemn in the US.
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Official intellectuals have paid more attention to domestic issues than personal and

institutional advisers, even including faults committed domestically.

Some official intellectuals blame the KMT authority for the origin of the Taiwan
problem.'®® They have noted that it is Taiwan that takes the initiative to ally with the US
in military affairs. Some official intellectuals contend that, in the first place, the
Taiwanese authority was in truth much more eager to establish bilateral military relations,
one way or another, than the US. One could say it is quite understandable, as it is anyway

about survival for Taiwan and a military blueprint for the US.

Official intellectuals have witnessed more aggressive international behaviour from
Taiwan. They are alarmed by Taiwan’s diplomatic efforts to gain more influence in the
international community. Apart from Li Denghui’s visit to Comell University in 1995,
these efforts included Li Denghui’s nine-day diplomatic tour in early 1994 to Indonesia,
the Philippines and Thailand; his May 1994 visit to Nicaragua, Costa Rica, South Africa
and Swaziland; and his April 1995 private visit to the United Arab Emirates and Jordan;
and Premier Lien Chan’s June 1994 secret visit to Mexico after an official visit to Central
America. The Taiwanese international behaviour is so aggressive that Nye and Freeman
advocated that the US discourage actions by Taipei that might leave China with little

choice but to resort to arms.'*®

In Sino-US relationships, the US Congress often takes a conservative line. It opposed the
1996 CTBT treaty, whose final form was in large measure a function of hard US-China
bargaining. To begin with, conservatives in Congress rejected the notion that the US and
China had any shared interest in dealing with global warming as a global problem.
Conservatives also opposed the ABM treaty and any restraint on ballistic missile defence,
setting up a major conflict of interest with China, whose nuclear deterrent benefited from
the US-Russian agreement. Official intellectuals stress the negative role played by

Congress more than personal and institutional advisers.

Zhao Baoxu from Beijing University tries to highlight the influence of the Taiwanese

lobby on US China policy. The US has enormous economic interests in Taiwan, which
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have been used by the Taiwanese to their advantage. It is suggested that the Mainland has
dealt in a formal and poor manner with administration officials in the US executive, yet
Taiwan has dealt in a far more sophisticated and nuanced manner, more with the
Congress than with the executive.””’ Zhao points out that Taiwan’s approach has been
impressively successful. For instance, in the early 1990s, Secretary of Defence William
Perry began a revival of the military relationship with China, but it quickly ground to a
halt in the US Congress due to the Taiwanese lobby.'*®

Zhao says that Taiwan has spent enormous funds in lobbying US politicians since the
KMT forces retreated to the island. The Taiwanese authority invited US politicians to
travel to the island, to have holidays there, to sponsor their research on Taiwan as well.
For instance, James Lilley was sponsored by Taiwan’s fund when he was working with
the American Enterprise Institute as a resident fellow. He also says that the Lobbying
Company of Cassidy played a crucial role in Li Denghui’s Cornell visit. He tries to
demonstrate that the Taiwanese authority has always desperately asked for US help, and
Taiwan should be blamed for the tension of US-China relations more than the US."*® This

position is far from the CCP’s party line.

Some official intellectuals boldly point out faults on the Chinese side as to the origin of
the Taiwan problem. They have certainly noticed the Truman administration’s initial
hesitation to defend Chiang Kaishek by force. Yu Xiaohui points out that, to prevent the
CCP from leaning entirely on the Soviet side, the Americans sent goodwill signals to
Mao and Zhou, in order to test the water and examine the possibility that the two
countries could somehow manage to co-exist in peace if not become friends. On Jan. 5,
1950, President Truman made a public statement and reiterated that Taiwan was an
inseparable part of China. Unfortunately, Truman's olive branch did not succeed as
expected, as Mao abruptly refused his offer to establish good relations between the two
giants. Yu believes that it is due to Mao and Zhou’s wrong decision that the CCP missed

an opportunity to establish a stable relationship with the US.?°
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Li Yihu from Beijing University argues for peaceful reunification with Taiwan. He
believes that the stalemate across the Taiwan Straits lies in the Chinese thinking style and

claims that peaceful resolution will be possible if the CCP is more flexible.

Mainland China resolutely clings to its “one China” policy, yet Taiwan tries to develop a
“two Chinas” policy within its current legal framework. It seems to him: “This antithesis
has been shown in the fields of policy and practice, but the origin behind it lies more in
the clash of the two sides in thinking and conceptions, so the political stalemate across
the Taiwan Straits is due to the conflict or even clash of thinking and conceptions.”*®! He
then calls for CCP leaders to contemplate compromise on the “one China” policy.
Official intellectuals like Li have noted the huge price that the Mainland has paid. In
recent years, China has banned mainland Chinese from participating in any international
security discussions that include Taiwanese, as CCP leaders rule that even informal
international discussions of security issues with people from Taiwan in the room would
amount to a tacit recognition of Taiwan as a separate political entity.?? Official
intellectuals like Li believe that in this way China has missed many opportunities to allay

fear and suspicion on the Taiwanese side.

One can see from this that official intellectuals show more willingness in peaceful
reunification with Taiwan. Actually this position may be acceptable to the US.?® China
seeks to establish extensive and intensive linkages with states that have overlapping and
common interests.”® Nevertheless, due to China’s inflexibility over Taiwan’s
involvement in international institutions, China’s effort to build up common ground with
the US has been greatly discounted. Lack of flexibility has also led to misperception of
the US policy over Taiwan. In 1998 Clinton suggested China should give Taiwan more
international space though he adopted the “three Nos” toward Taiwan—no support for
Taiwan independence, no support for a two-China policy, no support for Taiwan’s
membership in international organizations on the basis of statehood, yet China perceived

a strengthening of US-Taiwan ties.”®

Some official intellectuals like Jia Qingguo and Zhao Baoxu try to emphasize that the

influence of the US in the Taiwan issue is actually in decline as the US increasingly
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needs China over time. Somehow they hint that the US role could become less and less
important. Therefore they claim peaceful reunification will be more achievable. In fact,
they maintain that the US role in the Taiwan problem is not at all as important as the CCP
has claimed. Jia says: “With the rise of China’s comprehensive national power and
international influence, the importance of Mainland China and Taiwan upon the US will
demonstrate a bigger and bigger gap and the US would less and less sacrifice its relations

with the Mainland China for Taiwan.”?%

Zhao agrees with Jia and is confident of peaceful resolution. He claims that time is on the
side of peaceful reunification, as China’s giant market and its co-operation on all
international issues becomes more and more indispensable, whereas Taiwan’s important
status in the US strategy will gradually become weakened.””” Due to China’s growing
market, they believe that China can take advantage of the US pluralist politics, as US
national leaders are influenced by an always divided policy advisory, checked by a
divided government between President and Cong,ress.208 Official intellectuals thus claim

that measures relying on economic interdependence will avoid a major war between
China and the US.

