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    Introduction


    
      Structure, power and politics in Chinese security policy
    


    
      The security policy of the People’s Republic of China has experienced frequent and dramatic changes since
      1949. During the Cold War Chinese security policy moved from close alignment with the Soviet Union, through the
      “dual adversary” period in the 1960s, when it simultaneously confronted Soviet and U.S. hostility, to realignment
      with the United States against the common Soviet threat in the 1970s and 1980s. Following the Cold War and into
      the twenty-first century, Chinese policy has continued to evolve, despite China’s commitment to a peaceful
      international environment conducive for the rise of China. In the past 20 years China’s Taiwan policy and its
      security relations with the great powers and its many neighbors have all experienced considerable change.
    


    
      The many changes in Chinese security policy suggest that China’s behavior in post-World War II
      international politics has been unique. But each county’s security policy is unique, necessarily reflecting its
      unique domestic and international attributes, as well as its unique history and culture. The argument that
      China’s behavior is sui generis simply states the obvious. But it also obscures another reality, that
      Chinese security policy in great part reflects the pressures of the international political system on Chinese
      policy making, pressures that are necessarily experienced by all states in international politics. In this
      respect, there is much about Chinese security policy that is not sui generis. Thus, any attempt to
      understand the full complexity of the sources of Chinese security policy must consider both the international
      sources of Chinese policy making and how the unique sources of Chinese behavior interact with the international
      sources of policy at any particular time to shape behavior.
    


    
      The research in this volume is premised on the argument that any effort to explain China’s international
      behavior and developments in East Asian security should begin with an analysis of the international sources of
      behavior that are common to all states in international politics. It is impossible to know what is unique to a
      state’s behavior without first assessing what aspects of its behavior are common to other states in the
      international system. In addition, by explaining Chinese behavior and regional security trends as reflections of
      general and enduring patterns of international politics and of those factors that are sui generis in
      state behavior, scholarship can not only better advance understanding of the  sources of
      Chinese security policy and regional security, but it can simultaneously contribute to an understanding of
      international politics.
    


    
      The publications selected for this volume reflect this emphasis on the international sources of Chinese
      security policy. The first part of the volume stresses the role of anarchy and the drive for security in Chinese
      foreign policy and in regional security dynamics. The selections in this part consider the impact of China’s
      strategic vulnerability among the great powers and its security dependency on cooperation with the United States
      on its Taiwan policy during both the Cold War and in the early twenty-first century and as it has pursued
      “peaceful rise.” This section also considers the impact of the rise of China on balance of power politics in East
      Asia, the emerging regional security order, and the structural sources of the dynamics of U.S.–China great power
      competition. The second part of the volume addresses Chinese use for force. The selections in this part of the
      volume examine how China has used force to achieve its objectives and how its behavior and the sources of
      stability and instability in regional conflict can be understood in the context of international anarchy and the
      enduring dynamics of deterrence and coercive diplomacy. These selections also address the structural sources of
      conflict and instability in regional deterrence dynamics. The third section of the volume reflects an
      understanding that despite the importance of anarchy in Chinese security policy, at times China’s domestic
      politics can determine developments in its security policy. The selections in this part attempt to specify the
      conditions in which domestic politics can influence Chinese policy making and the impact on Chinese
      security.
    


    






    
      Sources of Chinese security policy

    


    
      Chinese security policy necessarily reflects the impact of the international structure on Chinese policy
      making. At its most basic, the anarchy of the international system and the persistence of war compel China and
      every other state in the system to pursue security above any other international interest.1 This is not to say that every Chinese action and
      every policy initiative necessarily reflects Chinese security interests. Short-term policy initiatives can
      reflect a wide variety of idiosyncratic factors. But pursuit of security is a protracted process that reflects
      the persistent influence of international structure.
    


    
      In an anarchic structure in which the possibility of war is always present, states are compelled to rely on
      the instruments of war to manage challenges to security. In the absence of effective capabilities, states are
      subject to the capabilities of other countries and are unable to influence the policies of other countries that
      affect their interests. Although secondary powers may have no choice but to accommodate the interests of the
      great powers, the great powers, including China following the end of the Chinese civil war and the establishment
      of the People’s Republic of China in 1949, have the capability to defend their security against any other state
      and can rely on the instruments of war for security.
    


    
      The security imperative and the corresponding concern for development and employment of military
      capabilities and for the distribution of military power among the great powers has necessarily informed Chinese
      security policy, whether in the management of relations with the great powers or in the management of its
      relationships with countries on its periphery. Equally important, the determined development of Chinese
      capabilities has affected other countries’ security and has contributed to the post-Cold War development of the
      great power East Asian security order.
    


    
      Anarchy compels states to seek security. It also informs the security dilemma among states, whereby states
      assess their security with reference to other states’ capabilities, rather than their intentions.2 The inability to know with certainty another
      state’s intentions and the multiple sources of state behavior combine with the potential cost of miscalculation
      to compel attention to what states can do, rather than what they say they will do. Thus, as states enhance their
      capabilities to promote security, they enhance the threat perception of other states. These dynamics can
      contribute to unintended arms races between two status quo states seeking security and to unintended crises and
      unnecessary preemptive wars between two states massing capabilities to deter. Much of the tension of Cold War
      great power conflicts reflected the impact of the security dilemma in U.S.–Soviet relations.3 The scholarship in this volume reflects an
      understanding that the course of U.S.–China relations and the prospect for heightened instability are similarly
      susceptible to the dynamics of the security dilemma.
    


    
      Structure compels state attention to security and creates the security dilemma. But the intensity of the
      security dilemma and the associated tension in great power relations can vary with variation in anarchic
      structures. The intensity of the security dilemma can reflect the polarity of the international system and the
      geopolitical setting of great power competition. With variation in the intensity of security dilemma dynamics,
      the intensity of great power competition can vary. Thus, neither war nor cold war is inevitable in great power
      conflicts; neither are arms races or repetitive crises. Understanding the U.S.–China relationship and regional
      security requires attention to the particular characteristics of the international structure of the U.S.–China
      competition and the corresponding implications for security dilemma dynamics and for great power
      stability.
    


    
      Despite the pressures of anarchy, national leaders, including Chinese leaders, can make costly mistakes or
      can be motivated by interests inimical to their country’s security. Thus, variation in structure and in security
      dilemma dynamics is not the only factor that affects trends in great power competition. Domestic politics, elite
      conflict and parochial leadership preferences can affect policy making in China as they can affect policy making
      in any country.
    


    
      Chinese politicians do not face the pressures of democratic electoral politics and the regular risk of loss
      of power nor the challenges of working with an independent legislature. Nonetheless, leaders in authoritarian and
      totalitarian countries confront political constituencies that can determine their political fate. These
      constituencies may be limited to only a handful of senior politicians, but such politicians have the ability to
      oust the paramount leader and his lieutenants. In unstable authoritarian and totalitarian countries, leadership
      transitions can be more frequent than in many democratic countries; in relatively stable authoritarian and
      totalitarian countries,  leadership transitions may be less frequent than in democratic
      countries. In either case, however, the sanction for political defeat may not simply be loss of office. It can
      include exile, impoverishment, imprisonment, and execution. Regardless of the frequency of leadership transitions
      in non-democratic systems, during periods of political instability the high potential cost of defeat can compel
      preeminent leaders to focus their attention on their personal interest in political survival at the expense of
      their country’s security interest. China is no exception to this dynamic.
    


    






    
      China, international structure, and great power
      politics

    


    
      The security imperative has informed China’s management of great power relations. Equally important, the
      determined development over the past 35 years of China’s relative power, especially its relative military
      capabilities, has affected the security of China’s smaller neighbors, driving their alignment policies among the
      great powers, and it has shaped U.S. security policy in East Asia, thus contributing to the emerging twenty-first
      century regional security order.
    


    






    
      Anarchy, the security imperative, and China’s U.S.
      policy

    


    
      When Mao Zedong died in September 1976, China was, in many respects, already an East Asian great power. As
      early as 1953 its military had fought the United States to a draw in the Korean War. Its later development of
      nuclear weapons provided it with a modest nuclear deterrent capability. During the Maoist era it had compelled
      its neighbors, including Burma and Thailand (after the U.S. defeat in Vietnam in 1975), to accommodate Chinese
      interests in territorial security by tilting toward China in great power relations. Many other smaller countries
      on China periphery had been dependent on China for their security, including North Vietnam (until 1975), North
      Korea, and Pakistan, as well as Thailand after the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia in 1978. Furthermore, China
      was a critical factor in the resolution of regional conflicts, including the 1954 resolution of the war in
      Indochina, the 1962 negotiated settlement of the Laotian civil war, and the 1973 U.S.–North Vietnamese agreement.
      It was also the outside power most influential in determining the victory of North Vietnam forces over U.S. and
      South Vietnamese forces and the unification of Vietnam in 1975.
    


    
      Nonetheless, at the dawn of the post-Mao era, China remained economically and militarily backward relative
      to both the Soviet Union and the United States. Mao had sacrificed Chinese security and economic development to
      pursue his idiosyncratic ideological objectives. Following the 1969 Sino-Soviet border clashes, Soviet
      deployments of conventional and nuclear capabilities in the Soviet Far East and the growing Soviet threat to
      Chinese security imposed severe limitations on Chinese policy flexibility. The combination of heightened threat
      perception and military backwardness vis-à-vis the Soviet Union compelled China to seek national security through
      alignment with the United States. China possessed many of the elements of great power status, but it could not
      avoid  dependency on the United States for its security vis-à-vis the Soviet Union. This
      security imperative and China’s security dependency on the United States required Beijing to seek and maintain
      U.S.–China cooperation at the expense of other important objectives.
    


    
      Chinese policy toward the Taiwan issue from the late Maoist era through the Deng Xiaoping era and into the
      twenty-first century reflected persistent PRC conciliation of U.S. interests.4 Throughout the U.S.–China normalization
      negotiations in the 1970s Chinese leaders tolerated considerable U.S. delay and resistance to compromise.
      Although President Richard Nixon assured China that he would normalize relations with China in his second term,
      the politics of Watergate undermined his foreign policy flexibility and, ultimately, his second term became
      President Gerald Ford’s first term. Ford’s domestic politics required him to defer normalization of relations.
      He, as Nixon had earlier, had assured China that he would normalize relations in his second term. But his second
      term never materialized. Instead, China had to negotiate with President Jimmy Carter in his first term, whose
      sanguine view of the Soviet Union encouraged him also to defer normalization of relations. Nixon, Ford and Carter
      all frustrated Chinese expectations that normalization of relations was imminent. Nonetheless, U.S. postponement
      of normalization elicited minimal Chinese pressure on the United States. Rather, throughout this period Chinese
      diplomacy presented the impression of stable U.S.–China cooperation, as China relied on such cooperation for
      security. Then, when the Carter administration took the initiative to normalize relations in 1978, Chinese
      leaders ultimately accepted terms that enabled the United States to retain ambiguity regarding the territorial
      status of Taiwan island and that failed to address post-normalization U.S. arms sales to Taiwan. Consolidated
      U.S.–China cooperation was too important to Chinese security as China prepared to attack Vietnam, a Soviet treaty
      ally, in retaliation for Vietnam’s invasion of Cambodia to allow the Taiwan issue to obstruct normalization of
      relations.
    


    
      China remained acutely sensitive to its security and the imperative of U.S.–China cooperation in the
      aftermath of normalization. President Carter had turned to normalization of relations with China as a strategic
      response to the Soviet Union’s strategic build-up and its expansion in the Third World. The further escalation of
      superpower tension during the Reagan administration gave China the confidence to pressure the United States to
      negotiate constraints on U.S. arms sales to Taiwan. Yet the terms of the August 17, 1982, U.S.–China arms sales
      agreement also reflected China’s strategic dependency. When Reagan threatened to walk away from the negotiations
      and announce new arms sales to Taiwan, Deng Xiaoping agreed to terms that in effect enabled the United States to
      continue arms sales to Taiwan indefinitely. When the Reagan administration then resisted Deng’s effort to compel
      the United States to accept the Chinese understanding of the August 17 agreement, China compromised. Rather than
      endure continued U.S.–China conflict over Taiwan and risk confronting Soviet pressure in isolation, China
      accepted U.S. arms sales to Taiwan as the price of stable U.S.–China cooperation. China’s effort to develop its
      “independent foreign policy,” first enunciated by  Party Secretary Hu Yaobang in 1982, had
      failed. China could not be an independent great power as long as it lacked the capabilities to contend
      independently with Soviet power. After nearly three years of tension, Taiwan was no longer an issue in U.S.–China
      relations through the end of the Reagan administration and of the Cold War in 1989.
    


    
      The end of the Cold War did not end China’s strategic vulnerability. Although the demise of the Soviet
      Union eliminated the Soviet threat to Chinese security, China still faced the imperative of economic development.
      Its foremost security strategy had become economic development as the foundation and prerequisite to China’s
      rise. Because the United States possessed the capability to derail China’s economic growth and technological
      development, U.S.–China cooperation remained China’s dominant security imperative. The bipolar Cold War structure
      had collapsed, but now the United States was the sole superpower; it enjoyed unrivalled superiority over all
      other countries and it could with near impunity compel nearly all countries to accommodate its security
      interests. Moreover, in the absence of a common U.S.–China strategic interest toward the Soviet Union, the United
      States could discount the value of U.S.–China cooperation to U.S. security. In these circumstances, Chinese
      cooperation with United States required continued PRC sacrifice of other important international
      interests.
    


    
      The imperative of cooperation with the United States was so compelling that Chinese leaders endured a
      growing challenge from Taiwan’s independence diplomacy. Whereas during the Cold War Chinese leaders balanced PRC
      interest in cooperation with United States against the Soviet threat with its interest in pressing the U.S. to
      diminish its support for Taiwan, in the twenty-first century Chinese policy makers have had to balance its
      interest in ongoing cooperation with the United States for economic development with its interest in constraining
      Taiwan’s independence diplomacy. Confident that China would suffer intolerable and disproportionate short-term
      and long-term economic and security costs in a U.S.–China war or cold war, PRC leaders endured significant Taiwan
      testing of PRC credibility and the risk of a Taiwan declaration of independence. Just as during the Cold War U.S.
      power compelled China to accommodate U.S. interests in Taiwan and accept less than optimal agreements regarding
      normalization of relations and U.S. arms sales to Taiwan, in the post-Cold War era U.S. power has compelled China
      to accommodate U.S. interests in a secure Taiwan. This was especially the case in 2003–2004, when Chinese leaders
      believed that there was high probability that Taiwan president Chen Shui-bian might alter Taiwan’s de
      jure sovereign status, thus eliciting a cross-strait crisis and the possibility of U.S.–China war. Rather
      than escalate cross-strait tension and use limited force to reinforce PRC credibility, Chinese leaders endured
      Taiwan’s provocations.
    


    
      Over thirty years after the death of Mao Zedong and the onset of economic reforms, China remains decidedly
      cautious about American power. China may have modernized its military and economic capabilities, but the United
      States has not stood still. Continued growth in the U.S. economy, U.S. technological 
      advances, and ongoing U.S. defense modernization have sustained much of the gap in U.S. and Chinese capabilities,
      maintaining the PRC imperative of cooperation with the United States.
    


    






    
      Responding to the rise of China: security, power, and the emerging
      security order in East Asia

    


    
      Whereas the security imperative has compelled continued Chinese accommodation of U.S. power and interests,
      the rise of China has enhanced Chinese power vis-à-vis regional secondary powers and created new security
      imperatives for China’s smaller neighbors. It has also compelled the United States to adjust its regional
      security policy. Together, these changes in the security policies of East Asia’s secondary states and of the
      United States have contributed to a changed regional order.
    


    
      Since 1975 the relative improvement in China’s land-based capabilities has compelled China’s neighbors to
      accommodate Chinese interests by realigning among the great powers and by gradually gravitating into China’s
      strategic orbit. The U.S. defeat in Indochina in 1975 ceded to China relatively greater capabilities throughout
      mainland Southeast Asia. Thailand responded by reconsidering its reliance on its defense treaty with the United
      States. It quickly normalized relations with Beijing and ousted U.S. bases from Thailand, just as North
      Vietnamese forces crossed the 17th parallel and conquered South Vietnam. Then, when Vietnamese forces
      invaded Cambodia in 1978 and approached the Thai border, Thailand turned to China as the guarantor of its
      security. The demise of the Soviet Union further contributed to Chinese relative power. No longer able to rely on
      the Soviet Union to counter Chinese power, in 1989 Hanoi quickly agreed to withdraw from Cambodia on Chinese
      terms. Since then, despite Vietnamese traditional animosity toward China and the territorial conflicts over the
      islands in the South China Sea, Vietnam has scrupulously avoided challenging Chinese security.
    


    
      Since 1989, advances in Chinese capabilities have contributed to additional changes in the East Asian
      security order. In response to the rise of Chinese military and economic capabilities, security imperatives have
      compelled South Korea to adjust its alignment among the great powers. The modernization of China’s ground-based
      capabilities and the prospect of a common border with China following the inevitable unification of Korea under
      South Korean authority (only the timing is uncertain) have undermined Seoul’s ability to rely on the U.S.–South
      Korean alliance for its security. Moreover, since 2000, the Chinese economy has become increasingly more
      important to South Korean prosperity, employment, and political stability than the U.S. economy.
    