Their liberalist approach highlighting economic interdependence between China and the
US is apparently distant from the CCP’s party line, particularly terms like baozha xing
wenti (an explosive problem) and meiguo buchen de hangkongmujian (the unsinkable
aircraft carrier of the US). They are more confident of peaceful reunification than
personal and institutional advisers. Though they have not challenged the CCP’s political
terms, they do not follow them as sincerely as personal advisers. Over the possible war
across the Straits, they normally just avoid it or remark in passing and divert to another

topic in their writings.

Liberals
Liberals are concerned with the reunification with Taiwan as well. Nationalism has
emerged as a leading ideological current behind China’s drive toward modernization and

even liberals are involved.?” Chinese liberals strive to achieve democracy in China, yet
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they agree with the CCP’s nationalistic position over Taiwan. They are not willing to
sacrifice China’s territorial integrity for their political ideal. This nationalistic desire for

territorial reunification is simply “poorly understood” in the Us.210

The US policies toward Taiwan have appeared to Chinese liberals as an effort to weaken
their nation. Fundamental to the modern Chinese worl&view and i‘dentity is the belief that
Taiwan should be returned to China rather than exist as an independent country. Liberals,
including exiled Chinese democratic activists, stand by this view. For instance, Wei
Jingsheng, who spent years in jail for criticizing the CCP, stated at a press conference on
his arrival in the US, “Taiwan is a territory that belongs to China.”?!! Therefore liberals’
views are unsurprisingly in line with the CCP’s term minzu qinggan wenti (a question of

national sentiments), despite the fact that they are against the CCP’s one-party rule.

In 2004, two famous liberals, Wang Dan and Wang Juntao, were accused by the Chinese
media as collaborators with the pro-independence DPP. They were furious and moved
heaven and earth to clear their name. The CCP’s intention was to link overseas Chinese
dissidents with Taiwan's pro-independence activists in order to reduce the dissidents’
influence at home and liberals dare not offend Chinese nationalist sentiments.?'

Therefore their discourse cannot cut loose from nationalist flavour.

Conclusion

From the discussion in this section one can see, due to the Taiwan problem, that there are
indeed strong nationalist sentiments among Chinese IR scholars that the US is anti-
Chinese and a threat to the survival of China. The Chinese elite proclaim that the Taiwan
issue is an entirely Chinese domestic problem and they are against any US interference.
They deem it necessary to balance US military force in East Asia due to the Taiwan
problem. The message of the Chinese elite is clear: when they feel that China’s territorial

integrity is threatened by the US, they will ﬁg’ht.ﬂ3

Almost all Chinese IR scholars identify with the term minzu ganqing wenti (a question of
national sentiments), yet they have different approaches to tun bu xiaqu, buhui tun xiaqu

(can not and will not swallow it up) and baozha xing wenti (can not and will not swallow
91



it up). Personal advisers think that the Taiwan problem will improve the CCP’s image as
defender of Chinese sovereignty. They claim that Taiwan is standing in China's way to
become a great power, a long-time ambition, and the US is the staunchest backup for this
island. In the eyes of personal and institutional advisers, in this scenario, it is utterly
hypocritical for the Americans to label their China policy engagement, to openly
announce that the US has no intention to hinder China's rise in the world. Most Chinese
IR scholars from these two groups believe that what the Americans say does not hold
water and that they just want to pay lip-service to China, covering their unhealthy if not

evil motive to dismember China.

The logic of these IR scholars is thus: Taiwan's defiance against the Chinese central
government, not least the Taiwanese Independence Movement, would limit, constrain,
delay or even destroy China's agenda to rise in the 21% century. They believe that the US
is virtually the only factor that China could not overcome to reunify Taiwan by fair
means or foul, so it is, unlike what the Americans say in public, in reality carrying on its
policy to contain rather than accommodate conditionally China's power accretion.
Therefore, the US engagement policy is regarded quite naturally by personal and
institutional advisers as a sort of containment. Personal and institutional advisers will not

think of a powerful China in a real sense with the question of Taiwan still hanging over it.

One can see in this section that personal and institutional advisers closely follow the
CCP’s formalized language. Where they differ is that personal advisers are more
concerned with the interests of the CCP yet institutional advisers more with the interests
of the nation and personal advisers have demonstrated more nationalist sentiments with

their war warnings against the US.

Official intellectuals prefer peaceful reunification and have hinted that the dilemma of the
Taiwan problem was actually caused by the CCP and the Taiwanese authority. If they
dare to go a bit further from their present stance, they would suggest the CCP should re-
examine their One-China-and -Two-Systems policy. Their approach is more balanced
and not as warlike as personal and institutional advisers. Official intellectuals have

occasionally twisted the party terms, particularly baozha xing wenti (can not and will not
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swallow it up), into a soft line. Liberals have different political agendas for China from
scholars from other groups, yet they are also against Taiwan’s independence. It is on the

Taiwan problem that they have displayed strong consensus with IR scholars from other

groups.
2.3 US-Japan Security Alliance

In the 1990s, the CCP tried to generate a substantial victim complex and crisis
consciousness over China’s sovereign integrity among the Chinese elite. Many CCP
leaders insist that China needs a “strong government” to inspire the people with
nationalism that will serve as a bulwark against outside threats.2'"* The CCP intended to
draw on a sense of insecurity to suppress public demands for radical political reform?"’
and has increasingly emphasized its hundred—year history of national humiliation and
territorial loss.”!® It has encouraged the Chinese elite to focus on the suffering that China
endured in modern history when Chinese territorial sovereignty was encroached upon by
foreign powers and Japanese jingoism in particular. Appealing to the sense of China
having been victimized by foreign aggressors in the past centres on Japan, the most
important foreign aggressor in modern Chinese history.?!” Chinese are not convinced by
Katzenstein’s argument that Japan has evolved to a non—threatening and peace-loving

state.!®

In the post-cold war era, Japan-US security alliance has adjusted its direction,”" yet not
weakened, as some Chinese expected. In East Asia, the debate about the utility of US
bilateral alliances and the presence of US forces is still on-going.”?® The US has been
strongly encouraging Japan to take on more military responsibility in Asia-Pacific area,
in the framework of the Japan-US security alliance.”! CCP leaders have become
increasingly suspicious that a key motivation behind efforts by the US and Japan to
reinvigorate the Security Treaty is a desire to counter the rise of Chinese power.?2

Therefore this security co-operation becomes the target of Chinese nationalism.

This section aims to examine Chinese IR scholars' interpretation of the CCP’s

formulations on the Japan-US security co-operation in a new era. I will firstly discuss the
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Japan-US security alliance from the perspective of US engagement, the content of the
Japan-US security co-operation in the new era and China-Japan relations over this topic,

and then present the official guidelines and Chinese IR scholars’ interpretations.

Japan-US Security Alliance in US Engagement

Many US scholars and policy-makers, including many in the engagement school, believe
that economic engagement alone cannot guarantee China's compliance with the
international regime. Thus, security engagement is put forward by them to complement
economic approach.223 From the US perspective, it is a fallback to protect vital US
interests where engagement fails to do so. To achieve this goal, the US has built up a
solid military foundation in conjunction with its Asian allies. Countries like Australia,

Singapore, and South Korea are all included in the new US military arrangement,?**

225

yet

Japan plays the most important role.

In the Cold War strategic environment, the US deemed a military presence in Japan
essential”® After the Cold War ended, the Japan-US security co-operation has been well
maintained. It now takes on the challenge to discourage Chinese military adventurism by
making the cost of such reckless activities unacceptably high to hard-liners in China. It is
surely not directed at China alone, but also designed to bind Japan tightly to a bilateral
security scheme and allow East Asian countries to put faith in America's balancing role in
East Asia.”?’ By remaining a formidable force in Japan, the US will look serious and fully
committed in its effort to integrate China into the international community.?® This will
overall add credit to the US engagement policy, in the eyes of East Asian countries other

than China.?®

Americans are basically at a loss as to how to reassure China that engagement is not
subterfuge or strategic deception.”® So it is not surprising that a hedging strategy is
viewed by the Chinese elite as more sinister and less driven by uncertainty about Chinese
power than its proponents in the US and Japan claim. If the US and Japan use force to
meddle in China's sovereignty and internal affairs like Taiwan, China will certainly fight

a war against aggression, thus leading to a major war against the US and Japan.?!
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Japan’s domestic change has been conducive to the US engagement policy toward China
in the post-cold war era. Japan witnessed many changes in security policy during the
1990s. During the Gulf War, Japan faced bitter international criticism for not doing more
than paying some US $13 billion to support the multilateral forces. Under the Shinfichi
Kitaoka and Matake Kamiya Murayama administration, the Socialist Party abandoned its
long-cherished policy of unarmed neutrality and adopted the policy of maintaining firmly
the US-Japan Security Treaty. Under the Hashimoto administration, the “Japan-U.S.
Joint Declaration on Security—Alliance for the 21st Century” was issued by the leaders
of the two countries in April 1996. Under the Obuchi administration, the Diet passed the
Law Concerning Measures to Ensure the Peace and Security of Japan in situations in

Areas Surrounding Japan in May 1999.

During the period of change, the turning point of US engagement policy was in February
1995 when the Clinton administration released a report on the US East Asian security
strategy. The report, known as the “Nye Initiative,” announced that the Clinton
administration would maintain its military presence in the Western Pacific at the level of
about 100,000 for the foreseeable future. The key point of the Nye effort relevant to U.S.-
China relations is “to leave open the possibility that Japan would use its military forces to
assist the United States in the event of American defence of Taiwan in the aftermath of a
Chinese attack on the island-nation.”>*? It was a tangible manifestation of a US initiative

toward Japan motivated in part to alter policy thinking in China.

To some extent, the Nye Initiative locked China’s perception of the US engagement
policy and US- Japan security alliance in the new era. The Japanese suggested that the
Japan-US security alliance should be strengthened, as it is “a hedge against unforeseen
circumstances and events, including the future rise of a clear—cut enemy”.>>> However,
the Chinese response is apparently suspicion. In the wake of the Cold War, CCP leaders
expected that the US would have to scale down its military deployments in the region.”**
This judgment seemed to be right at least in the early 1990s. By the end of 1992, US
forces had withdrawn from South-east Asia. Nevertheless, CCP leaders doubted that US

forces would reduce their presence in East Asia. The Nye Initiative confirmed their
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perception that US phasing out of this region would not be the case and the Japan-US

Security Alliance is now regarded as a threat to China’s security.”’

Japan-US Security Cooperation in New Era

In a time that saw the growth of distrust between China on the one hand and the US and
Japan on the other, it is no surprise that the Clinton—Hashimoto declaration on April 16,
1996, aroused strong concern among CCP leaders. It claims China was not an issue for
those involved in the discussions.”*® However, CCP leaders were suspicious that the
alliance was in practice anti-Chinese. When they saw the draft, they drew the conclusion
that it was a strategic arrangement designed to counter Chinese power. In their eyes, it
meant that Americans had made up their minds to continuously buttress Japanese military

forces, despite a wide range of disputes arising out of the bilateral trade relationship.