    
      The combined effect of China’s growing economic and military capabilities has seen reduced South Korean
      security cooperation with the United States. Regarding North Korea development of nuclear weapons, South Korea
      has cooperated with China to constrain U.S. use of force and at times it has increased aid and diplomatic
      contacts with North Korean leaders, just as Washington has tried to mobilize international support for economic
      sanctions against North Korea.  Seoul has also resisted U.S. efforts to cooperate with
      “strategic flexibility,” whereby U.S. forces in South Korea would be used for region-wide contingencies. Seoul
      understands that U.S. planning focuses on a Taiwan contingency and it has withheld its cooperation lest it find
      itself supporting the United States in a U.S.–China conflict. Seoul initiated the end of U.S. joint-command of
      U.S. and South Korea forces during war-time. Without joint command, war-time alliance cooperation is
      inconceivable. These developments in South Korean security policy signal Seoul’s determined alignment toward
      China and the determined erosion of U.S.–South Korean strategic cooperation.
    


    
      The rise of China has also compelled Taiwan to cooperate with Chinese interests. In this case, China’s rise
      reflects its deployment of missiles and aircraft facing Taiwan since 1995 and, similar to South Korea, Taiwan’s
      significant post-2000 dependency on the Chinese economy for its prosperity, employment, and political stability.
      These developments have increased Taiwan’s vulnerability to PRC power and undermined its ability to rely on the
      United States to defend it against the cost of war. Taiwan’s vulnerability has been reflected in its recognition
      that it cannot challenge mainland power by pursuing sovereign independence from the mainland, despite the
      legitimacy of the Taiwan people’s aspiration for independence. Since the late 1990s, public opinion polls have
      consistently reflected caution at antagonizing the mainland and suspicion of pro-independence candidates. Chen
      Shui-bian’s loss of public confidence during his second term reflected in large part voter unhappiness at his
      independence agenda and his disregard for cross-strait economic cooperation. On the other hand, Ma Ying-jeou’s
      victory in the March 2008 presidential election reflected voter interest in stable cross-strait relations and in
      economic growth. The rise of China has also been reflected in eroding Taiwan defense cooperation with the United
      States. After the United States in April 2001 approved Taiwan’s request for advanced weaponry, Taiwan had second
      thoughts. With the rise of China, it had become clear to Taiwan’s voters that American weaponry could not augment
      Taiwan’s defense, given the mainland’s overwhelming advantages in military capabilities and finances and its
      stranglehold over the Taiwan economy. During this same period Taiwan’s regular defense budget has declined, in
      recognition that its limited funds would be better spent on domestic programs. In its first months in office the
      Ma administration carried out a comprehensive defense review, seeking a military strategy that reflected Taiwan’s
      interest in an inexpensive, low-technology, asymmetric strategy to deter mainland use of force.
    


    
      Since the late Maoist era, relative change in Chinese capabilities have compelled in succession China’s
      immediate neighbors to accommodate Chinese security interests and change their alignments. But, elsewhere in East
      Asia, the rise of China has compelled the United States to consolidate its own capabilities. Annual increases in
      the U.S. Department of Defense budget and U.S. acquisition of advanced weapon systems have reflected the rise of
      China and the potential Chinese challenge to U.S. interests in East Asia. Similarly, beginning in the mid 1990s,
      the United States began to transfer many of its naval assets from  the European theater to
      East Asia. Since then, the United States has deployed at Guam its most advanced submarines and aircraft and
      stockpiles of advanced munitions and it has developed a war-time operations center on Guam. The United States has
      also allocated a second aircraft carrier for the Pacific theater. Simultaneously, security cooperation between
      the United States and many of its regional allies has grown. U.S.–Japan defense cooperation has expanded
      significantly since the end of the Cold War; Singapore has constructed a port facility for U.S. aircraft
      carriers; Australia is cooperating with the United States to enhance U.S. military communications facilities in
      East Asia; Malaysia and the Philippines have improved cooperation with the U.S. Navy. The result of all of these
      developments is that relative U.S. capabilities in much of East Asia are stronger today than 15 years ago,
      despite the rise of China.
    


    






    
      Polarity, geography and the security dilemma and the regional security
      order

    


    
      The net effect of the rise of China and the American response is a bipolar regional order characterized by
      distinct continental and maritime great power spheres of influence. As China comes to dominate security affairs
      on its periphery, the United States is consolidating its strategic authority in maritime East Asia. The
      combination of bipolarity with distinct continental and maritime theaters facilitates the development of a
      relatively stable great power competition. Bipolarity encourages clarity of threat and great power sensitivity to
      capability gains by potential challengers, thus eliciting rapid responses to small changes in relative
      capabilities. This effect of bipolarity tends to prevent dangerous great power imbalances that can elicit major
      wars.5 This effect is apparent in
      the U.S. sensitivity to the rise of China and its effort to strengthen its capabilities on China’s maritime
      periphery. Despite the rise of China, the regional distribution of power continues to allow for great power
      stability.
    


    
      Although the clarity of threat in bipolar systems can encourage crises and arms races as two great powers
      engage in a spiraling build-up reflecting security dilemma pressures, water can ameliorate the security dilemma
      pressures. Water reduces threats of surprise attacks and of rapid defeat, thus minimizing pressure for crises to
      develop and for rapid escalation of crises. Moreover, East Asia’s division into maritime and continental spheres
      reduces pressures for arms races. China’s development of its land-based capabilities to deal with multiple
      internal challenges to stability and multiple border challenges poses only a moderate challenge to U.S. maritime
      security. Similarly, U.S. development of its naval capabilities to consolidate its maritime superiority poses
      only a moderate challenge to Chinese continental security. Thus, despite U.S.–China sensitivity to threat
      perception and to change in relative capabilities within regional bipolarity, each side’s effort to enhance its
      security does not translate into an equal reduction of the other side’s security. This continental-maritime
      division thus mitigates pressures for arms races, even as China and the United States each develop greater
      capabilities.
    


    
      The emergence of a bipolar East Asia with great power spheres of influence separated by large bodies of
      water suggests that the U.S.–China competition is likely to experience greater stability and greater cooperation
      than the Cold War U.S.–Soviet competition. Since the end of the Cold War, East Asia has been the most peaceful
      and stable region in the world. There have been no wars, no arms races, and no great power crises in East Asia
      since the demise of the Soviet Union and the Vietnamese withdrawal from Cambodia in 1989, even as the region has
      experienced the rise of China and a committed U.S. response. This stability reflects the combination of
      bipolarity and the presence of water between spheres of influence. Insofar as these are enduring characteristics
      of the regional order, regional stability should endure well into the twenty-first century.
    


    






    
      Use of force in Chinese security policy

    


    
      Just as Chinese security policy has been sensitive to the military capabilities of the great powers and the
      prospect of war, China has developed its own military capabilities and used force to affect the security polices
      of other countries. Since the end of the Maoist era in 1976, it has frequently used force directly against
      another country or used force politically. Since 1949, China ranks second among all countries regarding
      engagement in hostilities, behind only the United States.6 But, despite the frequency of Chinese use of
      force, Chinese behavior has conformed to patterns of use of force in international politics. China has often used
      limited force to establish both its capability to inflict high costs on an adversary and the credibility of its
      threats to engage in war to defend its security interests. In these cases, China has sought either to deter or to
      coerce adversaries and, at times, to reassure other countries of China’s reliability as a strategic
      partner.7
    


    
      China’s February 1979 three-week invasion of Vietnam served multiple security objectives.8 Following Vietnam’s disregard for Chinese threats
      and China’s effort to deter it from invading Cambodia, China’s credibility to defend forcefully its interests was
      at stake. Failure to respond forcefully to Vietnam’s occupation of Cambodia and Soviet treaty support for Vietnam
      may well have signaled both to the Soviet Union and Vietnam that they could challenge with impunity Chinese
      security, possibly encouraging Vietnamese aggression toward Thailand as well as Soviet ambitions along the
      Sino-Soviet border. Chinese failure to respond to the Soviet-Vietnamese alliance and Vietnamese use of force
      would also signal to countries in Southeast Asia that China was an unreliable guarantor of their security in the
      face of Soviet-Vietnamese expansion and America’s post-Vietnam War retrenchment, perhaps encouraging them to
      cooperate with Vietnamese control over Indochina. China’s invasion of Vietnam thus aimed to establish China’s
      will to incur high cost and risk larger war to resist Soviet and Vietnamese expansionism. In addition, China’s
      invasion of Vietnam compelled Hanoi to prepare for a second Chinese invasion, requiring it to deploy up to
      300,000 troops on its northern border while it simultaneously deployed 150,000 troops in Cambodia. The 1979
      invasion thus created a two-front challenge for the Vietnamese military, undermining its ability to pacify
      Cambodia and to develop its economy, and  imposed greater financial costs on the Soviet
      Union, Hanoi’s sole economic and military benefactor.
    


    
      Having failed to deter Vietnam from invading Cambodia, China turned its attention to coercing it to
      withdraw from Cambodia. For the next ten years, China provided military assistance to the Cambodian resistance,
      relying on Pol Pot and the Khmer Rouge as the mainstay of Cambodia’s anti-Vietnam insurgency. From 1975 to 1978
      Chinese leaders tried to persuade the Khmer Rouge to curtail its border violence and develop a stable
      relationship with Vietnam. But, once Vietnam occupied Cambodia, China valued the Khmer Rouge as a vital strategic
      partner against Soviet-Vietnamese expansion. While the Khmer Rouge waged war against Vietnamese forces in
      Cambodia, China deployed 300,000 troops on the Vietnamese border, threatening Hanoi with another border war. In
      1984, as Vietnamese and Thai troops clashed on the Thai-Cambodian border, China attacked Vietnamese border
      forces, reinforcing its threat to carry out a second large-scale invasion.9
    


    
      Chinese coercive use of force was effective. It imposed a high financial and political cost on the Soviet
      Union and it imposed an intolerable burden on the Vietnamese military and economy. When the Soviet Union could no
      longer provide Vietnam with gratis military assistance and it opened negotiations with China regarding Cambodia,
      Hanoi had no choice but to begin the process of withdrawal and accept Chinese terms for the resolution of the
      Cambodia conflict. Once Vietnam withdrew from Cambodia, China terminated its relationship with the Khmer Rouge;
      it was no longer a useful instrument in Chinese coercive diplomacy.
    


    
      Use of force has also been fundamental to China’s Taiwan policy. In the late 1980s China sought cooperative
      relations with Taiwan’s leadership. As it developed its post-Cold War effort to consolidate a peaceful
      international environment conducive to China’s rise, it sought to reassure Taiwan of its intentions. China
      removed from Fujian Province its military forces directed against Taiwan, it unilaterally opened its borders to
      Taiwan exports, investment and tourists, and it adopted a relatively flexible policy toward Taiwan’s
      participation in international organizations. In the early 1990s it tolerated U.S. arms sales to Taiwan and to
      U.S. government enhancement of its treatment of Taiwan officials.
    


    
      In early 1995 the Clinton administration approved a visit to Cornell University by Taiwan President Lee
      Teng-hui, despite assurances to China that such a visit was against U.S. policy. At Cornell University, Lee
      Teng-hui gave a charged campaign speech that advocated a more independent role for Taiwan in international
      politics. Taiwan seemed determined to challenge China’s opposition to Taiwan independence and the United States
      seemed intent on supporting this trend. China thus used force to coerce the United States and Taiwan’s leaders to
      abandon their apparent support for an independent Taiwan. After a series of low-level military exercises, in
      March 1996 China escalated its military activities, firing missiles into the ocean in the vicinity of Taiwan
      ports. In response, the United States dispatched two aircraft carriers to the vicinity of Taiwan. Although
      Chinese  use of force heightened perception in the United States of the “China threat,” the
      theater of the U.S.–China stand-off and heightened U.S.–China tension compelled the United States to reaffirm its
      commitment to its “one China” policy, reflected in the “three nos” President Clinton enunciated in Shanghai in
      1998.
    


    
      Following its March 1996 use of force, China deployed its capabilities to deter Taiwan from declaring
      sovereign independence. It continued to welcome Taiwan trade and investment, but its steady build up of
      short-range missiles across from Taiwan and its deployment of its Russian Su-27s and Su-30s threatened Taiwan
      with war should it declare independence. The mainland also strengthened the credibility of its deterrent threats.
      In 1999, after Lee Teng-hui characterized the cross-strait relationship as a “special state-to-state
      relationship,” Chinese aircraft frequently approached the center line of the Taiwan Strait, threatening a second
      Taiwan Strait confrontation and the prospect of war. During the Chen Shui-bian era, China continued its missile
      build-up across from Taiwan, conducted frequent military exercises to signal its readiness to fight, and
      explicitly threatened war should Taiwan amend its Republic of China constitution to suggest independence from
      China.
    


    
      Ultimately, Chinese use of force against Taiwan was as effective as its use of force against Vietnam.
      Chinese military and economic capabilities and the credibility of its threats not only deterred Taiwan from
      declaring independence, but also compelled Taiwan’s voters to reconcile Taiwan to Chinese power and interests and
      to seek cooperation with China at the expense of a proactive policy promoting domestic and international support
      for Taiwan independence. Ma Ying-jeou’s victory in the 2008 presidential election and Taiwan’s subsequent
      cooperation with the mainland signaled the transformation of Taiwan’s mainland policy and the demise of its
      activist independence policy.
    


    
      China also possesses compelling interests on the Korean peninsula and deterrence has been fundamental to
      the security dynamics involving North Korea, South Korea, the United States, and China. For China, in a situation
      similar to its approach to the Khmer Rouge in Cambodia, no matter how provocative and repugnant the North Korean
      regime may be, Chinese interest in secure borders requires that Beijing resist U.S. use of force against North
      Korea, whether for regime change or to turn back North Korea’s nuclear weapons program. But, in contrast to its
      deterrence activism in the Taiwan conflict, in the Korean conflict China has relied on North Korea’s conventional
      and nuclear capabilities and China’s distance from U.S. forces in South Korea to develop a support role in the
      deterrence of U.S. use of force against North Korea. These dynamics have enabled the United States and China to
      avoid great power crises, even as serious crises developed in U.S.–North Korean relations in 1994 and 2003, when
      American threats to use force against Pyongyang appeared especially credible. Although U.S. and North Korean
      forces were placed on high alert and prepared for imminent conflict, China did not mobilize its forces. China’s
      confidence in its security enabled it to balance its commitment to North Korean security with efforts to
      negotiate peaceful outcomes to U.S.–North Korean crises and subsequently to work to moderate both North Korean
      and U.S. policy.
    


    
      The geography of the Taiwan and Korean theaters has contributed to each theater’s distinct deterrence
      dynamics. Just as Chinese mobilization of its forces and provocative behavior in the Taiwan Strait in 1996 did
      not elicit heightened U.S. threat perception and crisis behavior, U.S. mobilization of its forces on the Korean
      peninsula and threats of war in 1994 and 2003 did not elicit heightened Chinese threat perception and crisis
      behavior. In each case, a strategic buffer encouraged patience and observation as the potential adversary
      mobilized its forces. For the United States, the Taiwan Strait and the western Pacific shield U.S. forces from
      the risk of a decisive Chinese attack on U.S. forces. On the Korean peninsula, North Korea is a land buffer
      shielding Chinese forces from an immediate escalation of a U.S.–North Korean conflict that could threaten Chinese
      territorial security. These geographic conditions have constrained the pressures for U.S.–China crises in East
      Asia’s most sensitive hot spots.10
      But there has not been a strategic buffer between U.S. and North Korean forces. On the contrary, in a situation
      strikingly similar to the disposition of U.S. and Soviet forces in Europe during the Cold War, U.S. and North
      Korean forces have been in dangerously close proximity across the de-militarized zone, so that a surprise attack
      could have decisive consequences for the outcome of a war. These conditions have promoted heightened crisis
      dynamics and uninterrupted preparation for war, as they had in Europe on the East-West frontier.
    


    






    
      Domestic politics and Chinese foreign policy

    


    
      China’s international behavior has been subject to the pressures of anarchy and the associated search for
      security. In these circumstances, sensitivity to military balances and willingness to use force have
      characterized Chinese policy making. Nonetheless, Chinese policy makers have not been immune from the pressures
      of domestic politics and the domestic imperative of ensuring political survival. Indeed, in a totalitarian or a
      single-party authoritarian state such as China, where the sanction for political failure can, at minimum, be
      imprisonment, the domestic security imperative can at times exert greater influence than the international
      security imperative on the state’s foreign policy.
    


    
      Domestic politics influences foreign policy making in every country, but the relative prevalence of
      politics in a country’s foreign policy necessarily reflects a country’s unique strategic circumstances and the
      particular characteristics of its political system. For China, the persistent presence of pressing great power
      challenges has combined with Maoist totalitarianism and with post-Mao authoritarianism to minimize the role of
      politics in Chinese security policy. During most of the Maoist era and the post-Mao era, foreign policy
      continuity has been the norm; continuity has persisted through the domestic political upheavals and succession
      struggles of the Cultural Revolution and the leadership successions of the post-Mao era.
    


    
      During the later stages of the Cultural Revolution in the 1970s, as Mao’s health steadily deteriorated,
      factional strife intensified through of series of shocks to leadership stability, including Mao’s dissatisfaction
      with Lin Biao’s leadership  and then Lin’s alleged assassination attempt on Mao and his death
      in a plane crash in Mongolia in 1971, the reemergence in 1973 and then the second dismissal of Deng Xiaoping in
      1976, the death of Zhou Enlai in January 1976, and the death of Marshall Zhu De in July 1976.11 Amid such elite instability, succession politics
      among Mao’s lieutenants dominated policy debates. Both Lin Biao and Jiang Qing and her leftist allies promoted
      policy alternatives that challenged Chinese policies toward the United States and the Soviet Union. Nonetheless,
      Cultural Revolution politics had a discernable yet nominal impact on China’s policy toward the United States.
      Strategic cooperation with the United States and opposition to Soviet “hegemony” remained the foundation of
      China’s security policy and compelled Chinese patience regarding normalization of relations and U.S. concessions
      on Taiwan. This policy stability reflected the urgency of China’s security situation and Mao Zedong’s
      unchallenged authority in foreign policy. In Maoist totalitarianism, factional politics and succession struggles
      did influence China’s security policy only at the margins.
    