The Japan-US Declaration on Security covers in detail 5 practical issues, and the third
one is widely viewed as targeting China. In CCP leaders’ view, the third issue of the new
agreement is the most controversial. It is with regard to the expansion of the defending
area that Japan-US security co-operation should operate. The Japan-US Security
Cooperation Guidance, signed by the two countries in Nov. 1978, stipulates that the
arrangement would include Japan, the Korean Peninsula and the Philippines.
Nevertheless, the new agreement aims to include the adjacent area, which in the eyes of
CCP leaders means to cover the Taiwan Straits. This rhetorical revision not surprisingly
inflamed them and they accused the US of constructing an explicit anti-Chinese US-
Japan alliance, as they believed that it aims to protect Taiwan if there is a war across the

straits. 2>’

Some Japanese scholars argue in defence of the agreement that the adjacent area means in
truth the sea lane for Japanese oil transportation particularly those channels in South-East
Asia, and also the sea lane in the Indian Ocean. If there emerged conflicts in these areas,
Japan would be responsible to provide necessary logistic assistance for the US army in
battle. Nevertheless, CCP leaders are still alarmed that the Japan-US security co-
operation would in fact include the Taiwan Straits.”**PLA leaders are even more certain

of this.?*®
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China-Japan Relations

China-Japan relationship has always been troublesome. A typical case was the
controversy over the war-time history between Japan and China. In the 1994 APEC
summit meeting, Jiang Zemin had a meeting with Murayama and delivered a clear
warning to Japan: “Militarism sometimes comes to the surface inside Japan,” and “Japan
must reflect on its history and it is important that you educate your youth on this.”2%
Japan has been accused of whitewashing its past crime in textbooks. Japanese politicians
have been accused of jingoism due to their visits to the Yasukuni Shrine where the “Class

A” war criminals such as Tojo Hideki are enshrined and deified.

With China’s rise in economic and military force, there appears growing mutual distrust

between Japan and China.2"!

The two sides even engage in war with each other in
business, with nationalist flavour.”*? Japan is currently seeking a permanent seat on the
UN Security Council. China is very cautious about this move. With the government’s
acquiescence, more than 22 million Chinese signed an on-line petition opposing Japan's

bid since March 23 2005.

The Japanese response to China is tit for tat. The new edition of a social studies textbook
for Japanese middle schools states the Diaoyu Islands, over which both China and Japan
claim sovereignty, are a part of Japan's inherent territory historically and under
international law. Japan has felt uneasy about China’s military development. In October
1994, Japanese Defence Agency chief Tokuichiro Tamazawa told US Defence Secretary
William Perry that Japan is “anxious about [an increase in] the transparency” of China’s

defence budget.*

While China is planning to acquire more sophisticated weapons from
the EU to establish its military advantage over Taiwan, Japan's Chief Cabinet Secretary,
Hiroyuki Hosoda, said on March 25 2005 that the lifting of the EU arms embargo on

China would be a “big problem” for regional stability, which angered CCP leaders.

The CCP supports the victim complex among the Chinese elite, trying to overpower the
Japanese side in the bilateral relationship. A victimization discourse has occupied a key

position in Chinese nationalism.*** CCP leaders claim the Chinese were victims of
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Japanese jingoism in modern history and say only nationalism can offer China a haven
from falling to the hands of Japanese imperialists again.?*> Now the US tries to encourage
Japan to boost its military capabilities in the framework of Japan-US security co-

operation, it has become the target of the new Chinese nationalism on a par with Japan.

Party Line

Due to the fact that the Japan-US security cooperation is built on a solid foundation, CCP
leaders know there is little hope for them to disrupt it. The most accurate way of
describing the CCP’s preferences about the US-Japan alliance is that it returns to its pre-
1996 form and function, not that it disappears entirely.?*® CCP leaders usually are careful
to say that they oppose the strengthening or reinforcement of the US-Japan alliance, not

the alliance’s existence per se.2

Nevertheless, the point to make here is, more importantly, the CCP entails an “external
threat” linked with Japan that bullied China in modern history, so that the party can
readily incite victim complex and national crisis consciousness among the Chinese elite
when necessary. This is the main reason why the CCP uses tough rhetoric toward Japan
and the US-Japan security alliance though it understands, at least partly, the balancing
role of the US in East Asia.

In public the CCP claims that it does not appreciate the US as a balancing power in East
Asia through Japan-US security co-operation. The party claims that the Japan-US
military alliance is a pre-emptive arrangement aiming to contain China, a conspiracy
designed by the US to weaken China. The CCP is said to be highly wary of the alleged
raging jingoism in Japan and deny the positive role of the US in constraining Japanese
aggressiveness, but rather, believe that the Americans are encouraging Japan to seek a

more pro-active military role in East Asia if not the world.

The official guidelines call on the Chinese people to guard against the reviving jingoism
in Japan and appeals to historical lessons to be learnt from bilateral relations. Article 9 of

the post-war Japanese Constitution states Japan renounces war as a sovereign right of the
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nation and the threat or use of force as a means of settling international disputes. Despite

this fundamental legal constraint, CCP leaders do not trust the Japanese gove:rnment.248

Deng Xiaoping thus said: “...it is the possibility that a handful of people in Japan...may
revive militarism there -- that is what the Chinese are concemed about.”** Deng also
tried to remind people of what the Chinese people had suffered from Japanese jingoism in
the past and the territorial dispute centred on the Diaoyu Islands: “At various times Japan
occupied many parts of our country; for 50 years it occupied Taiwan...In 1937 it
launched a full-scale war that lasted for eight years...Japan inflicted untold damage upon
China...If we were to settle historical accounts, it would be Japan that would owe China
the most. Since Japan was defeated, China recovered all the places that had been

occupied. The only outstanding issue is Senkaku Shoto [Diaoyu islands]...”**°

Deng Xiaoping waijiao sixiang xuexi gangyao (Introduction to Deng Xiaoping's Foreign
Policy Thought) contributes in chapter 4 a section, Work to Develop Good Sino-Japanese
Relations Generation after Generation, to the official position on the Sino-Japanese
relationship. It starts with the importance of the bilateral relationship and then says:
“...the main objective to stress history is learn historical lessons and make sure that past
experiences, if not forgotten, become a guide for the future.”®! It also says: “...on the
alert against the tendency of a handful of Japanese to revive jingoism.”** To the CCP,
the integration of a fully rearmed Japan into the US global alliance network would be a

worst—case scenario.>>>

The three main formulations riben dui zhongguo de shanghai wufa guliang (Japan had
inflicted untold damage upon China), gian shi bu wang hou shi zhi shi (past experiences,
if not forgotten, become a guide for the future), and jingti junguo zhuyi fu huo (on the
alert against the tendency that a handful of Japanese want to revive jingoism) aim to
encourage victim complex and crisis consciousness among the Chinese people. Qian shi
bu wang hou shi zhi shi (past experiences, if not forgotten, become a guide for the future)
means in Chinese “to remember past experiences and lessons might become the reference
for future behaviour.”* Jingti means keeping alert against the danger that could

happen.”®® Fuhuo means that something dead gains life again.”*® Jingti junguo zhuyi
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fuhuo (on the alert against the tendency that a handful of Japanese want to revive
jingoism) tries to remind the Chinese people of China’s modern history of humiliation

and calls on them to face the danger around.

Personal Advisers

Personal advisers’ views on Japan-US security co-operation are ambiguous and
inconsistent, yet the main theme is clear: never trust both the US and Japan as they are
the origin of Chinese security problems. To personal advisers the 1996 US-Japanese
security agreements appear to have broadened Japan’s strategic role in East Asia and to
have provided US strategic support for Japanese politicians wishing to strike a military
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posture in the region less deferential to China than in the past.”’ He Xin even warns of a

possible war between China on the one side and the US and Japan on the other.

Wang Daohan appreciates Japanese economic achievement yet is on guard against its
current security strategy to keep China at bay. His secretary, Zhang Nianchi, is often
regarded as his mouthpiece. Zhang once said that the most obvious feeling of the
Japanese to Chinese re-unification is fear and its the basic reason why Japan is glad to

collaborate with the US in security against China.”*®

Wang Daohan is also famous in
China for his abomination of Japanese arrogance. His view has long been in line with the
term riben dui zhongguo de sunhai wufa guliang (Japan had inflicted untold damage
upon China). When he was the mayor of Shanghai in 1982, he intended in the first place
to invite Japanese corporations to help Shanghai establish its motor industry, yet was
furious when Japanese partners refused to do so due to their negative judgment of the
Chinese market. Wang then turned to a German corporation and tried hard to make the
joint venture a big success in China. He said: “their (Japanese) attitude greatly hurt my
national pride, so I told my associates to arrange my visit to Germany as soon as

possible.”?>®

As Ross observes, it is inevitable that the US and Japan will stand together against China
because it is the only regional power likely to challenge the security status quo in East
Asia.?®® However, shortly after the Tiananmen incident, He Xin made a judgment that

Japan could be used as China’s partner fighting against the US hegemony due to the
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disputes between Japan and the US over trade issues, regardless of the fact that Japan
would not challenge the US security dominance. Though He Xin has always firmly
believed that Japan’s strategy toward China is not friendly at all and it seeks to
disintegrate China as well, he believes that China could break down the Western sanction
on China through an olive branch offered to Japan. Nevertheless, at the end of last
century, there was a twist in his thought. He warned the Chinese authority that there
would be possibly a war between Japan and China in the near future. In fact, his
inconsistent views on Japan demonstrate that the CCP’s approach to Japan is largely
pragmatic and there has rarely been a clear and reasonable Japan policy in China. The

CCP’s Japan policy has been mainly based on contingency.

He Xin strongly believes that the Japanese strategy towards China is “divide and rule.”
He says: “ I must point out that Japan, as with the US and other Western powers, is
waiting for this situation to arise. Its ultimate objective is, first, to disintegrate China, and
then incorporate selectively and gradually the pieces after the disintegration into a new
world system, as an economic and political dependant.” ?¢' However, He Xin also deems
that China can take advantage of the clash between Japan and the US. He says: “ The
reason why the US pays particular attention to Chinese affairs is to keep alert and guard
against the alliance between China and Japan, to constrain the rise of Japan and Western
Pacific economic powers, apart from the tendency that China would potentially become a
modern industrial power. Nevertheless, under the current situation where the world will
face earthquake-like change, the Japanese and Chinese governments should, if they are
wise enough, understand that they both face the US strategic threat and share a common
lot.”2%? He even says: “In fact, the US almost undoubtedly will focus on Japan as the next
strategic target after solving the China problem. The US would probably mount a global
movement to comprehensively squeeze, compress and restrain Japanese economic

expansion.”263

Nevertheless, in late 1998 he claimed that Japan and China could engage in another war
and called on the CCP to become aware of the danger. He says: “Due to the Japanese
despising Chinese military technologies and the enormous Japanese potential in the areas

of military and high technologies, it is not impossible that Japan becomes
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comprehensively militarised and jingoistized in high technologies. Japan has prepared
this strategy in its society’s ideology and public opinion. In Japanese high-level political
and economic circles (particularly financial capitalists), there are deeply rooted right
wing forces that have been paving the way for this. There is a great possibility that Japan
and China would be at war in the future.” ** Obviously he follows the term jingti junguo
zhuyi fuhuo (on the alert against the tendency that a handful of Japanese want to revive

jingoism).

Personal advisers worry that Japan blocks China’s rise.®> To counter the Japan-US
security alliance, He Xin deems that it is applicable for China to collaborate with
Russia.”®® CCP leaders took his advice and established a regional security organization in
conjunction with Russia. In 1996, China, Russia, Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan and Tajikistan
established the Shanghai Co-operation Organization (SCO). A sixth member, Uzbekistan,
joined the group afterwards. The original Shanghai Five was established “for the express
purpose of: working out extant border disputes peacefully...co-ordinating and co-
operating about cross-border security due to the terrorist, separatist and criminal activities
that had been plaguing each other in the border areas.”*®’However, in the US it is widely

believed that this organization aims to counter the US influence in Central Asia.