    
      Since the death of Mao Zedong in September 1976, China has been led by Deng Xiaoping, Jiang Zemin, and Hu
      Jintao. Unlike in the U.S. presidential system, which tends to draw candidates for the presidency from
      state-level politics, Chinese leaders emerge after many years of working in the center and of experience among
      the policy making elite. Once they emerge as China’s preeminent leader, they have studied the issues and they
      have learned the elite consensus on security policy; there is minimal “learning of the job” and initial wayward
      policy initiatives and subsequent mid-course corrections. In this respect, China’s political system resembles a
      parliamentary system. Thus, despite succession politics and the emergence of new leaders, policy stability has
      been the norm in the post-Mao era. Each new Chinese leader may have his own policy slogan, but each new leader
      has also pursued cooperative and stable relations with the United States and a stable international environment
      in the service of China’s security and rise.
    


    
      Through the late 1970s and early 1980s Deng Xiaoping shared Mao’s view of the Soviet threat and, like Mao,
      he developed U.S.–China strategic cooperation. He also pursued normalization of U.S.–China relations on the terms
      first established by Mao, while sharing Mao’s unwillingness to sacrifice U.S.–China cooperation to press for U.S.
      concessions on Taiwan. Deng’s successors have pursued his commitment to U.S.–China cooperation. Jiang Zemin and
      Hu Jintao have understood that peaceful rise depends on cooperation with America, even if it required inordinate
      Chinese patience with Taiwan’s independence initiatives. They have also shared Deng’s post-Cold War interest in
      strategic cooperation with Russia, as well as his focus on managing Sino-Russian relations in the context of
      prioritizing cooperation with the United States.
    


    
      There has been considerable stability and continuity in Chinese security policy since the early 1970s.
      Nonetheless, Chinese policy making has not been immune from the pressures of domestic politics. In two instances
      since U.S.–China rapprochement in 1971–1972, domestic politics have affected Chinese foreign policy. The first
      occurred in the three-month period from when Mao Zedong  suffered a debilitating stroke in
      June 1976 until his death on September 9, 2006. During this period, as Chinese leadership jockeyed for position
      to survive the imminent succession struggle, China’s position on the Taiwan issue noticeably stiffened.
      Politicians, seeking to protect themselves from charges from Mao’s leftist lieutenants, including his wife Jiang
      Qing, of being “weak” on Taiwan, adopted a hostile posture with visiting Americans. During this same period,
      China’s foreign economic policies also hardened. Ideological attacks on China’s policy of importing whole
      factories developed, with growing leftist criticism of Deng Xiaoping in late 1975 and early 1976 and then
      increased criticism following Mao’s stroke in June. In this context, China ceased negotiating new contracts for
      whole plant imports from Japan.
    


    
      There was a clear effect of Mao’s imminent death and succession politics on China’s foreign policy, but it
      was short-lived and without long-term consequences. Following Mao’s death and the ouster of the “Gang of Four” in
      October 1976 and the reemergence of Deng Xiaoping beginning in early 1977, leftism became a political liability
      and China’s U.S. policy returned to the pragmatism of the period before Mao’s stroke.
    


    
      Chinese domestic politics had a more consequential impact on U.S.–China relations following the Chinese
      leadership’s June 4, 1989, violent suppression of democracy demonstrators in Beijing.12 Chinese elites viewed the 1989 democracy
      demonstrations as a threat to the rule of China by the Chinese Communist Party and the result of Western cultural
      penetration of Chinese society. They responded by breaking off a range of cultural programs with the United
      States and other democratic countries. In the United States, the crackdown on Chinese democracy activists
      elicited widespread public outrage at Chinese leaders and created strong political pressure to isolate China
      diplomatically and impose punitive economic sanctions on China. Although both President George H. W. Bush and
      Deng Xiaoping sought to stabilize relations and restore full cooperation, Chinese domestic politics impeded
      China’s ability to reciprocate U.S. gestures. Party conservatives held Deng Xiaoping and his agenda of domestic
      reforms and “opening” policy responsible for the widespread public challenges to party rule. The post-June 4
      conservative backlash led to a policy retrenchment and to a weakening of Deng’s policy-making authority.
    


    
      Despite China’s weakened international situation and its significant dependency on the United States for
      both its security and economic development, in 1989 and 1990 President Bush made a succession of unilateral and
      unreciprocated diplomatic and economic concessions to prevent a downward spiral in U.S.–China relations.
      Instability in Chinese politics and elite conflict had not only led to a major Chinese challenge to U.S.–China
      cooperation, but also compelled the United States to assume the burden of maintaining and restoring cooperation.
      Not until Deng Xiaoping carried out in January–February 1992 his “southern tour” (nanxun) and fully
      reestablished his policy-making authority did China possess the elite stability necessary to restore its pre-June
      4 policy toward the United States and to contribute to a restoration of U.S.–China economic and diplomatic
      cooperation.13
    


    






    
      Power, politics, and policy in Chinese security
      policy

    


    
      China’s post-1949 struggle security has been costly, protracted, and persistent. China in 1949 faced a
      great power order in East Asia that did not reflect the end of over 100 years of war in China and the emergence
      of a unified China able to devote its resources to Chinese security. This was the 1950 “rise of China.” Thus, the
      wars associated with Mao’s China were wars fought for border security, including the Korean War, the Sino-Indian
      war, the wars in Indochina, and the Sino-Soviet border war. The tension in the Taiwan strait in the 1950s also
      reflected Chinese efforts to revise the colonial order in East Asia and secure Chinese territorial interests.
      Following U.S.–China rapprochement in 1971–1972, China continued to use force for border security. During Deng
      Xiaoping’s leadership China invaded Vietnam to constrain Soviet-Vietnamese encirclement of China and to protect
      its reputation to defend critical security interests. And China under Jiang Zemin’s leadership initiated the 1996
      Taiwan strait confrontation to constrain Taiwan’s independence movement and in response to apparent U.S. and
      Taiwan disregard for Chinese resistance to Taiwan independence, just as China had done under Mao’s leadership in
      the 1950s. Regardless of the era and the leadership, China has incurred considerable costs for security.
    


    
      China also incurred considerable cost in deferring important objectives for security. This is the history
      of the Taiwan issue in U.S.–China relations. As the Soviet threat to China steadily increased in the 1960s and
      1970s and then from the post-Mao era and into the twenty-first century, as Beijing embarked on economic
      development and rising power, China sought security through cooperation with the United States. The cost of
      security was frequent accommodation of U.S. interest in maintaining the status quo in cross-strait relations and
      in U.S.–Taiwan relations, reflected in the various U.S.–China communiqués in the 1970s and 1980s and Chinese
      forbearance of Taiwan’s independence activities in the first decade of the twenty-first century. China’s
      objective for Taiwan had not changed, but the imperative of cooperation with the United States compelled it to
      rely on a long-term policy that relied on peaceful means, predicated on the assumption that “time was on China’s
      side.”
    


    
      China has waged a sixty-year struggle to order East Asia so that it would reflect both Chinese capabilities
      and Chinese security. After wars in Korea and Indochina, protracted and costly conflict with the Soviet Union,
      frequent confrontations in the Taiwan strait, and thirty years of post-Mao economic growth, China is on the verge
      of achieving a revised regional order that reflects Chinese power and its foremost security objectives. The
      American defeat in Vietnam and then the collapse of Soviet power yielded China security throughout mainland
      Southeast Asia, in Central Asia, and along the Sino-Russian border in Northeast Asia. And “peaceful rise” is
      yielding China extensive strategic cooperation from South Korea and Taiwan.
    


    
      China security policy has not been immune to the influence of domestic politics and of risk-acceptant
      leaders pursuing non-material objectives. Much of China’s post-1949 insecurity reflected Mao’s unwillingness to
      moderate China’s  foreign policy, lest he undermine his ideological objectives for China. And
      the intensity of elite struggle in China’s political system has been apparent in Chinese foreign policy during
      both the Maoist era and its aftermath. Nonetheless, the continuity in Chinese policy is most striking.
      Generations of Chinese leaders have shared an understanding of Chinese security objectives and the necessity of
      incurring high costs, including frequent use of force, to achieve those objectives. China’s twenty-first century
      focus on economic development and its peaceful rise reflects the success of those earlier costly policies – a
      secure China can focus on domestic priorities – and it completes the process of China’s protracted effort to
      revise the post-World War II East Asia security order. The next challenge for Chinese leaders is to sustain an
      era of peaceful rise and regional stability even as China’s economic and military capabilities continue to
      grow.
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    China learns to compromise


    
      Change in U.S.–China relations, 1982–1984
    


    
      U.S.–China relations experienced significant change during the Reagan administration. In contrast to the
      1970s, when China criticized American “appeasement” of the Soviet Union and U.S.–Taiwan diplomatic relations, and
      to the early Reagan years, when China threatened to downgrade relations over American arms sales to Taiwan and
      badgered Washington on a host of lesser issues, relations were remarkably free from challenges to a developing
      and expanding relationship from late 1983 until the June 1989 massacre.
    


    
      What is less clear, however, is the source of change. Often observers point to the 17 August 1982 joint
      communiqué as a watershed in the relationship, reflecting Washington’s eventual understanding of the need to be
      sensitive to Beijing’s interest in a “one-China” policy.1 Other scholars recognize that PRC hostility
      continued after the signing of the joint communiqué. They explain the restoration of stable relations as a
      function of regained Chinese trust in American intentions. Only after the secretary of commerce, Malcolm
      Baldridge, visited Beijing in May 1983 and announced relaxed restrictions on American technology exports to China
      were PRC leaders confident that the Reagan administration could be trusted to respect Chinese interests. At that
      point, China moderated its hostile posture and U.S.–China relations stabilized.2
    


    
      While there is a large measure of truth in both these perspectives, this article offers an explanation for
      China’s policy shift which focuses on the impact of changing U.S.–China bargaining relations. Signals of resolve
      from the United States and China’s perception of its reduced importance in American security policy informed
      Beijing of its reduced bargaining leverage and of the wisdom of compromise. This perspective not only explains
      Beijing’s shift to a more accommodating policy but also explains why China’s contentious diplomacy continued well
      after May 1983 and only fully subsided in late 1983 and early 1984.
    


    






    
      Bargaining between security partners

    


    
      Relations between security partners are primarily characterized by co-operation against common threats.
      Nevertheless, there remains ongoing competition and  “redistributive bargaining” over
      conflicts of interest as each state tries to shift a greater share of the cost of co-operation to its security
      partner.3
    


    
      In contrast to redistributive bargaining between adversaries, where the dissatisfied state may use the
      threat of war to compel its adversary to make concessions, between security partners the dissatisfied state
      threatens increased tension and diminished co-operation, which would increase its security partner’s isolation
      before the common adversary. In such circumstances, the state supporting the status quo, trying to call the bluff
      of the dissatisfied state, may simply stand firm and allow the dissatisfied state to endure the increased
      isolation associated with the ensuing “cracks” in relations. Ultimately, that state which can least stand the
      isolation will pay the cost of restoring stable co-operation.4
    


    
      Thus the issue between security partners is not whether conflicts will be resolved but what compromises
      each will have to make to stabilize co-operative relations. As tension continues, the state with the greater
      “resolve” to withstand increased strategic vulnerability will benefit from its security partner’s concessions. At
      its extreme, this is “brinkmanship” in alliance relations.
    


    
      Redistributive negotiations between security partners often occur over the direct cost of security, as in
      “burden sharing” negotiations over defence budgets. But they also take place over unrelated issues. Such has been
      the case in U.S.–China relations. In the era of strategic co-operation in the context of the Soviet threat, the
      issue involving most conflict was U.S.–Taiwan relations. While neither Beijing nor Washington wanted to
      jeopardize their security relationship, each sought to impose on the other the greater burden of co-operation.
      For Washington, this meant from 1979 having diplomatic relations and expanding economic and security co-operation
      with Beijing while maintaining a full range of economic, political and military relations with Taiwan. By
      contrast, China tried to compel the United States to isolate Taiwan by reducing U.S.–Taiwan military relations
      and by acquiescing to Taiwan’s explusion from international organizations.
    


    
      The argument presented here is that during a period when a perceived threat suggests the need for strategic
      co-operation, changing perception by each negotiator of the other’s intentions and resolve leads to accommodation
      to previously unacceptable costs of co-operation, and that this change happens during the bargaining process.
      Tension occurs because at least one of the actors possesses “incomplete information” about the other, but they
      learn more through negotiation. As perceptions change and the actors develop a more accurate understanding of
      each other’s attachment to stable co-operation, tactical and, given sufficient bargaining setbacks, policy
      adjustment will take place.5
    


    
      The prerequisite for such dynamics is the perception by the two states in negotiation of a significant
      threat from a third party. Under such conditions, the necessity for co-operation promotes mutual compromise.
      Clearly, during the post-Cold War period of the early 1990s, these conditions are not present in U.S.–China
      relations. But during the early and mid-1980s Beijing and Washington sought co-operation to contend with the
      shared threat from the Soviet Union. However, whereas China saw the threat as serious throughout this period,
      American perception of the Soviet threat began to decline. This divergence would play a key role in determining
      the outcome of U.S.–China negotiations.6
    


    
      In this strategic setting, Beijing initially adopted a rigid position in negotiations. From prior and
      erroneous assumptions, it incorrectly estimated the price the United States was willing to pay to avoid tension,
      and pressed Washington for changes in U.S.–Taiwan relations. The result was continuing conflict which ultimately
      communicated to Beijing Washington’s re-evaluation of the importance of tension-free U.S.–China relations to
      American security. By late 1983 Beijing understood that it faced a choice between continuing tension or
      adjustment to the status quo. It chose the status quo.
    


    
      An important issue in the analysis concerns Chinese recognition that the United States was not bluffing.
      How did Washington communicate its resolve so that Beijing reached the conclusion that Washington would not
      compromise? In this analysis, it is useful to distinguish between “signals” and “indices.”7 Signalling is the direct, bilateral communication
      between negotiators conveying messages designed to achieve each side’s respective objectives. They are inherently
      unreliable indicators of a state’s resolve, for negotiators often manipulate them to disguise the actual value
      they attach to the avoidance of conflict. Thus negotiators cannot know from signals alone whether their
      counterparts are bluffing or are unwilling to incur the costs of escalated conflict.
    


    
      In contrast, indices “carry some inherent evidence that the image projected is correct because they are
      believed to be inextricably linked to the actor’s capabilities or intentions.”8 Negotiators therefore use indices to determine
      whether or not their counterpart is bluffing. In adversarial relations, indices include attempts to alter the
      bilateral military balance of power and preparations for war. Between security partners, the point is not to
      disrupt co-operation but to redistribute its costs. In such circumstances, multilateral considerations are
      paramount. If there is “inherent evidence” that changing relations between a state’s security partner and the
      common adversary have reduced the former’s view of the threat and therefore its need to co-operate, signals of
      resolve accrue greater credibility.
    


    
      This is the process we will observe in China’s evolving policy towards the United States. Change in
      U.S.–China relations between 1982 and 1984 reflected a combination of bilateral and multilateral dynamics in
      which change in Washington’s China policy occurred in the context of changing superpower relations. Chinese
      leaders ultimately understood that the signals from the United States of its willingness to incur the costs of
      continuing tension reflected American resolve, rather than an attempt to bluff China into making unnecessary
      concessions, when they realized the significant changes taking place in the global balance and their implications
      for Chinese leverage in U.S.–China negotiations. They then recognized the necessity for policy adjustment.
      U.S.–China tension was required for this change to occur, for the tension reflected bargaining with incomplete
      information and the signalling and learning process in which old assumptions were challenged by policy setbacks.
      This tension in the context of changing indices of U.S. intention ultimately persuaded Chinese leaders to
      compromise and accept Washington’s preferred distribution of the costs of  co-operation,
      including the status quo in U.S.–Taiwan relations, in the interest of strategic co-operation.
    


    






    
      U.S.–China bargaining and the 17 August 1982
      communiqué

    


    
      After a decade of superpower détente, with its strong suggestions of U.S.–Soviet collusion against China
      and its adverse implications for Chinese security, Chinese leaders welcomed the impact of the Soviet invasion of
      Afghanistan on U.S.–Soviet relations and the rapid demise of détente.9 They were also pleased with Ronald Reagan’s
      election victory. Rather than harp on alleged western “appeasement” of Soviet aggression, Beijing observed that
      Washington was now determined to resist Soviet “expansionism.” One PRC analyst said that Reagan “takes
      practically every problem as part of the U.S.–Soviet struggle for hegemony.”10 A senior analyst in the Foreign Ministry’s
      Institute of International Studies argued that although the Carter administration had developed a “new policy of
      containment” after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, “it did not put forward a new set of strategic concepts.”
      Reagan, however, “stresses that the Soviet Union is ‘the root cause of all troubles’.” An “important change” had
      occurred in the United States’ Soviet policy.11
    


    
      A second component of Washington’s strategic posture also suited Chinese policy objectives. Although
      Washington recognized the need to cope with Soviet power, it remained weak and unprepared. An analyst from the
      State Council’s influential Institute for Contemporary International Relations reported that the United States
      “must speed up military preparation” to cope with enhanced Soviet capabilities.12 Similarly, a leading observer of the United
      States at the Foreign Ministry institute wrote that the Reagan victory was the American reaction to the “new low”
      in its international position and to the prospect that it was becoming a “second-class power, militarily inferior
      to the Soviet Union.” Americans hoped that Reagan would stop the “trend of their country’s declining position in
      the world.”13
    


    
      Washington’s objectives were clear, but China doubted its ability to secure them. In late July 1982, just
      prior to the signing of the 17 August communiqué, Zhang Yebai, a senior analyst at the Institute of American
      Studies of the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS), offered an especially disdainful view of American
      policy. In a comprehensive “special commentary” in Renmin ribao, Zhang insisted that despite the
      administration’s “ambitious” objectives, its foreign policy was “divorced from complex reality” and “progressing
      with difficulty,” placing the United States in a “passive position.” Whereas “Soviet expansion policy had not
      changed at all,” Washington’s “‘position of strength’ had not fundamentally improved” and its “military strength
      is not sufficient to check Soviet expansion.” Such weakness was caused primarily by American political and
      economic difficulties and exacerbated by conflict with West European countries over economic policy and policy
      toward Moscow, including defence spending and the construction of the natural gas pipeline from Western Europe to
      the Soviet Union. Zhang concluded that “under pressure and constraints from all sides,  the
      Reagan administration’s foreign policy still can hardly avoid falling into a passive position.”14
    


    
      Revitalized American containment of the Soviet Union improved Beijing’s ability to negotiate with Moscow.
      China no longer confronted such extreme Soviet pressure and Moscow could use improved Sino-Soviet relations to
      ease the burden of responding to American Soviet policy. As early as 1979, Beijing expressed interest in
      ameliorating Sino-Soviet hostility. Following the interruption caused by the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan,
      Sino-Soviet rapprochement developed further in 1981 when Beijing suggested a resumption of border talks.15 In April 1982 Moscow and Beijing agreed
      to recommence border trade and increase the value of two-way trade by 45 per cent, attaining the highest level
      since 1967. And by this time China had stopped labelling the Soviet leadership as “revisionist,” eliminating the
      ideological obstacle to rapprochement.16
    


    
      This combination of a renewed U.S.–Soviet cold war, Washington’s “defensive” and “passive posture” in the
      face of continued Soviet “expansionism,” and ameliorated Sino-Soviet tension maximized Beijing’s bargaining
      leverage in U.S.–China relations. Washington could not be sure that Sino-Soviet relations would not continue to
      improve, which would further reduce Moscow’s security concerns and heighten American vulnerability.
    


    
      These indices of diminished American resolve encouraged Chinese leaders to pressure Washington to
      compromise on the arms sales issue. Although Reagan’s contentious remarks during the 1980 presidential campaign
      concerning official relations with the “Republic of China” must have alarmed Chinese leaders, long after the
      White House retreated from its provocative posture Beijing remained on the diplomatic offensive. China’s
      determined effort to redefine U.S.–Taiwan relations was a response to more than mere American rhetoric. During
      the 1978 normalization negotiations China had disagreed with White House statements maintaining the American
      right to continue to sell defensive weaponry to Taiwan. Now that its bargaining position had improved, the PRC
      took the offensive. An authoritative analysis in Guoji wenti yanjiu (International Studies)
      made this clear. It argued that elements of the American elite possessed an
    


    
      old outlook: so long as the United States opposes Soviet expansionism, China will not care very much about
      the Taiwan issue … If some people still believe that Sino-U.S. relations can only be based on opposition to other
      countries’ hegemonic acts, then this is a retreat. If they believe that China will agree to this retreat, then
      this is a dream.17
    


    
      The difference was that in the context of the new U.S.–Soviet cold war and the developing Sino-Soviet
      rapprochement, the United States now needed China to “oppose Soviet expansionism.”
    


    
      Thus China forcefully demanded that the United States change its policy on arms sales to Taiwan. When the
      American secretary of state, Alexander Haig, visited Beijing in June 1981, foreign minister Huang Hua went so far
      as to  suggest that should Washington fail to accede to PRC demands, a “rupture” in the
      relationship might ensue. Later in the year, Huang issued an “ultimatum,” demanding that Washington stipulate the
      date when it would completely end its arms sales to Taiwan.18
    


    
      Ultimately both sides compromised and signed the 17 August communiqué. Although Beijing did not achieve its
      maximum objective, it received a significant American commitment. In exchange for China’s statement that peaceful
      unification was its “fundamental” policy, Washington agreed to reduce gradually the quantity and not to exceed
      the existing quality of arms sales to Taiwan. China had skilfully taken advantage of its new role in American
      security to extract a significant concession from the United States.
    


    






    
      U.S.–China bargaining: 1982–1984

    


    
      If Beijing’s policy towards the United States primarily reflected its objective of limiting American arms
      sales to Taiwan, then the signing of the 17 August communiqué should have led to a more conciliatory American
      policy. Yet on a range of conflicts of interest China continued to press for additional redistribution of the
      burdens of strategic co-operation. The United States, on the other hand, shifted to a far less compliant posture.
      While it accommodated PRC sensitivity on Taiwan by scrupulously abiding by existing agreements and was quite
      forthcoming on trade and military issues, on conflicts of interest the Reagan administration consistently adopted
      measures which bluntly signalled its firm resolve not to succumb to Chinese pressure. There was no intention of
      being provocative, but nor would Washington assume additional costs of U.S.–China co-operation by accepting PRC
      demands. This was made clear over both the emergence of new issues in U.S.–China relations and concerning
      continued conflict over the more important issue of U.S.–Taiwan relations. By the end of 1983 Beijing had
      adjusted its policy, adopting a more accommodating posture toward conflicts of interest.
    


    






    
      Resolving new conflicts: U.S. signalling and emerging Chinese
      conciliation

    


    
      The first of the new issues to disrupt relations was the case of Hu Na, the Chinese tennis player who
      sought political asylum in the United States. When Hu Na first sought asylum, just before agreement on the 17
      August 1982 communiqué, the Chinese ambassador called for her return to China and Beijing warned that the
      incident “is sure to have an adverse effect on the cultural exchanges” between the United States and China. The
      State Department responded that although it would issue an advisory opinion, the case would be handled on its
      merits by immigration officials. It hoped that the case would not lead China to cut off cultural
      exchanges.19 Shortly thereafter, on
      the very day that the 17 August communiqué was issued, Chinese leaders warned the American ambassador, Arthur
      Hummel, of the “gravity” of the issue.20
    


    
      During the eight months it took the administration to reach a decision, China increased the severity of its
      demands. Deng Xiaoping himself raised the issue with the secretary of state, George Shultz, in Beijing in
      February 1983, tying his personal prestige to the outcome of the dispute.21 Nevertheless, in April, the State Department’s
      human rights bureau, overlooking the China desk’s concern for political considerations and its promotion of less
      provocative solutions to the issue, granted Hu Na political asylum.22 China then cancelled the remaining exchanges
      called for in the U.S.–China cultural agreement and warned the United States against taking further hostile
      action against China. The Foreign Ministry summoned Hummel at 8.30 p.m. and presented him with a “strong protest”
      at this “grave political incident long premeditated and deliberately created by the United States.” Beijing also
      threatened to retaliate against future incidents, insisting that it “will never, for the sake of relations with
      the United States, abandon its principled stand of safeguarding its state sovereignty and national dignity” and
      that how relations develop is “dependent” on American behaviour.23 A Renmin ribao commentary warned that
      American officials have “made a whole series of moves that hurt the Chinese people’s dignity, feelings and
      interests” and warned that the United States “is bound to cause damage to Sino-U.S. relations” if it deals with
      other issues with a similar disregard for Chinese attitudes, insisting that “the U.S. … must think over its
      choice carefully!”24
    


    
      The next issue to disrupt relations was the Huguang Railway bonds case. In November 1979 a class action
      suit was filed against the PRC on behalf of the holders of the bonds, which were issued in 1911, the last year of
      the Qing dynasty. The suit demanded that the PRC pay to the plaintiffs the principal and the interest on the
      bonds. Claiming sovereign immunity, China did not appear in court. In early February 1983 the court issued a
      default judgment against the PRC, stipulating that Beijing pay the plaintiffs more than US$40 million. The court
      further ruled that if Beijing did not comply with the judgment, it would freeze PRC property in the United
      States.
    


    
      Beijing responded by presenting an aide-mémoire to Shultz, the secretary of state, during his
      February visit to Beijing, charging that the State Department had “shirked its responsibility.” It expected the
      administration to “handle the case properly so that Sino-U.S. relations and normal trade and economic exchanges
      may not be impaired.” Moreover, as with the Hu Na situation, Deng personally raised the issue with
      Shultz.25
    


    
      The American position was based on its evaluation of the legal issues and revealed little public anxiety
      over PRC concerns. The State Department explained to Chinese diplomats that only the courts could rule on the
      validity of a sovereign immunity defence and that China would have to argue its case based on American law. When
      Beijing refused to appear in court, Washington noted that sovereign immunity was “not absolute” and that states
      “may be sued for actions taken in a commercial capacity.” Rather than offer the court its opinion, the Department
      merely stated that it had no position on the legal merits of the case and that it hoped China would act in
      accordance with American legal procedures.26
    


    
      Unlike the outcome of the Hu Na case, however, Beijing eventually compromised. For two months after the
      judgment was issued China attacked the entire proceedings, but by the end of 1983 it had decided to work within
      the American legal system, hiring American lawyers to represent it in court. Moreover, its media was now
      discussing the case on its legal merits.27 The United States, now that China had
      compromised, supported the PRC against the plaintiffs through a friend of the court motion asking the court to
      set aside the default judgment.28
    


    
      This pattern of American resistance to Beijing’s insistent challenges and China’s adoption of conciliatory
      behaviour also characterized negotiations over the next issues to cloud U.S.–China relations – PRC membership in
      the Asian Development Bank (ADB), Congressional statements on Taiwan and U.S.–Taiwan relations, and Washington’s
      decision to allow Pan American Airlines to reopen its service to Taiwan, despite the airline’s decision to cancel
      the Taiwan route in 1978 when it sought permission from Beijing to serve the mainland.
    


    
      In February 1983, shortly after the American court’s decision on the Huguang Railway bonds case, Beijing
      declared its intention to request admission into the ADB and demanded that Taiwan be ousted. It insisted that
      because Washington had recognized the PRC as the sole legitimate government of China, the United States must also
      support its “demand for the expulsion of the Taiwan authorities” from the Bank. Beijing further argued that the
      Bank’s constitution required that membership be open only to members of the United Nations.29 The PRC had replaced Taiwan as the Chinese
      representative in the United Nations in 1971.
    


    
      Although the United States reiterated its recognition of the PRC as the sole legal government of China and
      its opposition to a “two-Chinas” policy, and conceded PRC membership credentials, it insisted that if Taiwan were
      ousted from the ADB, Washington would end its financial contribution to the Bank. The State Department maintained
      that ousting Taiwan “would have serious implications for continued U.S. participation and funding for the Asian
      Development Bank.”30
    


    
      The role of Taiwan in international organizations was a fundamental issue and China went on the offensive.
      In May, as the ADB’s annual meeting was in session, an article in Renmin ribao insisted that “the Taiwan
      authorities cannot find any excuse to pretend to be the Chinese government. Therefore, they are no longer
      qualified to be a member of the Bank.” It warned that the United States “would be well advised to treasure the
      friendship between the Chinese and American peoples [and] abandon its erroneous policy….”31 After the American treasury secretary Donald
      Regan reminded the ADB delegates of strong American opposition to ousting Taiwan, the meeting adjourned without
      considering the PRC membership request. Beijing declared that “after 10 years of ups and downs, Sino-American
      relations leave much to be desired, snagged as they are on the Taiwan issue.” Washington “has not given up its
      policy of two Chinas or one China and one Taiwan” and it continues to regard “the island as an ‘unsinkable
      aircraft carrier.’ Its insistence on keeping Taiwan in the Bank is another manifestation of this erroneous U.S.
      policy.”32
    


    
      The polemics quietened down during the summer, but in November the United States Congress passed a foreign
      aid appropriations bill stipulating that the “Republic of China” remain a full member of the Bank, regardless of
      PRC membership. The American ambassador, Hummel, was summoned to the Foreign Ministry to be read a “serious
      protest” which “emphatically calls upon the U.S. government to stop all attempts at creating ‘two Chinas.’
      Otherwise, [it] will not be able to shirk responsibility for the serious consequences.”33 A highly-charged Renmin ribao commentary
      charged that the bill was a “wanton act violating Chinese sovereignty” and was “odious and brazen on the point of
      creating ‘two Chinas’.” Administration acceptance of the bill “would constitute an open renunciation of the
      fundamental principles underlying the establishment of Sino-U.S. diplomatic relations and of the solemn
      commitment made by the U.S. government in various … joint communiqués.” It closed with a challenge to the
      administration to end such “interference”:
    


    
      The dark clouds over Sino-American relations have never been completely cleared away, and now, no sooner
      have signs of improvement come into sight than a new threat looms ahead. There are always some people in the
      United States who … judge that no matter how arbitrarily they act, the Chinese government … will always swallow
      the bitter pills they concoct. This is a dangerous game. If this is allowed to continue, immeasurable damage will
      be done to Sino-U.S. relations. The U.S. government will bear sole responsibility for such serious
      consequences.34
    


    
      Beijing’s challenge coincided with a dispute over the Senate Foreign Relations Committee resolution on the
      future of Taiwan. In March 1983, when the issue was first raised in the Committee, Beijing made “serious
      representations” to the Reagan administration, demanding that it influence the proceedings. When on 15 November
      the Committee passed the resolution which called for a peaceful end to the conflict between Taiwan and the
      mainland in conformity with the Taiwan Relations Act and the wishes of the people on Taiwan, Beijing threatened
      retaliation. It’s official protest warned that the resolution
    


    
      can only raise new obstacles in the relations between the two countries and bring greater damage to them.
      The Chinese government strongly urges the U.S. government to immediately take effective measures to prevent
      further aggravation of the situation. The Chinese government expects an explicit reply from the U.S.
      government35
    


    
      Although Reagan disassociated himself from the “Republic of China” language in the aid bill and reiterated
      recognition of the PRC as the “sole legal government of China,” he defied China’s warning and signed the
      appropriations bill, insisting that he “firmly believed that we must continue the valuable and productive
      unofficial relations with the people of Taiwan and I strongly support efforts to ensure their continued
      participation in the Asian Development Bank.”36
    


    
      In early December, China finally compromised. The PRC allowed that Taiwan could remain a member if the
      Republic of China flag was not displayed at ADB headquarters and if Taipei agreed not to use “Republic of China”
      as its membership title. The first indication of this change was evident less than one week after Reagan’s
      statement. Although Renmin ribao complained that Reagan’s clarification was unsatisfactory and suggested
      that his support for Taiwan’s membership in the ADB was inconsistent with American recognition of the PRC, it
      retreated to the position that if the United States actually respected the “one-China” policy, “then it does not
      have any reason to maintain support for the continued presence of Taiwan in the Asian Development Bank under
      the name ‘Republic of China’.”37
    


    
      The final issue to raise Chinese ire was the Pan Am case. In May 1983, after the Reagan administration did
      not oppose Pan Am’s decision to resume service to Taiwan, China once again summoned the American ambassador to
      the Foreign Ministry to state China’s “solemn position” opposing the decision. When Washington ignored Beijing’s
      plea and Pan Am began service to Taiwan in June, China lodged a “strong protest.” It charged that insofar as
      airline routes are government regulated, Pan Am’s routes are not merely commercial activities and its Taiwan
      service must therefore be approved by the PRC, the sole legal government of Taiwan, which is part of China.
      Insisting that it is “futile” for Washington “to belittle the political implications of such authorization and
      shed … responsibility,” it warned that failure to respect PRC sovereignty “will inevitably cause damage” to
      U.S.–China relations. The American side “will be held fully responsible.”38 China’s Civil Aviation administration further
      held that as China granted approval to Pan Am to service the mainland on the condition that it terminate its
      service to Taiwan, Washington should assign another airline the U.S.–China route.39 Yet, in response to American intimations that it
      would retaliate by cancelling China’s service to the United States, China accepted the Pan Am service to China
      and Taiwan, limiting its response to denying Pan Am emergency landing rights in Guangzhou and the right to fly
      over Chinese territory on flights to Hong Kong.40
    


    
      Thus, U.S.–China relations in 1983 were bedeviled by a host of new conflicts. Washington adopted a
      non-compromising position in each case, signalling its resolve to endure PRC threats and risk PRC retaliation. In
      the aftermath of the 1981–82 negotiations over American arms sales to Taiwan, American diplomacy also signalled
      Washington’s re-evaluation of the importance it attached to stable co-operation with Beijing, suggesting that
      Chinese efforts to impose additional burdens of co-operation on the United States would fail. The tension could
      have continued indefinitely, but by the end of 1983 China backed down from its threats, accommodating itself to
      American policy.
    


    






    
      Resolving the Taiwan issue and the U.S.–China
      summit

    


    
      American signalling and China’s emerging conciliation over relatively insignificant issues coincided with
      bargaining over the much more significant issue of  U.S.–Taiwan relations. Whereas China
      began the period demanding American sensitivity to Chinese interests, by the end of 1983 it had reconciled itself
      to American resolve to resist compromise on its Taiwan policy.
    