Institutional Advisers

The low level of contact between China and Japan after 1945 is a factor contributing to
Chinese perception of Japan.’®® Lack of understanding of Japanese domestic politics
leads institutional advisers to perceive a militant Japan. Nevertheless, the decisive factor
is the CCP’s nationalistic guidance and agitation. Institutional advisers have followed the
CCP’s formulation jingti junguo zhuyi fuhuo (on the alert against the tendency that a
handful of Japanese want to revive jingoism) and greatly denounced the Japanese
jingoism and the US support for its revival. It is said that, facing the rise of China, in the
eyes of political leaders in the ROK and Russia rising Chinese power is not as much of a
concern in their security policies as it is for Japan and the US, even though in material
structural terms they ought to be more worried about China’s power gain, which
underscores the problems with a neo-realist explanation for regional responses to Chinese

power.”®® Institutional scholars claim that the reason is understandable: the US and Japan
102



do not accept China’s power increase. These specialists have noted recent changes in
J apénese attitudes toward China and judged that China appeared likely to meet even more
opposition and gain less support from Japan as it sought to expand its influence in world
affairs.>”® They claim that there is a conspiracy to contain China behind the Japan-US
security cooperation, and the US is trying hard to incite Japanese jingoism. Nevertheless,

few of them predict a war between China and Japan as personal advisers do.

Many institutional advisers assert Americans have a secret plan to weaken if not divide
and control China. Wang Jincun says that Japan-US security cooperation is a part of this
conspiracy.?”! Wang is not alone among institutional advisers to take this rhetoric. After
NATO bombed the Chinese embassy in Yugoslavia in 1999, popular nationalism ran so
high that many college students took to the streets again, which was certainly unusual
since 1989. From the CCP’s perspective, the US was entirely guilty if not evil to do this,

whatever motive it harboured.

It is against this background that, at the end of last century, institutional advisers began to
promote a big conspiracy that was said to be forged by the US against China and other
continental countries. Wang Jincun contends that waging a war against Yugoslavia is
certainly the breakthrough and test field for the strategy of the US global military
invasion. With hegemonism in mind, Americans find out that there are potential
competitive rivals if not enemies, so the US authority tries to trade on its present
economic, technological and military advantages to annihilate all the potential threats in

embryo.

Wang says that it is with this in mind that the US has established its global military
invasion strategy. It seems to Wang that the objective is mainly some continental
countries like Russia, Yugoslavia, Iraq, Iran, North Korea, not least China, the only
communist power with enormous economic and military capabilities. Targeting these
countries, the US takes in the west front the policy of NATO expansion to East and South
Europe; and in the east front, the US has finished its strategic encirclement of China and

North Korea, through measures such as revising Japan-America security co-operation,
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defining the new guidance, gearing up its military capacities in East Asia and South-East

Asia, and constructing TMD projects in conjunction with Japan and South Korea.

Some institutional advisers claim that TMD is a crucial part of this project. Institutional
advisers show their worries that the plan of TMD will be a major step toward deployment
of a ballistic missile defence system to defend continental America, which will nullify
China’s nuclear deterrent c:apability.272 They “stressed that US sales of TMD systems to
Taiwan would cause serious and unprecedented disruptions in Sino-American
relations.””?” They note that containment against China that centred on TMD has begun
to take place. Chen Chao says: “Following that (Japan-US Security Treaty), the US has
promoted so-called TMD to Japan and South Korea...Specialists think that the objective
of TMD is in fact China. America is also planning to include Taiwan into TMD...The
situation mentioned above shows that the strategic arrangement of American

encirclement and containment against China is carrying on as planned 2’

With the conspiracy theory in minds, institutional advisers assert that the US is obviously
trying to boost Japanese forces in order to check the rise of China, in its own favour.
From the Chinese side, the best situation for its security is that the US would begin to
reduce its military forces in East Asia yet Japan would continue to keep its peaceful
constitution forced upon them by General MacArthur. Between a formidable yet stable
force of America and a militant and aggressive Japan, undoubtedly the CCP would prefer
the former. What worries institutional advisers most is that a number of US IR scholars
and even its political leaders begin to consider cutting down its spending on military
forces in Japan and in the same breath encouraging Japan to take on more security
responsibility. The last thing CCP leaders want to see is this scenario. They prefer to see

Japan as a lame duck economic power in East Asia.?”

Gu Qingsheng's view is quite representative of the understanding of institutional advisers
of so called “US incitement.” In China Can Say No, a book written by some journalists
closely related to CASS, he contributes an article called Americans Teaching Japanese
Yes or No, which shows people his apprehension that the Americans would be trying

hard to encourage jingoism which wrought immeasurable suffering on people in China in
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the past. Gu Qingsheng maintains that many Japanese are still hesitant to abandon their
present constitution and rely heavily if not completely on its SDF for Japan's security.
Under present circumstances, the US policy is beyond dispute the most decisive. If the
US carries its policy in the Cold War toward Japan and continues to keep the ghost at
bay, Japan would still be a peaceful and constructive force in East Asia; if vice versa,
Japan would surely turn out to be the greatest threat to regional stability, not least China's
peripheral security. Institutional advisers claim that, for better or for worse, the US holds
the key to the issue of war and peace with China. They claim that Chinese largely watch
what the US would do to China and make their responses and adjustments accordingly.276

It is the same case in Japan’s US policy.””’ Therefore the US should be mainly blamed

for the worsening of security environment in East Asia.