    
      After signing the 17 August communiqué, China immediately put Washington on notice that it would not
      tolerate insensitivity to PRC interests. Rather than celebrate the resolution of the conflict and look forward to
      friendly relations, a Renmin ribao editorial provocatively entitled “Strictly adhere to the agreement,
      remove obstacles” warned that although the communiqué broke the deadlock over American arms sales to Taiwan, this
      “did not mean that the problem has been completely resolved.” Rather, the “dark clouds hanging over U.S.–China
      relations have still not been completely cleared away.” If Washington based its China policy on the Taiwan
      Relations Act, U.S.–China relations “would not only not develop, but would certainly once again face a serious
      crisis.”41 The Chinese ambassador
      Chai Zemin praised the communiqué, but insisted that “this does not mean the entire issue has been totally
      solved.” He warned that China would vigilantly monitor American compliance with the communiqué and that the new
      issue was “how to carry out all the principles and commitments … honestly and thoroughly.”42
    


    
      In the autumn China became increasingly strident. The foreign minister, Huang Hua, referred to Americans
      who “cherish the fond dream of creating ‘two Chinas’ or ‘one China, one Taiwan,’ and stubbornly regard Taiwan as
      the United States’ ‘unsinkable aircraft carrier’ in Asia.” He warned that “if American policy is swayed by such
      people, the political basis of Sino-U.S. relations would be completely undermined….”43 A Renmin ribao commentary attacked
      Reagan’s commitment to the Taiwan Relations Act and his insistence that American arms sales to Taiwan would
      decline and end only if the PRC maintained its commitment to peaceful reunification. It charged that Reagan had
      “completely violated the spirit” of the 17 August communiqué and that this “conflicts” with his “words about …
      improving relations with the PRC. The Chinese people will absolutely not agree with views like these.” The
      commentary closed by declaring that “we hope the U.S. government will … clear away interference, abide by the
      agreement, and tangibly implement … the communiqué, so that Sino-U.S. relations will be able to continue to
      develop….”44
    


    
      This was the atmosphere in which two American delegations visited Beijing. The first, led by Donald Regan,
      the treasury secretary, in mid-December, sought expanded trade relations with China. Nevertheless, the finance
      minister Wang Bingqian not only complained about restrictions on trade and technology transfer but, in a
      reference to the Taiwan issue, argued that “dark clouds hanging over the political aspect of … relations … are
      detrimental to the development of economic co-operation and trade.” Although China sought expanded trade, it
      would not drop its outspoken opposition to American policy towards Taiwan.45
    


    
      The secretary of state’s visit to Beijing in February fared no better. Although he reiterated the American
      intention to promote U.S.–China relations and to abide by the provisions of the 17 August communiqué, Shultz
      repeatedly stated that his purpose in coming to China was to “exchange views” and have a “dialogue”  with Chinese leaders; he had not come with new initiatives aimed at easing PRC dissatisfaction.
      Chinese leaders were clearly disappointed. Shultz held “friendly and frank” conversations with premier Zhao,
      “frankly exchanged views” with Deng Xiaoping, and conducted eight hours of talks with the foreign minister Wu
      Xueqian in a “serious and frank manner.” He listened while Chinese leaders complained of Washington’s
      interpretation of the joint communiqué, its treatment of Taiwan’s diplomatic presence in the United States, and
      the level of American arms sales to Taiwan.46 He also heard Deng’s protests on the Hu Na and
      the Huguang bonds issues, as well as a protest from the deputy foreign minister Han Xu on U.S.–South Korean joint
      military exercises under way at the time. Renmin ribao warned that
    


    
      to improve relations further, it is imperative to remove the chief obstacle of the Taiwan question; the
      United States has not strictly observed the provisions of the 17 August communiqué and the Taiwan Relations Act
      is a serious stumbling block in the way of U.S.–China relations….47
    


    
      Finally, Beijing turned aside Reagan’s invitation for Zhao Ziyang to visit Washington that summer or autumn
      by suggesting the date be worked out through diplomatic channels.48
    


    
      Despite Chinese belligerence, Shultz signalled equanimity toward reduced co-operation. In March he insisted
      that “progress in U.S.–China relations need not come at an expense of … our close unofficial relationship with
      the people of Taiwan” and that Washington’s commitment to a decline in American arms sales to Taiwan was tied to
      the level of mainland–Taiwan tension. He also signalled that Washington could endure Chinese belligerence.
      Although American policy might upset China, bilateral “frustrations and problems” were “inevitable.” They “will
      arise not only out of differences concerning Taiwan but out of the differences between our two systems.” Most
      significantly, American China policy was only one aspect of American policy in Asia, which focused on Japan as
      its most important component. Thus, not only was China not a global power but it was not even Washington’s most
      important partner in Asia. American interest in placating China had clearly declined.49
    


    
      Shortly afterwards, Washington announced that the projected level of American arms sales to Taiwan for 1983
      and 1984 would decrease by only US$20 million each year and the cost of the weapons would be adjusted for
      inflation. Furthermore, the bench-mark year used to determine the reduction in future sales was 1979, the year in
      which the largest quantity of arms had been transferred to Taiwan since normalization.50
    


    
      Beijing summoned Hummel, the ambassador, to the Foreign Ministry, where it made “representations” charging
      that the projected arms sales “greatly exceed” the level of arms sales of previous years and were “at variance
      with the stipulations” of the joint communiqué.51 Shortly thereafter premier Zhao reported to a
      United States congressional delegation that he was dissatisfied with relations and insisted that conditions have
      “not been improved after the joint communiqué … and the  secretary of state George Shultz’s …
      visit last February.”52 Peng Di,
      Xinhua’s senior Washington correspondent, warned that “the situation demands action. Does the United
      States wish to see its relations with China improve or turn sour?” American arms sales to Taiwan “cloud the
      prospects” of relations and Washington’s decision to grant asylum to Hu Na was “provocative” and “ill
      considered.” He asked whether these and other actions “mean that the U.S. [has] crossed the Rubicon and is
      working obstinately for a retrogression” in U.S.–China relations.53
    


    
      This was the context in which the secretary of commerce, Malcolm Baldridge, arrived in Beijing on 21 May.
      Indeed, the day before he arrived Hummel was summoned to the Foreign Ministry over the Hu Na affair.54 Unlike Shultz, however, Baldridge arrived in
      China with an economic initiative. While en route to China he was informed of Reagan’s decision to
      change China’s export category, moving it from category P to category V, treating it like India and other
      friendly non-aligned countries and, thus, expanding Beijing’s access to sophisticated western technology.
      Therefore China “welcomed” the results of the meeting, characterizing it as “quite successful.” In particular, it
      was pleased that the two sides reached numerous agreements which would ease Chinese access to American
      technology.55
    


    
      Beijing was pleased to pursue expanded economic relations, but it did not end its strong opposition to
      American policy on Taiwan. During Baldridge’s visit it continued to complain about American policy and Deng
      pointedly refused to meet Baldridge, despite the American trade initiative. In July the ambassador Zhang Wenjin
      made a “strong protest” and expressed China’s “grave concern” at the latest American arms sale to Taiwan,
      charging that the quality and quantity of the arms exceeded that of previous sales and that the sale “seriously
      contravenes” and is an “open violation” of the 17 August communiqué. He also objected to Washington’s refusal to
      consult Beijing over arms transfers to Taiwan, insisting that “if there is no examination of the … specific
      items,” then the American commitment not to improve the quality of arms sold to Taiwan “will become unverifiable
      empty talk.”56 In August foreign
      minister Wu belittled American claims that it had reduced the amount of arms sold to Taiwan, insisting that the
      reduction called for in the 17 August communiqué “should not be a matter of one dollar, or even 10 dollars. It
      should be a substantial reduction….”57
    


    
      Thus, as the secretary of defence Caspar Weinberger arrived in China in late September, Beijing still faced
      the choice of continued tension in U.S.–China relations or accepting Washington’s Taiwan policy in exchange for
      stable cooperation. Although it had begun to stress positive aspects of relations and had defused the Pan Am and
      Huguang bonds issues, Beijing continued to object strongly to American policy. Deng told Weinberger that while
      mutual understanding was important, it was even more important to eliminate basic obstacles and resolve
      substantive matters. He held that the “crux of the matter is the Taiwan issue” and that “once this is resolved,
      the major obstacle” to better relations “will be removed.” Zhao was pleased at American liberalization of exports
      controls, but reiterated that the Taiwan issue was the main obstacle to improved relations.58
    


    
      Yet the Weinberger visit also reflected China’s first concrete steps toward developing a new policy towards
      the United States. Not only did Zhao finally accept Reagan’s invitation to visit Washington, giving up China’s
      attempt to extract American concessions in exchange for a summit, but for the first time since Alexander Haig’s
      visit to Beijing in June 1981 the two sides conducted serious and fruitful discussions concerning developing
      U.S.–China military relations. In this atmosphere, the defence minister Zhang Aiping reported that the talks were
      a “good beginning” and “set the stage” toward military expanded relations.59
    


    
      China had significantly eased away from its threat to disrupt relations and had agreed to a U.S.–China
      summit, but it now suggested that the summit might be riddled with tension over Taiwan. Before Wu Xuegian arrived
      in Washington in October, he insisted that if Washington “truly desires to see a peaceful settlement of the
      Taiwan question,” then it should “refrain from having any official or semiofficial relations with
      Taiwan.…”60 Yet not only did
      American officials assert that they had been abiding by U.S.–China agreements but they reaffirmed their intention
      to consider inflation when calculating the value of American arms sales to Taiwan. Wu complained that Washington
      was not adhering to the 17 August 1982 communiqué and warned that “the obstacles yet to be overcome” to smooth
      development of relations “must be removed” and asserted that once the obstacles were removed there would be “far
      greater results” in U.S.–China relations. Then, in Chicago, he insisted that there had not been “plain sailing”
      and there “still exist difficulties and obstacles” in U.S.–China relations. American sales of “large quantities”
      of arms to Taiwan “amounts to actually encouraging the Taiwan authorities not to join us in … peaceful
      reunification…. This naturally meets our firm opposition.”61
    


    
      This was also the period when China issued threats in response to the Congressional resolution on Taiwan
      and the appropriations bill statement regarding “Republic of China” membership in the ADB. China was trying one
      last time before premier Zhao Ziyang’s forthcoming visit to Washington to pressure the United States to alter its
      Taiwan policy. When the United States declined to accommodate PRC demands, China had to decide whether to
      undermine the summit talks pointlessly or re-establish stable co-operation.
    


    
      Beijing ultimately moved to ensure a successful U.S.–China summit and it shelved the outstanding disputes.
      On the Congressional resolution, foreign minister Wu accepted the White House’s posture, stating “Now that the
      U.S. … has made clarifications and promises, we expect the U.S. to fulfil its promise by concrete
      actions.…”62 As noted above, it was
      also at this time that China acquiesced to Taiwan’s membership in the Asian Development Bank. And on the Hu Na
      case, just days prior to Zhao Ziyang’s arrival in the United States, Beijing announced that it was ready to open
      discussions to restore the cultural exchanges it had cancelled in April when the United States granted Hu Na
      political asylum.63 Most
      importantly, China also abandoned its posture on U.S.–Taiwan relations.
    


    
      The shift in China’s posture was readily apparent when Zhao stated that the purpose of his visit was to
      “stabilize relations.”64
      Thus, he never publicly raised  the issue of American arms sales to Taiwan or other
      contentious aspects of the administration’s policy during his visit. Rather, he focused on American expressions
      of friendship, declaring that
    


    
      President Reagan said that Taiwan is an old friend. I have expressed the hope that he was referring to the
      people of Taiwan but not the authorities of Taiwan. I also said that I believe that he was referring to
      people-to-people relations but not official relations … President Reagan said again and again that he will not
      throw over old friends in order to make new ones. This means he regards China as a friend … China has never
      interfered in the internal affairs of other countries merely for the sake of old friends. This is our principle.
      And I believe this also conforms to the values of the United States.65
    


    
      Zhao also expressed Chinese willingness to participate in international organizations with representatives
      from Taiwan using the name “Taiwan, China,” thus personally acquiescing to American policy on the ADB.66 Overall, he concluded that he was “satisfied
      with the results of the visit” and that it would “produce a positive influence” on Sino-U.S. relations. He was
      “full of confidence” that there would be “steady and sustained development of U.S.–China relations.”67
    


    
      China’s policy on the United States had evolved from accentuating conflicts of interests to stressing
      co-operative relations. Reagan’s reception in China in April 1984 was the culmination of this development.
      Although the president repeatedly maintained that “there are differences between us that should be neither
      glossed over nor denied,” reinforcing Washington’s relaxed attitude toward conflict with China, premier Zhao did
      not allow U.S.–China conflicts of interest to interfere with the visit and stressed his satisfaction with U.S.
      contributions to improved relations. Expressing a new policy formulation, he argued that the Taiwan issue
      “might cause a serious setback” in relations if it were mishandled. In his speech at the farewell
      banquet, he said he and Reagan held “friendly” and “constructive” talks in a “candid and amicable atmosphere.” He
      did not even mention Taiwan, but stressed the prospects for expanding economic and technical co-operation. Deng
      Xiaoping characterized his one hour and 40 minute talk with President Reagan as a “big success” which had made
      “great progress.”68
    


    






    
      China’s changing view of the U.S.–Soviet balance: indices of U.S
      resolve

    


    
      It would be facile to explain the evolution of Chinese policy as the result of Reagan “toughness.” Clearly,
      Washington resisted pressure to conciliate PRC demands, but it adopted a conciliatory trade policy and strictly
      adhered to U.S.–China agreements on Taiwan. Moreover, to the extent that Washington did reveal greater resolve by
      adopting a “hard line,” why were such tactics successful? Indeed, the United States had used similar tactics in
      1981 and 1982, but ultimately failed  to force Beijing to bear the full cost of the
      compromises in the 17 August communiqué.
    


    
      It would be equally mistaken to assume that Washington’s approach toward economic and military co-operation
      influenced Beijing’s Taiwan policy. Conflict continued well after the Baldridge visit and the administration had
      been seeking military relations since June 1981. Indeed, Washington did not link economic or military relations
      to China’s policy towards U.S.–Taiwan relations, so there was no pressure on Beijing to compromise on Taiwan to
      gain access to western technology or weaponry.
    


    
      The source of China’s emerging conciliatory behavior was its perception of changes in U.S.–Soviet relations
      in 1983 and the implications for China’s negotiating position. These changes were indices of improved American
      security and gave crucial credibility to the signals from the United States over relatively minor disputes (such
      as the Hu Na, ADB and Pan Am issues) that Washington was resolved to endure the diminished U.S.–China
      co-operation resulting from Chinese efforts to compel change in American policy on Taiwan.
    


    
      The basis for this argument is the analyses of China’s foreign policy specialists of U.S.–Soviet relations
      and of China’s corresponding role in American foreign policy. In particular, the articles in Shijie jingji yu
      zhengzhi neican (Internal Materials on International Economics and Politics), China’s leading
      neibu journal of international affairs, provide the most revealing and authoritative Chinese analyses of
      these issues. Although the authors often prepare reports for the Foreign Ministry, given the highly centralized
      nature of China’s foreign policy-making process, it is unlikely that these analyses directly influence policy. On
      the other hand, these analysts are all government employees whose role, for the most part, is to support and
      explain official policy rather than challenge it. Thus their analyses tend to reflect the thinking of the
      principal policy-makers and provide valuable insights into the sources of Chinese foreign policy. In 1983 they
      underlined the link Beijing made between changing U.S.–Soviet relations and United States policy toward China and
      revealed that by the end of 1983 Chinese leaders understood that continuing tension would not yield American
      concessions. Beijing thus decided to shelve the Taiwan issue rather than continue fruitlessly to destabilize
      co-operative relations.
    


    
      As the post-communiqué period began, China continued to hold the view of U.S.–Soviet relations that had
      contributed to its successful effort to compel Washington to compromise on arms sales to Taiwan. One PRC analyst
      insisted that the Reagan administration has “fallen into a new wretched plight in its foreign affairs” and “the
      U.S. position of strength is declining.” Its foreign policy is “divorced from objective reality” and its policy
      will “lead to failure everywhere.”69 In December a report entitled “The United States
      has not realized its wish to rebuild its strength” concluded that the administration “has not been able to find
      any solutions to a series of problems in foreign affairs. Looking ahead, U.S. public opinion is filled with
      anxiety.”70
    


    
      Thus in February 1983 Ding Xinghao of the Shanghai Institute of International Studies wrote in Shijie
      jingji yu zhengzhi neican that in 1982 the Reagan  administration “weighed the pluses
      and minuses” of a continuing crisis in U.S.–China relations and, considering its strategic interests, “could not
      but make concessions on the Taiwan issue” and agree to the 17 August communiqué. In 1983, American “recognition
      of its strategic interests” demands that Washington will continue to want to “develop relations” with China. Due
      to its “power decline” it cannot rely solely on itself to obtain national security and the “dominant policy
      faction” in the administration recognizes that the United States “definitely cannot allow” the Taiwan issue to
      become entwined in other issues and “to harm relations … to the extent that it would damage common
      interests.”71 Wang Shuzhong of the
      Institute of World Economics and Politics of CASS agreed that American weakness had compelled the White House to
      make a series of concessions on Taiwan since January 1981 and that the joint communiqué reflected American
      strategic necessity. But he was less optimistic that President Reagan was willing to relinquish his pro-Taiwan
      policies. Thus, China would have to continue to assume a belligerent posture: “If the United States does not
      change its hegemonistic policy of interfering in China’s domestic affairs” it will not be possible “to eliminate
      crises in U.S.–China relations.”72
    


    
      Thus in early 1983 China’s dominant strategic perspective held that the United States remained as
      susceptible to Chinese pressure as when it made the concessions embodied in the August 1982 communiqué. In this
      context, Beijing offered a cold reception to Donald Regan and George Shultz during their visits to Beijing in
      late 1982 and early 1983 respectively, and harshly criticized American interpretations of the August 1982
      communiqué and its policies on a variety of other issues, including the Hu Na and the Huguang bonds
      issues.
    


    
      During this period, however, the first steps were taken in China’s evolving view of U.S.–Soviet relations.
      Analysts were beginning to observe that although the United States remained troubled by serious problems and had
      not established an advantageous trend in U.S.–Soviet relations, it was no longer in such a passive position as
      regards the Soviet Union. In this analysis, both superpowers were beset with intractable economic and diplomatic
      problems and mutually intent on achieving “hegemonism.”
    


    
      This analysis first appeared in early 1983 in Guoji wenti yanjiu. Li Ning of the Institute of
      International Studies argued that Moscow faced a decaying economy and serious difficulties in Poland and
      Afghanistan and in its Cambodian policy. Its foreign adventures had placed it in “an isolated position that it
      was incapable of casting off.” Thus Soviet expansion “could not but be somewhat restrained, and even when the
      United States closed in on certain regions or problems,” such as in the Middle East, Moscow often could “attempt
      nothing and accomplish nothing.” Nevertheless, Moscow responded with a “counter-attack” and refused to make
      concessions; there would be no respite from its hegemonic policies. As for Washington, the “deepening economic
      crisis influenced Reagan’s ability to expand military power, so that the defence budget did not increase as
      planned.” Moreover, the Democratic Party had gained in the mid-term elections and the anti-war forces were
      gaining ground. In Europe, Washington faced opposition to waging “economic war” against the Soviet
      Union.73 Huan Xiang, head of  the State Council’s Center for International Studies, similarly argued that both superpowers were
      “beset with difficulties” and faced poor economic conditions. Washington faced massive budget and trade deficits
      and high unemployment and the Soviet Union failed to fulfil its five year plan. Given their mutual weakness,
      neither was “capable of freely and without restraint utilizing its massive military power.”74
    


    
      This perception of mutual superpower disarray continued until the middle of the year. The American economy,
      although recovering, remained troubled and relations with Western Europe were riddled with economic conflict and
      difficulties focusing on the appropriate response to Soviet deployment of SS20s in Europe. An analyst at the
      Defence Ministry’s Beijing Institute for International Strategic Studies considered the United States still
      somewhat disadvantaged in superpower relations: “the situation of the United States taking the offensive while
      being defensive and the Soviet Union being defensive while on the offensive can frequently reappear.”75
    


    
      Coinciding with this perception of superpower floundering was increased momentum in Sino-Soviet
      rapprochement. After Party secretary general Leonid Brezhnev died in November 1982, his successor Yuri Andropov
      expressed heightened interest in improved relations with China. In March 1983, following the second round of
      Sino-Soviet normalization talks and the meeting between Soviet foreign minister Andrei Gromyko and PRC
      vice-minister of foreign affairs Qian Qichen, Moscow stressed the prospects for improved relations. Although
      China approached Sino-Soviet détente with considerable caution, there was no mistaking Soviet interest in
      ameliorating tension with China in the light of increased U.S.–Soviet tension.76
    


    
      Beijing’s view of superpower weakness and rivalry and Moscow’s interest in Sino-Soviet rapprochement
      allowed it to continue to assign China an important role in the superpower struggle. In the most detailed
      analysis of this thinking, analysts from the Institute of Contemporary International Relations argued in
      Shijie jingji yu zhengzhi neican that both superpowers “have serious difficulties” and through the 1980s
      there would not be any “fundamental change” in the “balance of economic and military power.” Superpower dominance
      had declined and there was “a tendency” among second world countries to “be independent and keep the initiative
      in their own hands,” and a trend in “the world power structure … toward multipolarity.” In this context, although
      Chinese power was the “weakest side” in the “trilateral confrontation,” it “holds the balance and a deviation to
      one side will produce a basic change in the balance of power.” In the “trilateral contention,” the superpowers
      are on par with each other so that each “looks to bring China to its side.” Ultimately, the “trilateral
      relationship is advantageous” for the “realization of the three strategic tasks of anti-hegemonism, speeding up
      the construction of the four modernizations, and making Taiwan return to the motherland.”77
    


    
      Thus, despite formal resolution of U.S.–China conflict over American arms sales to Taiwan in August 1982
      and American liberalization of export controls in May 1983, in the early summer China pressed Washington to make
      concessions.  It vigorously responded to American policy on Hu Na, the Asian Development
      Bank, the Huguang bonds issue, Pan Am’s flights to Taipei, and especially American arms sales to Taiwan. It
      threatened to retaliate if its wishes were not heeded and it warned against future transgressions on Chinese
      sovereignty.
    


    
      Before long, however, the cumulative effect of changes in U.S.–Soviet relations compelled China to
      re-evaluate its strategic value to the United States. In March President Reagan announced his Strategic Defense
      Initiative (SDI), which a Xinhua commentary characterized as an “attempt to outrace the Soviet Union to
      gain superiority.”78 In May at the
      Williamsburg summit of the seven advanced market economies, Washington secured a public commitment from West
      Germany, Italy and England to deploy Pershing II intermediate-range missiles and cruise missiles on their
      territory by the end of the year if Moscow and Washington did not first conclude a treaty covering the missiles.
      Xinhua observed that the agreement “amounts to a powerful support to the United States in its …
      negotiations with the Soviet Union.” Washington was apparently overcoming its inability to impose policy on its
      allies.79 Moreover, during the
      summer the administration defeated congressional efforts to curtail funding for the B-1 bomber and secured
      funding for the MX missile and, for the first time since 1969, production of chemical weapons. When Congress
      approved deployment of 100 MX missiles, one PRC analyst observed that “after many twists and turns … the heated
      disputes over the deployment of the MX missiles have, after all, been brought to an end….”80
    


    
      Huan Xiang summed up the Chinese perspective. In contrast to his negative assessment in January, in August
      he argued that since Reagan took office, Washington “has resolutely taken a number of steps to destroy the
      nuclear strategic balance” and sought regional superiority. In Central America, it has “greatly strengthened its
      powerful military and political pressure, determined to re-establish its hegemony.” In the Middle East, the
      Reagan administration has used Israel to “launch an offensive.” In contrast, over the same period Moscow has
      “attempted nothing and accomplished nothing,” only able to “try to secure its Middle East position.” Thus,
      “Reagan has made definite achievements” toward “restoration of U.S. global hegemony.” Huan was even optimistic on
      the American economy, arguing that by early 1983 the post-1980 economic depression had ended and that in the “new
      period” there was “some momentum” in the recovery of the economy which might even increase.81
    


    
      Regarding Soviet prospects, Huan Xiang acknowledged that Andropov sought to implement extensive economic
      reform, “but in view of the current and future situation, the difficulties he encounters are relatively large.”
      In international affairs, Moscow “faces increasingly heated resistance from the United States.” Huan ended his
      brief discussion on the Soviet Union by saying that “as for Soviet economic weaknesses … everyone is very well
      informed and thus there is no need to reiterate.”82
    


    
      During this same period Ding Xinghao presented the first analysis in Shijie jingji yu zhengzhi
      neican questioning China’s strategic importance. Whereas in February Ding was confident that Washington
      would continue to soft-peddle the Tawain  issue in order to maximize co-operation with China,
      in August he had reconciled himself to George Shultz’s March assessment of China’s limited strategic role and his
      equanimity toward continued tension. Among the reasons that China’s role in American global strategy had declined
      was that the “world situation was relatively stable” so that there was no urgency in the American “need for China
      to check the Soviet Union.” So long as an incident similar to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan did not occur,
      the “position of the ‘China factor’ in U.S. strategy to resist the Soviet Union will not seem very
      important.”83
    


    
      This analytical trend gained further support after two significant developments underlined improved
      American security and the credibility of American signalling. The first took place on 25 October when American
      troops invaded Grenada and replaced the Marxist-orientated government with pro-United States leaders. This
      eliminated any Chinese doubt about American passivity. Xinhua declared that the “invasion removed the
      veil over U.S. policy…. The U.S. has been seen to resort to war in order to ensure its hegemonic position” in the
      Caribbean. There was also momentum in American policy, for the invasion “sent a shockwave” through Central
      America, creating worries over whether the “invasion will repeat itself” in the region. Moreover, Xinhua
      reluctantly acknowledged that for the most part the invasion was a domestic success for the
      administration.84 The second
      development occurred in November when Pershing II missiles arrived in Europe, and Moscow withdrew from the INF
      negotiations in retaliation against their expected deployment. The Soviet Union’s Europe policy was a failure as
      Washington deployed the Pershing II missiles in Western Europe, defeating Moscow’s campaign to divide the NATO
      allies.
    


    
      These developments created a consensus in China that Washington had the upper hand over Moscow. He Fang, in
      the November issue of Shijie jingji yu zhengzhi neican, wrote that the combination of the recovering
      American economy, the easing of the post-Vietnam/Watergate syndrome and increasing nationalistic pride with the
      “daily deterioration” of the Soviet economic system and the entrenchment of conservative power in the Soviet
      bureaucracy created a widening gap between the superpowers. Moscow was facing an “unfavourable situation” as the
      “burden of strategic competition … and foreign expansion” was “too heavy” and it was “gasping for breath.” It had
      sunk into a “passive situation” and needed a strategic “breathing space” to carry out domestic consolidation. In
      these circumstances, the United States believed that “through arms competition and increased pressure” it can
      either “force the Soviet Union to make significant concessions” or it will “at least significantly weaken” it.
      Thus, over three years the United States had increased defence expenditure by an average of 9 per cent per year
      and funded the MX missile and the B-1 bomber. Moreover, in “key regions” American policy moved from “post-Vietnam
      retrenchment” to increasing military pressure on Soviet positions.85
    


    
      In the December issue of Shijie jingji yu zhengzhi neican Li Ning developed He Fang’s analysis.
      Whereas in January Li had observed continued American economic problems and significant opposition from Congress
      and the peace movement to Reagan’s defence policies, he now argued that the economy  had
      begun to recover and Reagan’s prestige and re-election prospects had improved. In Europe, conservative forces
      improved their position so that the Soviet peace offensive had been ineffective and Washington secured West
      European co-operation in the deployment of the Pershing II missile. Overall, the “basis of the U.S.–Soviet
      stalemate” had changed and over the past six months the trend in superpower relations had favoured the United
      States. Washington “believes the situation to be advantageous to itself and that there have appeared unusual
      opportunities which compel the Soviet Union to make concessions.” Writing in his institute’s gongkai
      (open) journal, Li wrote that the “U.S. confidence has increased” and Washington has finally overcome the
      “Vietnam war syndrome” and the “after-effect of Watergate.”86
    


    
      Renmin ribao reached similar conclusions. In a “year-end review,” it reported that in Europe, the
      NATO countries have “temporarily got the upper hand.” The invasion of Grenada was “the most striking event this
      year,” and “the most serious military operation the United States has carried out since the Vietnam war.” The
      operation revealed that Washington “would never hesitate to take the risk of military involvement in regional
      conflicts.” Overall, since Reagan assumed office Washington has “taken the initiative to counteract Soviet
      influence … and proceeded to put an end to the previous passive situation….” In contrast, Moscow is “beset with
      various difficulties at home and abroad, and its expansionist momentum can no longer be as swift and violent as
      in the 1970s.”87
    


    
      Within a year Chinese policy analysts had perceived a fundamental transformation in U.S.–Soviet relations.
      Whereas at the end of 1982 the United States remained in a “passive position” in the face of the Soviet
      challenge, by the end of 1983 it held the advantage over the Soviet Union. Washington was now on the offensive
      and the Soviet Union was defensive and passive. Most striking was that Washington had taken the initiative
      without Chinese assistance; it had improved its position at the same time that U.S.–China relations
      remained tense due to Beijing’s dissatisfaction with the United States’ China policy. Among the many signs of
      American resolution, including economic developments, defence spending, use of force in Grenada and improved NATO
      relations, the convergence of increasing American global authority with instability in U.S.–China relations
      clearly indicated that Washington was no longer in great need of China and that Beijing could not count on
      American strategic vulnerability to ensure its conciliation.
    


    
      China’s foreign policy specialists made this analytical connection in Shijie jingji yu zhengzhi
      neican. He Fang and Li Ning agreed that Washington no longer saw the world as multipolar; it had adopted a
      bipolar perspective in which China assumed reduced strategic importance. Li argued that in the bipolar
      perspective, the American focus on China had “relatively declined.” In the past six months the United States had
      ceased to view China as a global power, now seeing it only as an Asian power, and that even as an Asian power its
      position has “somewhat declined.” Washington believes that “Chinese military power is relatively weak” and that
      “past estimates of Chinese power were inadequate.” Moreover, in the context of American strategic momentum and
      China’s reduced  importance, administration concern over Sino-Soviet rapprochement had eased,
      further diminishing Chinese importance.88 He Fang argued that the changes in U.S.–Soviet
      relations “cannot but influence so-called triangular relations between China, the United States and the Soviet
      Union.” Thus, Washington “will no longer pay such attention to the strategic role of other powers,” including
      China. This shift not only obstructed the development of U.S.–China relations, but also led them to worsen.
      Specifically, American policy toward the Hu Na and Pan Am issues as well as toward Taiwan reflected greater U.S.
      “rigidity.”89
    


    
      Thus, towards the end of 1983 China possessed new information about the American strategic posture and the
      Reagan administration’s attitude towards China’s importance to its security. Beijing therefore understood that it
      was in no position to threaten Washington with deteriorated relations as the United States was well positioned to
      call China’s bluff.
    


    
      China’s gradual re-evaluation of the American strategic posture was reflected in its policy towards the
      United States. Whereas in April it had vigorously responded to Washington’s decision to grant Hu Na political
      asylum, by June it had adopted a modest response to the Pan Am issue and had backed away from its confrontational
      attitude on the Huguang bonds issue. And when Weinberger visited China in September, it reopened discussions on
      military relations and agreed to a U.S.–China summit. Beijing’s final concessions occurred in December as the
      trend in the United States’ China policy became increasingly obvious and as the date of Zhao Ziyang’s visit to
      Washington approached. Rather than fruitlessly disrupt the summit, China adopted a conciliatory posture toward
      U.S.–Taiwan relations, including the arms sales issue, Taiwan membership in the Asian Development Bank, and
      U.S.–China cultural relations.
    


    






    
      Conclusion

    


    
      The combination of American signalling over bilateral conflicts and PRC recognition of changing U.S.–Soviet
      relations and its implications for China’s strategic importance go a long way toward explaining the outcome of
      China’s attempt at redistributive bargaining. China abandoned its diplomatic offensive when it recognized that
      signals of American resolve, expressed by Washington’s cavalier attitude toward U.S.–China tension, were backed
      by concrete changes in the superpower balance. Although Sino-Soviet relations continued to develop, the prospects
      of further improvement in relations no longer had such significant security implications for the United States
      because Washington was no longer defensive and experienced less apprehension over Soviet “expansionism.” China’s
      “Soviet card” was devalued. Thus Beijing, having learned that the bargaining value of enhanced tension in
      U.S.–China relations had declined, reconciled itself to the status quo in U.S.–Taiwan relations as its share of
      the burden of U.S.–China co-operation. The alternative was bargaining with Moscow without the confidence and
      leverage associated with stable U.S.–China security co-operation. Overall, U.S.–China tension produced a net loss
      for Chinese interests.
    


    
      What mattered in China’s assessment of American resolve was the United States’ relative security in
      U.S.–Soviet relations. A host of Reagan administration initiatives, many of which were quite controversial in the
      United States, including the Strategic Defense Initiative and the B-1 bomber and MX missile programmes, were
      perceived by Chinese policy-makers as inherent evidence of a turn-round in U.S.–Soviet relations. But it was not
      only military power that attracted Beijing’s attention. The American will to act also contributed to China’s
      reappraisal of American power regarding the Soviet Union. Chinese focus on the “offensive” and “defensive” and
      references to the “passive” nature of a state’s foreign policy reflect the importance of non-military
      considerations in PRC strategic thinking. The placement of Pershing II missiles in Europe and the invasion of
      Grenada were significant in that they reflected developing American confidence, as well as because they enhanced
      its strategic position in Europe and the Caribbean.
    


    
      Developments in 1983 also reveal how negotiations over less than vital issues serve communication over
      strategic matters. U.S.–China negotiations were often over issues involving minimal security concerns. The fate
      of Hu Na or the controversies over the Huguang Railway bonds and Pan Am hardly called for the level of tension
      Beijing created and Deng Xiaoping’s personal involvement in these conflicts seems ludicrous. Yet it would be a
      mistake to assume that the conflicts merely reflected differences over the particular issues. Rather, the tension
      reflected bargaining in which China possessed “incomplete information” and the signalling process by which each
      side attempted to establish its respective bargaining authority. Beijing’s hard line signalled its intention to
      maintain the authority relations that had benefited it in the 17 August communiqué. For its part, Washington
      signalled that security concerns would no longer compel it to go so far to placate Beijing’s interest in
      attenuated U.S.–Taiwan relations.
    