In this article, Gu refers to an academic discussion among three people: a US scholar,
Morse, a Japanese journalist and a Japanese professor. The American Morse is portrayed
as an evil instructor who intends to whip up the distrust of Japanese against China. Morse
wants the Japanese to clearly understand that the target of Japan-US security and defence
cooperation should be China. In his view, Taiwan is of more significance to Japan than
the US, as far as their national interests are concerned. He argues that, if Japan continues
to rely exclusively on the US for security, sooner or later, the economic and security
system in East Asia would fall apart and hence put Japan's national interests at massive

risk. Therefore, Morse encourages the Japanese to expand their military forces.

Morse comes out with a quite unusual argument that the Americans do not
wholeheartedly respect Japan since it is not a normal country in terms of international
law. He contends that Americans pay tribute to a country's strength, independence and
accountability rather than full obedience. Gu regards Morse's argument as a sheer evil
incitement against China. To Gu, it does not make any sense to say that the US respects
China but not Japan because China is a powerful rival that competes allegedly with the
US for dominance in East Asia and Japan has succumbed to US foreign policy. Gu says:
“This sort of American-style education aims without doubt to incite the Japanese, who
need America's protection and vie with Americans for interests as well, to clearly

understand that America could get rid of this ally and contain Japan with its rival China.
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Nevertheless, what is more in their minds seems to let Japan strengthen its national

defence, learn defence economy model from America."*’®

Is it necessary for the Americans to be so on their guard against China? Institutional
advisers like Yan Xuetong proclaim the US security alert against China unreasonable.
Yan highly appreciates China’s positive role as a balancing power to counter the
dominance of Japan-US security alliance in East Asia and argues that China is not a
threat to regional stability.2791n his view, the current asymmetric system in the Asia—
Pacific is dominated by the US—Japan alliance. The rise of China will help restore a
balance of power in the Asia—Pacific region and reduce the dangers inherent in the

domination of just one power.

Official Intellectuals

In terms of nationalist sentiments toward the US-Japan security alliance, official
intellectuals and personal and institutional advisers are in the same league, yet official
intellectuals’ views are much more balanced than those of personal and institutional
advisers. They keep a distance from the CCP’s term gian shi buwang hou shi zhi shi (past
experiences, if not forgotten, become a guide for the future) and do not pay as close
attention to the crimes committed by the Japanese in the past as official and institutional
advisers. They twist the term junguo zhuyi fuhuo (the tendency that a handful of Japanese
want to revive jingoism) into something like the Japanese aspiration for more
international responsibilities. Due to this approach, official scholars like Shi Yinhong
who argue for a softer line toward Japan have been accused by a number of institutional

advisers as “traitors”.

Official intellectuals accept the CCP’s official line that Japan-US security co-operation
targets China. Zhang Dalin says that, after the end of the Cold War, the target of the
Japan-US security regime has dramatically changed.280 It used to be the Soviet Union, but
now changes to the regional risk in East Asia, in the main against China and North Korea.

Yet they deem it understandable from the perspective of geopolitical theories.
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Many official intellectuals are interested in Nicholas Spykman, who saw three great
centres of world power: the Atlantic coastal regions of North America, Europe and the
Far-Eastern coastland of Eurasia. They hold that Spykman's theory remarkably suits US
geopolitical interests, a crucial guidance to counter any great power arising out of
Eurasia. From their perspective, Kennan can to some extent be regarded as a follower of
Spykman. Kennan believed in the necessity of a tight containment of the Eurasian power
from the peripheral area. Most official intellectuals claim that the US victory in the Cold
War is virtually the success of this peripheral area theory championed by Spykman and

Kennan.

From their perspective, the practice of the peripheral area theory has not come to an end
yet. Official intellectuals argue that, though the Soviet Union collapsed, the US could not
yet fulfil its ambition to control the whole world, since another continental power,
namely, China, is growing stronger and stronger as the result of its cheap and high-
quality labour force in the world market. In their opinion, in this scenario, it is indeed
natural for China to be tightly surrounded by the US. These official intellectuals claim
that the Americans are getting unsurprisingly worried about the coming challenge from
China in the Asia-Pacific region, and China does indeed challenge the US dominance in

Asia-Pacific region.

They also note that geopolitics play an important role in the Japanese perception of
China. With the collapse of the Soviet Union, strategic thinkers in the Japanese
government focused more on China’s rising power as the key regional security concern

for Japan in the foreseeable future.?®!

Official intellectuals agree that Chinese control of
Taiwan would alarm Japanese military planners, giving China a presence along Japan's
shipping routes and abutting its Ryukyu Island chain. 282 The PLA’s activities in South

China Sea adds to this concern.”®?

They have noted the role of Japan’s domestic politics in Japan-US security alliance. They
agree that “a vast majority of the Japanese people came to share the understanding that
their country must take on a greater security responsibility in proportion to its economic

power”.2%* Political and generational change in Japan has diluted the influence of older
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pro-China factions in the LDP and brought a younger generation into positions of
political power that is alienated by China’s use of the history card to bash Japan.”®> With
a growing role for NGOs in Japan's civil society and its foreign relations, there are now
more voices inside Japan critiquing China from a liberal perspective on human rights.
With the new change in mind, official intellectuals agree with Rozman about the
contradictions between those advocating a “predominantly engagement” strategy and
those supporting a “predominantly containment” approach which sharpened during the
1990s.2%

Pang Zhongying, a scholar at Nankai University, acknowledges the change of Japan’s
domestic politics in China-Japan relations. He says:* ‘perfect timing’ of the global post-
Cold War politics and the US super first class status in particular, ‘right place’ in East
Asia where international pattern is under dramatic change, ‘right support’ from the new
gradually rising nationalism among the Japanese make those who propose to do away
with pacifism and establish a ‘normal country’ of strong military strength, well accepted
in society.””®’ Generation change in Japan gives birth to new perceptions of international
relations. For instance, these young generation leaders take different approaches to
Taiwan. Li Denghui, a traitor in the CCP’s eyes, is regarded as a grandfatherly wise man
by many young Japanese politicians.”®® Pang has also noted the Japanese perception
change on regional security. He says: “The Korean peninsular problem has got worse in
the last 5 years. In the era of mass media, Japanese nationals have ‘personally’ sensed
‘security threat’ from a neighbouring country that has nuclear weapons and missile-
striking capabilities and they might readily believe the right-wing policy proposal that