    
      Thus, as is so often the case in international politics, the tension in U.S.–China relations in 1983
      reflected interests far more significant than those associated with the immediate issues at hand, and the source
      of the tension involved considerations much more complex than simple bilateral dynamics. At stake was the
      definition of the power relationship between two security partners and the burden each would bear to maintain
      stable co-operation. Only when Beijing and Washington reached agreement on the reduced significance of China in
      American security could the larger issue of the distribution of the burdens of co-operation be resolved and only
      then could PRC policy adjustment take place and the two sides resolve their conflict surrounding the more
      immediate, bilateral issues, particularly concerning Taiwan, and restore stability to U.S.–China
      relations.
    


    
      Chinese policy change in 1983 underlines China’s flexible foreign policymaking process. That there was
      conflict in 1983 and that it took Beijing most of the year to adjust its policy to new bargaining realities does
      not suggest policy rigidity in Beijing. Policy serves to provide continuity and coherence in the midst of much
      conflicting information. Too rapid policy oscillation is dysfunctional, undermining both the effort to realize
      policy objectives and the state’s international credibility.90 In 1983, without any serious repercussions, China
      tested American resolve and  ultimately adjusted its policy in response to both American
      steadfastness and its own gradual re-evaluation of the international circumstances.
    


    
      The primary source of PRC foreign policy flexibility was the absence of political pressures on key
      decision-makers. In the Chinese political system, policy responsibility overwhelmingly resides with the
      pre-eminent leader and security policy is made with near total attention to China’s international circumstances.
      The exception occurs at the height of a succession struggle or when the pre-eminent leader is experiencing
      significant domestic challenges.91
      From the 17 August 1982 communiqué through most of 1983 Deng Xiaoping’s domestic political circumstances were
      secure as he replaced many of China’s more conservative leaders with younger, reform-minded politicians. The only
      conceivable challenge to his domestic policies occurred in late 1983 when the campaign against spiritual
      pollution developed. Yet the campaign clearly had no impact on foreign policy. Whereas it was promoted by
      politicians suspicious of China’s extensive interaction with capitalist countries, it was at this time that
      Beijing moved to reduce the tension in U.S.–China relations. In the absence of a serious challenge to Deng’s
      leadership, Beijing’s foreign policy-makers, led by premier Zhao, managed policy in pursuit of security
      objectives and in the context of China’s shifting international circumstances, with Deng acting as the ultimate
      decision-maker.92
    


    
      Indeed, there is some evidence to suggest that there were differences between Chinese leaders over the
      shift in China’s policy towards the United States. In late 1983 Li Xiannian and a majority of his colleagues on
      the Leading Group on Foreign Affairs of the Central Committee opposed the Zhao visit to Washington and the
      adoption of a more conciliatory policy.93 In late November, Party secretary Hu Yaobang
      insisted that if Reagan’s reply to China’s protest over the Congressional resolution on the future of Taiwan was
      “not satisfactory,” then Beijing would “have to reconsider if the exchange of visits between premier Zhao and
      President Reagan can materialize.”94
    


    
      Yet such significant elite opposition did not influence the course of China’s policy. Once China’s
      principal foreign policy-makers, particularly Deng Xiaoping and Zhao Ziyang, learned that continuing U.S.–China
      tension would only undermine China’s security as regards the Soviet Union and not induce greater American
      conciliation, China compromised on the outstanding issues in U.S.–China relations. The result was a prolonged era
      of significant U.S.–China co-operation.
    

  


  
    

    2
    

    The geography of the peace


    
      Great power stability in twenty-first century East Asia
    


    
      The discussion of post–Cold War East Asia has focused on the prospects for regional tension and heightened
      great power conflict. Some scholars believe that tension will increase because of the relative absence of the
      three liberal/Kantian sources of peace: liberal democracies, economic interdependence, and multilateral
      institutions. Realists argue that the rise of China and the resulting power transition will create great power
      conflict over the restructuring of the regional order. Neorealists point to the emergence of multipolarity and
      resulting challenges to the peaceful management of the balance of power.1
    


    
      East Asia has the world’s largest and most dynamic economies as well as great power competition. This
      combination of economic and strategic importance ensures great power preoccupation with the East Asian balance of
      power. But great power rivalry is not necessarily characterized by heightened tension, wars, and crises. This
      article agrees that realist and neorealist variables will contribute to the character of regional conflict, but
      it stresses that geography can influence structural effects. Although many factors contribute to great power
      status, including economic development and levels of technology and education, geography determines whether a
      country has the prerequisites of great power status; it determines which states can be great powers and,
      thus, whether East Asia will be bipolar or multipolar in the twenty-first century. Geography also has two effects
      on the management of the balance of power. First, it affects the interests of the powers, thus influencing
      conflict over vital interests. Second, it affects whether a great power relationship is offense dominant or
      defense dominant, thus determining the severity of conflict from the security dilemma. Geographic and structural
      incentives can often reinforce each other. But when geography and polarity create countervailing pressures,
      geography trumps structure.
    


    
      Nuclear weapons have transformed international politics, not least as deterrents to general war. But the
      Cold War revealed that in the shadow of nuclear war great power conflict continues over allies, spheres of
      influence, and natural resources. It also revealed that great powers continue to participate in crises, arms
      races, and local wars, and to threaten general war. Similarly, nuclear weapons have not eliminated the effect of
      geography on state behavior.
    


    
      This article stresses that just as political scientists tried to understand the geography of the future
      balance of power and the conditions of peace as  World War II was drawing to a close, in the
      aftermath of the Cold War it is important to examine the geography of the twenty-first-century balance of
      power.2 The first section of this
      article argues that despite the prevailing global unipolarity, contemporary East Asia is bipolar, divided into
      continental and maritime regions. The second section contends that bipolarity is stable because the region’s
      lesser great powers—Russia and Japan—lack the geopolitical prerequisites to be poles. The third section holds
      that both China and the United States have the geographic assets to potentially challenge each other and that
      they are destined to be great power competitors. The fourth section argues that U.S.–China bipolarity is likely
      to be stable and relatively peaceful; it does so by examining balancing trends in East Asia, the
      geography-conditioned interests of China and the United States, and the mitigating role of geography on the
      security dilemma. The final two sections consider the implications for regional order of the conflict over the
      Spratly Islands, the Korean Peninsula, and Taiwan, and of the potential for a reduced U.S. presence.
    


    






    
      The great power structure of contemporary East Asia

    


    
      The post–Cold War global structure is characterized by American unipolarity. With the collapse of the
      Soviet Union and Russia’s preoccupation with domestic political and economic turmoil and the impoverishment of
      its military forces, the United States is the world’s sole superpower. But global supremacy does not mean that
      the United States possesses hegemony in regional politics. Regional structures can diverge from the pattern of
      the global structure. The analytical distinction between a superpower and a regional power makes this clear. As
      William Fox noted fifty-five years ago, a superpower is a traditional great power in regions outside its home
      region, while regional powers “enjoy … great-power status,” but its “interests and influence are great in only a
      single theater of power conflict.”3
      As Kenneth Boulding explained, the “loss of strength gradient” erodes capabilities in distant regions, thus
      contributing to great power parity.4 These factors reveal how bipolar or multipolar
      regional balances of power can coexist in a unipolar global structure. They explain why nineteenth-century Great
      Britain was a superpower. Britain did not possess hegemony over Europe, but it had great power status in regions
      other than Europe, earning it the status of a superpower. They also explain why nineteenth-century Britain had
      superpower status but simultaneously contested for security in multipolar regions outside Europe, such as in East
      Asia, where Japan and Russia challenged British interests.
    


    
      East Asia is bipolar because China is not a rising power but an established regional power. The United
      States is not a regional hegemon, but shares with China great power status in the balance of power. From the
      early 1970s to the end of the Cold War there were elements of a “strategic triangle” in East Asia composed of the
      United States, Russia, and China.5
      The collapse of Soviet power ushered in not U.S. hegemony, but bipolarity composed of the remaining two
      powers—China and the United States. Indeed, China was the major strategic beneficiary in East Asia of the
      collapse of the Soviet Union. Wherever there had  been Soviet influence in a third country,
      China filled the vacuum. This was the case on the Korean Peninsula, where Sino-Soviet competition in North Korea
      was succeeded by Chinese dominance. The Soviet withdrawal from Vietnam transformed Indochina into a Chinese
      sphere of influence.
    


    
      The post–Cold War bipolar regional structure is characterized by Chinese dominance of mainland East Asia
      and U.S. dominance of maritime East Asia. In Northeast Asia North Korea’s location on the Chinese border and its
      strategic and economic isolation yield China hegemony over North Korea’s economy and security. On the
      Sino-Russian border China enjoys conventional military superiority. Moscow’s inability to pay its soldiers, fund
      its weapons industries, and maintain its military infrastructure has weakened the material capabilities and the
      morale of the Russian army.6 Moscow
      cannot dominate domestic minority movements and numerous smaller neighbors while contending with the
      better-funded and better-trained Chinese army. China enjoys similar advantages over Russia regarding the new
      border states of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan, and its economic presence in this region yields
      additional advantages.7 China
      dominates mainland Southeast Asia. Burma has been a de facto Chinese protectorate since World War II. Chinese
      regional influence expanded following the withdrawal of U.S. forces from mainland Southeast Asia in 1975, when
      Thailand shifted from alignment with the United States to alignment with China. Only Beijing had the credibility
      to offset Soviet and Vietnamese threats to Thai security.8 Following the Soviet withdrawal from Vietnam,
      Hanoi accepted China’s terms for peace in Cambodia. Cambodia then developed close relations with China, so that
      Beijing was content to work with the erstwhile Vietnamese “puppet regime.”9
    


    
      Thus by 1991 China had achieved dominance over mainland East Asia. The only exception is South Korea’s
      alliance with the United States. But even here the situation is ambiguous.10 Because Washington is Seoul’s ally and possesses
      bases in South Korea, it dominates South Korea’s strategic calculus. But by the mid-1990s Beijing and Seoul had
      developed close strategic ties. The two countries share considerable concern for Japanese military potential.
      Moreover, it is clear that Seoul is pursuing strategic hedging by developing strategic ties with China in
      preparation for possible U.S. reconsideration of its commitment to South Korea. In addition, in 1997 China was
      South Korea’s third largest export market and the largest target of South Korean direct foreign
      investment.”11
    


    
      The United States dominates maritime East Asia. The U.S. navy lost its bases in Thailand in 1975 and
      withdrew from its Philippine bases in 1991, but these losses did not weaken either absolute or relative U.S.
      naval power. In many respects, the United States had secured bases in East Asia because of the poverty of its
      allies, which could not build and maintain air and naval facilities. For the United States to shoulder the
      burden, it insisted on possessing the facilities. Now excellent air and naval facilities exist throughout
      Southeast Asia, so that the U.S. navy is interested in “places, not bases.” Washington has access agreements for
      naval facilities in Singapore, Malaysia, Indonesia, and Brunei.12 Because other powers do not have access to
      facilities in any of these countries, do not have  aircraft carriers, and do not have
      land-based aircraft that can project power into the region, the U.S. navy dominates maritime Southeast Asia,
      including the critical shipping lanes connecting East Asia with the Middle East.
    


    
      Northeast Asia is vastly more complicated than Southeast Asia because Northeast Asian land-based aircraft
      are within range of important maritime theaters. Nonetheless, the combination of U.S. bases in Japan and superior
      U.S. air capabilities ensures U.S. dominance of the Northeast Asian naval theater. Despite deployment on the
      perimeters of Northeast Asia’s maritime zones, Chinese aircraft cannot challenge U.S. aircraft in any theater,
      including over mainland China. Whereas the United States is continuing to develop more advanced aircraft for the
      twenty-first century, Beijing will rely on Russia’s 1970s’ generation Su-27 aircraft as the backbone of its early
      twenty-first-century air force.13
      China is vulnerable to air combat with U.S. aircraft in the East China Sea and the Sea of Japan, and the
      resulting U.S. air superiority provides for American naval superiority in Northeast Asia.
    


    






    
      Rising powers in East Asia?

    


    
      Out of the ashes of the Cold War emerged a bipolar East Asia. It is stable because geopolitical conditions
      determine that no power can challenge it. The only candidates to become poles are Russia and Japan. But given
      geographic constraints, neither can challenge bipolarity. They are powerful countries that affect the regional
      balance of power, but they cannot become poles. Rather, they will remain second-class great powers, or, in
      Randall Schweller’s term, “lesser great powers,” whose security depends on cooperation with a pole.14
    


    






    
      Succumbing to the weather: Russia as a Northeast Asia
      power

    


    
      Despite Russia’s presence in Northeast Asia, its status as a regional pole has been tenuous and rare,
      primarily because of the inhospitable geography separating the Russian Far East from western Russia. Russians
      have never migrated east in large numbers. Although the southeast sector of the Far East can sustain agriculture,
      its isolation from Russia’s population and industrial bases obstructs development of the infrastructure needed to
      support population and financial transfers. Russia’s ultimately fruitless effort to establish reliable rail links
      with the Far East reveals the obstacles posed by the cold and barren Russian heartland.15 The result has been an enduring lack of manpower
      and natural resources, both of which are necessary to sustain a large Russian military presence in the North
      Pacific and to avoid dependency on foreign resources.
    


    
      One exception to this trend was Russian expansion into the Russian Far East and Manchuria during the late
      nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Yet this success reflected the anomaly of Chinese weakness rather than
      any norm of Russian strength. At times, Russian forces were so overextended that had China knowledge of Russia’s
      situation it could have easily reversed St. Petersburg’s advances. At other times, China’s preoccupation with
      other powers compelled it  to acquiesce to Russian occupation of its territory.16 But despite China’s weakness, the Russian
      border remained open to Chinese migration, and the Far East economy remained dependent on foreign suppliers.
      During the last quarter of the nineteenth century, 80 percent of the civilians in Vladivostock were Chinese and
      Korean. In 1877 the Pacific Squandron, to avoid total dependence on foreign merchants in Vladivostok, purchased
      coal in San Francisco and used repair facilities in Japan. In 1885 it still depended on imported coal as well as
      winter anchorages in Nagasaki. As late as 1912, Russians were a bare majority of the Vladivostok
      population.17 These resource and
      logistical difficulties offset Russia’s material advantage vis-à-vis Japan during the 1904–05 Russo-Japanese War.
      St. Petersburg could not resist Japan’s naval blockade of Port Arthur by using land routes to resupply its naval
      and ground forces, making it easy for the Japanese army to land and defeat the Russian army. The Japanese navy
      used its readily available harbors, supply depots, and coal supplies to destroy the Russian Pacific and Baltic
      Sea Fleets.18
    


    
      Russia’s strategic position in Northeast Asia quickly eroded during World War I and following the 1917
      revolution and ensuing civil war. As late as 1925 Chinese controlled the retail trade in much of the Far East and
      Japanese firms dominated the region’s banking and shipping and controlled 90 percent of the fisheries. In 1920
      Japanese forces moved into northern Sakhalin, withdrawing in 1925 only after the Soviet Union agreed to
      unfettered Japanese access to Sakhalin’s natural resources. The only Russian/Soviet military victory against a
      major power in East Asia during the nineteenth century and the first half of the twentieth century was in 1939
      against Japan at Nomohan. The Soviet army was not fighting in East Asia, however, but on the border of Manchuria
      and Outer Mongolia in Inner Asia, where Moscow enjoyed better lines of communication and resources, and where
      Japanese forces were overextended and faced logistical problems, Tokyo could have overcome these obstacles, but
      in 1939 its forces were fighting a major war with Chinese forces deep in southern China while contending with
      deteriorating U.S.–Japan relations. Japanese leaders thus assigned Nomohan secondary priority. They knowingly
      refused to supply the local forces with the minimal manpower and matériel required to contend with Soviet forces
      and instead unsuccessfully counseled local military leaders to cede ground rather than fight. Given Japan’s
      preoccupation with more pressing issues, the Soviet Union did not need great power capabilities to encourage
      Japanese caution and to defeat the isolated and unprepared Japanese forces.19
    


    
      Not until the late 1950s did Moscow begin to establish a strong presence in the Far East. In the 1970s it
      revived the Baikal-Amur Railway project, but it was never fully operative through the end of the Soviet Union. In
      the 1980s Moscow tried to establish a great power military presence in East Asia. It used Vladivostok to develop
      its Pacific fleet and deployed forty-five divisions in the Sino-Soviet border region. But Vladivostok remained
      isolated from the western Soviet Union. The Pacific Fleet relied on the vulnerable railway system and on equally
      vulnerable sea and air routes for supplies, making it the most exposed  Soviet fleet. And the
      maritime geography of Northeast Asia continued to plague Soviet access to blue water: offensive action by the
      U.S. Seventh Fleet could devastate Soviet naval forces before they could leave the Sea of Japan. Although the
      Pacific Fleet never achieved parity with the U.S. Seventh Fleet and Moscow maintained only about half of its Far
      East divisions at full strength, the burden of Soviet Far East deployments significantly added to the
      overexpansion that contributed to the demise of the Soviet Empire.20
    


    
      Contemporary Russian presence in the Far East is closer to the historical norm. The Far East economy is
      considerably poorer than the Russian economy east of the Urals. Moscow cannot patrol its perimeters, and its
      borders can be as porous to Chinese migration and trade as they were for most of the nineteenth and twentieth
      centuries. China’s stronger commercial presence challenges the economic integration of the Far East with the rest
      of Russia.21 In short, now that
      China is no longer weak and internally divided, it enjoys geopolitical advantages over Russia as the result of
      its large population and industrial centers as well as its agriculture resources in Northeast Asia. In these more
      “normal” circumstances, Russia is, as it usually has been, a “wanna-be” great power.
    