Japan must ‘save itself in security’ (strike North Korea in pre-emption).”**’

Some official intellectuals even try to justify the Japan-US security co-operation to the
- advantage of China. East Asia is a region lacking international institutions. International
institutional perspective is generally regarded as the product of neo-liberalism, combined
with some elements of neo-realism. The international institutional perspective stresses
formal and informal institutions formed between and among states to push forward co-
operation and further their mutual interest for survival.®®® If one looks at East Asia from

this perspective, pessimism will prevail over East Asian security co-operation. Problems
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such as weakness of regional security mechanism, short history in international security
co-operation, salient conflicting rather than common security interest, diverse culture and

21 Some official

lack of any sense of community etc contribute to regional instability.
intellectuals begin to appreciate the positive role of US-Japan security alliance as a
regional institution in East Asia. They agree that the alliance has both restrained and
facilitated Japan’s defence capability and its regional security role.””? As long as the US
presence is viewed as restraining Japan from pursuing an independent military capability,

it will be seen as contributing to regional stability.”

Following the international institutional perspective, Zhang Linhong from Beijing
University and Han Yugui from Shandong Normal University believe that Japan-US
security co-operation has two positive points. Firstly, they consider that it could prevent
the proliferation of mass destructive weapons in Asia that would weaken China’s
peripheral security. They deem that this is actually a common ground for China-US
security interests.”* They also point out that Japan-US security co-operation is a useful
instrument to keep Japanese jingoism at bay. They say that, while the core objective of
the US in Asia Pacific after the end of the Cold War is to prevent the rising China from
challenging US dominance, “the US could keep its influence on Japan, entangle it and
guard against it becoming a dominant power on its own, through strengthening the
security relationship between Japan and the US.”?® Their perception is that China need
not view the Japan-US security alliance as inherently hostile to its interests. “Under some
circumstances they can be considered useful or at least harmless.”?**Some official
intellectuals have noted that the Bush administration “has been careful to balance its
strong pro-Japanese slant with reaffirmation of continued interest in closer mutually

beneficial relations with China designed in part to sustain regional peace and stability.”*’

Liberals

The Chinese image of the US and Japan has been in continual decline since the mid-
1990s. According to the Beijing Area Study, a randomly-sampled survey conducted by
the Research Centre on Contemporary China at Beijing University, the mean temperature
towards Japan on a 100-degree feeling thermometer has dropped to 36 degrees in 2001

from 51 degrees in 1998. The mean level of warlikeness on a 1-7-point peaceful-to-
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warlike scale attributed to the Japanese in 2001 was 4.2, to Americans 3.7 and to the
Chinese people, 1.5.2°® On certain issues relating to Japan, even Chinese liberals take a
nationalist stance. They are not only against the CCP but also worry about the integrity of
China’s sovereignty.

Shortly after the Sixteenth Party Congress in late 2002, a famous liberal, Ma Licheng,
published an article advocating the improvement of Sino-Japanese relations.””® He argued
that Chinese had not adequately recognized antimilitarist trends in Japan and suggested
that China and Japan should embark on a more co-operative path. Ma has noted that an
unhealthy anti-Japanese hatred is widespread in China. Ma proceeds to a broader critique
of the popular nationalism that emerged in the 1990s. Ma’s solution is simple: “We need
the generosity of a great and victorious nation and do not need to be excessively harsh
with Japan.”** Arguing that “the apology question has been resolved,” Ma urges both
Chinese and Japanese to “overcome parochial views” and “look forward™ in the bilateral
relationship. > % His article stirred a great deal of interest in both China and Japan, but the
CCP has not taken any important initiatives to improve the relationship. Ma was kicked

out of his unit “People’s Daily”.

Nevertheless, even a liberal like him does not make any concessions to the Japanese over
the Diaoyu Islands. In an interview by nan feng chuang, he maintained that “our
government’s approach that China has a clear position and does not readily appeal to
arms is right.”*"?His opinion is that the Diaoyu Islands belongs to China yet the Chinese

should settle this dispute with Japan through diplomacy rather than war.

Another famous liberal, Liu Xiaobo, has showed his anger over the CCP’s repression
upon Chinese people’s rights to demonstrate their grievance over Japanese jingoism. He
says: “ Over matters like damage claims from Japan, fighting against Japanese
politicians’ visits to the Yasukuni Shrine, demanding the Japanese government’s formal
apology for its crime committed in WWIL...only in China that was most greatly harmed
by the Japanese invasion has the spontaneous rights-defending protest movement in
society against the Japanese government been given the cold shoulder and oppressed all

along by the CCP authority.”>*® He blames the CCP for not being nationalist enough.
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Conclusion

From this section one can see that, if the CCP stresses the importance of China’s
territorial integrity, its strategy to call for victim complex and crisis consciousness will be
successful, yet not all Chinese IR scholars equally share the concerns about the
strengthening of the US-Japan alliance. There is an ongoing debate among Chinese IR
scholars about how worried China should be and what countermeasures are required to
cope with adjustments in the alliance.’* Different groups of IR scholars defend China’s
security in different degrees of nationalist tone. Once again one could see the different
interpretation approaches of Chinese IR scholars to the CCP’s party line. On the Japan-
US security co-operation, personal advisers’ views are the most radical and emotional yet
ambiguous and inconsistent, which shows that the CCP has not found a clear strategy
towards the Japan-US security alliance. Institutional advisers voice their support for the
party line and denounce Japanese jingoism and the US conspiracy as well, though their
views are not as emotional and radical as that of personal advisers. Official intellectuals
try to address this issue in a balanced way from theoretical perspectives, are willing to
understand the Japan-US security alliance from a Japanese perspective and even try to
call on the Chinese to put history behind them and acknowledge Japan’s aspiration for
more international responsibilities. To some degree they even appreciate the positive role
of the US in checking Japanese jingoism. Liberals propose to regard Japan-China

relations in a new way yet they are also firm defenders of China’s territory.
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