    
      Even should Moscow stabilize its authority and the economy greatly improve, Russia will not devote the
      resources necessary to become a pole in East Asia. Rather, it will focus its limited resources first on the
      former republics of the Soviet Union and then on the expanded U.S. presence in Eastern Europe. Northeast Asia
      will likely be of third importance. Moreover, Russia’s geography will remain a major obstacle to its presence in
      Northeast Asia. China would once again have to fragment and Russia consolidate for Moscow to enjoy the relative
      advantages leading to expanded power. But it is far more likely that Russia will remain divided than it is that
      China will break up.
    


    






    
      Japan: Island nation, second-rank power

    


    
      Japan also faces geographical constraints. But for Japan the problem is not weather or domestic
      infrastructure, but size. For Japan to transform its economic and technological capabilities into great power
      military capabilities will require more than ambition. To become a regional pole, Japan must have the resources
      to support self-reliant regionwide military deployments. Yet dependency, rather than self-sufficiency, is the
      rule in Japanese history.
    


    
      Throughout the twentieth century Tokyo has been acutely aware that Japan’s indigenous resources are
      insufficient to eliminate dependency on great power rivals. A major factor in Japanese interwar expansionism and
      its drive for regional hegemony was its search for economic autonomy.22 By the start of World War II, Japan had occupied
      Korea, much of China, and most of Southeast Asia before ultimately being turned back by the United States. But
      Japanese successes resemble Russian great power successes insofar as Tokyo benefited from a unique and
      nonreplicable great power environment. Greater Japanese relative power reflected the declining capabilities of
      other powers rather than Japanese development of the resources necessary to catch up to its rivals.
    


    
      The early twentieth century was a propitious time for Japan to begin its expansionist drive. Not only was
      China suffering from internal divisions, but the region’s dominant power, Great Britain, was experiencing
      relative decline. No longer capable of maintaining its two-power naval standard against Russian and French naval
      expansion in East Asia, London signed the 1902 Anglo-Japanese alliance to encourage Japan to resist Russian
      expansion in Manchuria and Korea and to secure Japanese cooperation in defense of British interests in
      China.23 And the United States had
      yet to mobilize its military potential. Thus Japan’s only obstacle to Northeast Asian primacy was Russia. With
      Britain’s assistance and America’s blessing, Tokyo defeated Russia in the 1904–05 Russo-Japanese War and achieved
      preeminence in Korea and in Manchuria, where it acquired Russia’s railways, bases, and treaty rights. During
      World War I and the Russian Revolution, Japan secured German rights and bases in China and consolidated its
      control over Manchuria. Its further expansion into China and Indochina in the 1930s and early 1940s reflected
      ongoing Chinese instability and France’s preoccupation with war in Europe.24
    


    
      Japanese expansion had achieved impressive results. Nonetheless, paralleling Russia’s experience in the Far
      East, even when enjoying the most opportune circumstances for expansion, Japan was unable to overcome geography.
      Each new foray into divided China, rather than stabilizing Japan’s resource base, led to an expanded front and
      increased dependency on imported resources, eliciting further expansion to meet the need for additional
      resources. As late as 1939, Tokyo imported more than 91 percent of the military’s commodities and equipment, most
      of which came from the United States. Japan was critically dependent on the United States for scrap iron,
      aluminum, nickel, and petroleum products. Continued dependency led to incessant expansion, culminating in Japan’s
      occupation of Southeast Asia and to World War II in the Pacific.25
    


    
      Japan’s bid for self-reliance failed not only when the international circumstances were most favorable, but
      also when its domestic system was uniquely oriented toward strategic expansion. At the height of its expansion,
      the Japanese government exercised unparalleled control over strategic resources and finished products.
      Nonetheless, Japan could not simultaneously expand, achieve autarchy, and compete with the United
      States.26 Ultimately, its bid for
      great power stature contributed to its demise. Similar to Russia’s experience, Japanese overexpansion taxed
      Tokyo’s ability to compete with a better-qualified great power—the United States—and contributed to Japan’s total
      defeat in World War II.
    


    
      Japan will not be able to make a similar bid for full-fledged great power status in the twenty-first
      century. In the 1930s China was not capable of being a great power, and the United States had not yet decided to
      become one. Neither of these conditions will likely reemerge in the next quarter century. Domestically, Japan’s
      economy is far more decentralized than it was in the 1930s. Moreover, its trade surplus with the United States
      makes its dependent on access to the U.S. market. Its dependency on imported energy resources, including
      petroleum from U.S. allies transported through U.S. controlled shipping lanes, creates similar
      vulnerabilities.27
    


    
      In the era of air power, Japan faces an additional geopolitical obstacle to becoming a pole. Prior to the
      development of aircraft, the English Channel served as a formidable mote insulating Britain’s resources and
      industrial base from attack. But as German bombers and missiles revealed, the English Channel is no longer wide
      enough to buffer English strategic resources. Japan faces a similar lack of strategic depth. Its economy and
      infrastructure are vulnerable to attack from the sea—as they were during World Wax II from U.S. aircraft based
      both on carriers and on Saipan, Guam, Tinian, and ultimately Okinawa—and from land-based aircraft—-such as Soviet
      aircraft deployed in the Far East in the 1980s (and perhaps Chinese aircraft in the future). Alfred Mahan’s
      observation in 1900 that Japan’s size and proximity to other East Asian powers diminish its great power potential
      is especially relevant for the twenty-first century.28
    


    






    
      China and the United States: future great power
      rivals

    


    
      The debate over a “rising China” not only obscures the reality that China is already a great power in a
      bipolar structure, but also the understanding that China can destabilize East Asia only by challenging U.S.
      maritime supremacy. Similarly, American concern for the rise of China obscures the reality that the United States
      has the potential to strive for and achieve what others cannot—regional hegemony through the erosion of Chinese
      influence. Whether East Asia remains stable will depend on the evolving strategic capabilities and aspirations of
      these two powers to penetrate each other’s sphere of influence.
    


    






    
      China: the geography of hegemonic potential

    


    
      China, unlike Japan, has the natural resources to sustain economic development and strategic autonomy. It
      is now a major trading country, making extensive use of international markets and capital. China’s export
      industries dominate many of its domestic regional economies and provide much of the capital and technology needed
      to modernize its industrial base and infrastructure. Nonetheless, if Chinese modernization succeeds, it
      could then be sustained through relatively minimal reliance on imported resources. Although China’s use of
      foreign oil is increasing, it possesses the world’s largest supply of local energy reserves. These reserves are
      located in inaccessible interior regions, but should China’s infrastructure improve with economic modernization,
      these reserves will be accessible, reliable, and inexpensive. Coal will remain China’s principal energy resource
      well into the twenty-first century. But with greater capital and advanced technology, China will be able to
      exploit untapped petroleum reserves in Xinjiang Province.29
    


    
      China complements minimal resource dependency with minimal long-term dependency on foreign markets. Should
      modernization continue, China’s population will have improved purchasing power, which will enable it to sustain
      high-technology, capital-intensive industries, Moreover, China’s large population will enable it to maximize
      labor productivity with minimal overseas investment.  Rather than move abroad as labor costs
      increase—as the U.S. and Japanese enterprises have had to do—Chinese enterprises, following market forces, will
      be able to move further into China’s interior to exploit an inexhaustible, inexpensive, and relatively reliable
      labor force.
    


    
      In addition to possessing the natural and demographic resources needed for strategic autonomy, China also
      has size and internal lines of communication, providing the strategic depth necessary for a “home base,
      productive and secure,” the “essential” element of naval power.30 Whereas Japan’s insular geography makes its
      resources and industries open to attack from the sea, China’s continental dimensions enable it to develop its
      industrial base far from its borders and coastline, relatively secure from land-based and sea-based air attacks.
      Chairman Mao Zedong understood the strategic significance of China’s “rear area.” During the height of the
      U.S.–China and Sino-Soviet conflicts from the mid-1960s until the early 1970s, he ordered China’s industrial
      facilities moved to the interior. This industrial “third front” was an integral element of Mao’s security
      strategy.31
    


    
      In this respect, China poses the same potential challenge to stability as Germany and the Soviet Union once
      did. If Germany had emerged victorious in World War I, “she would have established her sea power on a wider base
      than any in history, in fact on the widest possible base.”32 During the Cold War, in geopolitical terms,
      Soviet “control of Western Europe would [have] open[ed] the oceans to Soviet maritime power … facilitate[ing]
      Soviet hegemony in the Mediterranean and its littoral and the Middle East.”33 It is thus inevitable that the United States
      focus on China as the most likely challenger to regional stability. China is the only country that could
      conceivably challenge U.S. maritime power and East Asia’s bipolar structure.
    


    






    
      The United States: enduring hegemonic
      capabilities

    


    
      The combination of America’s separation from East Asia by the Pacific Ocean and its secure borders
      neighbored by weaker powers enables the United States to develop military power in strategic isolation and to
      focus strategic resources on naval power for power projection into distant regions. No other East Asian power has
      either attribute. Added to these geopolitical factors is the size of the United States and its distribution of
      indigenous resources. Similar to China, the United States can exploit resources and develop industries in its
      interior, out of range of an adversary’s navy even should it reach the U.S. coastline. It is an “insular power of
      continental size.” Equally important, similar to China but unlike Russia, the United States’ climate and terrain
      facilitate development of population centers and a dense infrastructure connecting coastal regions with the
      interior, providing secure interior resources to develop maritime and air power.34
    


    
      U.S. strategic assets not only enable maritime power, but also power projection against mainland
      adversaries. U.S. success in World War II reflected the use of maritime power for land power.35 Once the U-boat threat had been defeated, secure
      American ship production provided unlimited supplies for U.S. and Allied forces. But naval power alone did not
      win the war. U.S. aircraft produced in the  security of the United States and based in
      England bombed German industrial assets, slowing German production and compelling Germany to deploy aircraft in
      defense of the homeland, thereby reducing air support for German troops on the eastern and western fronts. During
      the landing at Normandy, 12,000 Allied planes encountered 300 German aircraft, reflecting the relative geographic
      vulnerability of the German economy to enemy bombing.
    


    
      But America’s secure rear area tells only half of the story of superior power. American economic resources
      tell the other half. In 1941 the United States produced more steel, aluminum, oil, and motor vehicles than the
      other industrial powers combined. In 1940, with the exception of naval vessels, U.S. military production was
      nominal. By 1941 the United States already produced far more aircraft, tanks, and heavy guns than the Axis
      countries combined. By the end of the war U.S. production of major naval vessels was sixteen times greater than
      that of Japan. Although a two-front war may have ultimately undermined German power, the United States faced no
      limitations. Indeed, while Russia, Great Britain and, for much of the war, Germany strained to wage one-front
      wars, the United States successfully waged a two-front war.
    


    
      In the aftermath of the Cold War the United States is in a unique historical position to develop great
      power capabilities on land and on the sea. It should he able to maintain these advantages for at least the next
      quarter century. Although certain purchasing power parity methodologies forecast considerable relative growth of
      the Chinese economy, even these methodologies predict continued U.S. economic superiority.36 Moreover, U.S. self-reliance rests on a secure
      base. America’s large population and high level of development mean that even should the United States lose
      access to foreign markets, domestic demand would sustain its industries. In 1997 U.S. exports contributed only 12
      percent to the U.S. gross domestic product (GDP). In 1995 only four countries in the world had smaller ratios of
      trade to GDP.37 Dependency on
      imported energy resources is more complex. On the one hand, in 1995 the United States relied on oil imports for
      approximately 25 percent of energy consumption. But automobiles are the primary consumer of oil products.
      Critical industries rely on domestic resources, including coal and hydropower. Overall U.S. energy dependency is
      minimal compared with that of other powers, with the exception of China. Japan, for example, in 1997 relied on
      imported oil for nearly 60 percent of its energy needs.38 Finally, U.S. domestic coal and petroleum
      reserves are significant.
    


    
      In East Asia the United States is not a declining power in either absolute or relative terms. It is a great
      power in a bipolar structure and will remain so for the next quarter century. Its strategic depth and isolation
      as well as its naval power allow it to dominate the coastal waters and to penetrate the air space of any country
      in the world, including China, with minimal risk to either its navy or air force. These capabilities enable the
      United States to neutralize the naval capabilities of a great power competitor and to isolate it from offshore
      allies and resources, while guaranteeing its own access to international resources. Moreover, strategic nuclear
      superiority allows the United States to carry out such activities with minimal risk of retaliation against the
      homeland. The United States will  possess these resources and capabilities for the next
      quarter century. It is natural that China focus its suspicions on the United States, just as the United States
      concentrates its suspicions on China. The United States is the only power that can challenge Chinese territorial
      integrity.
    


    






    
      Peace and stability in bipolar East Asia

    


    
      The United States and China are the two great powers of East Asia. They will not be strategic partners.
      Rather, they will be strategic competitors engaged in a traditional great power struggle for security and
      influence. The similarities between the dynamics of the Cold War U.S.–Soviet relationship and the emerging
      U.S.–China relationship are striking. Both are bipolar great power relationships. In both situations, the
      conflict entails a major land power and a major maritime power in which each has the existing or the potential
      capabilities to challenge the vital interests of the other. In addition, the great power focus in each case is a
      strategic and economic region with global significance. These similarities suggest that U.S.–China conflict may
      resemble U.S.–Soviet conflict.
    


    
      But various bipolar structures do not necessarily exhibit the same great power dynamics. Depending on
      additional factors, some bipolar rivalries can be more stable than others. Twenty-first-century U.S.–China
      bipolarity should be relatively stable and peaceful, in part because geography reinforces bipolar tendencies
      toward stable balancing and great power management of regional order. In addition, the geography of East Asia, by
      affecting great power interests and by moderating the impact of the security dilemma, offsets the tendency of
      bipolarity toward crises, arms races, and local wars.39
    


    






    
      Bipolarity, balancing, and geography

    


    
      In response to superior U.S. capabilities, China is exhibiting the domestic balancing associated with
      bipolarity. It has discarded Marxist ideological impediments and overcome significant political obstacles to
      pursue pragmatic market-based economic policies.40 Within its limited means, China has improved its
      ground forces and focused on the technological modernization of its navy and air force. Beijing has also managed
      great power relations to maximize allocation of resources to domestic growth. It has reached border agreements
      and developed confidence-building measures with Russia and the bordering Central Asian states. It has developed
      cooperative economic and security ties with South Korea and encouraged North Korea to moderate its foreign
      policies. It has also maximized Sino-Japanese economic cooperation. And Chinese leaders have compromised on many
      issues in U.S.–China relations to diminish the potential for costly conflict with the United States.
    


    
      These policies assure Beijing access to international economic resources and minimize the likelihood of
      international conflict that could reorient Beijing’s domestic policies from long-term balancing to short-term
      defense spending for management of immediate threats. Although Chinese motives for pursuing 
      pragmatic economic development and foreign policies are less important than the systemic affects of its policies,
      it is significant that Chinese leaders explain that economic modernization is China’s key to defense
      modernization and preparation for the possibility of heightened great power tension in the twenty-first
      century.41
    


    
      The United States faces no immediate threat in East Asia. But as a maritime power it must look with
      suspicion on any continental power that achieves preeminence on land. In part in preparation for possible Chinese
      expansion, Washington maintains a high level of military deployments and alliance development. Ten years after
      the collapse of the Warsaw Pact, U.S. defense spending is greater than the combined spending of the next six
      largest defense budgets. U.S. defense priorities reflect concern for China and the corresponding need for
      maritime power; budget cuts have not reduced American naval deployments in East Asia. Acquisition and research
      and development also continue, reflected in the 1998 launching of a new aircraft carrier (the Harry S.
      Truman), development of a twenty-first-century warplane and advanced nuclear missiles, and research on
      missile defense and other advanced technologies. In addition, recent U.S.–Japan agreements put the alliance on
      more stable political footing and enhance U.S. wartime access to Japanese civilian and military
      facilities.42
    


    
      East Asian bipolarity also contributes to regional order. In contrast to great powers in multipolarity,
      great powers in bipolar structures not only have a greater stake in international order, but their
      disproportionate share of world capabilities gives them the ability to accept the free-riding of smaller states
      and to assume the burden of order in their respective spheres of influence, so that small states do not challenge
      the interests of the great powers. This is easier when the allies’ contribution to security and their ability to
      resist are negligible.43
    


    
      In East Asia these dynamics of bipolarity exist. China towers over its smaller neighbors, and the United
      States towers over its security partners, with the partial exception of Japan. Geopolitics reinforces these
      dynamics. Because Chinese and U.S. spheres of influence are geographically distinct and separated by water,
      intervention by one power in its own sphere will not appear as threatening to the interests of the other power in
      its sphere. Freed from the worry of great power retaliation, each power has a relatively freer hand to impose
      order on its allies, Thus China has intervened in Indochina to achieve both regional order and its security
      interests without eliciting U.S. countermeasures. In contrast, Soviet military intervention in Eastern Europe led
      to heightened concern in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) over Soviet ambitions and contributed to
      heightened great power tension.
    


    






    
      Bipolarity, geography, and national security
      interests

    


    
      Positive outcomes of bipolarity appear to be taking place. But neorealism suggests that bipolarity will
      also have negative repercussions; high threatperception and unnecessarily high tension and costly foreign
      policies. In contrast to multipolarity, clarity of threat leads to an intense concern for reputation  and repeated “tests of will,” resulting in immediate responses to any relative gain by another
      pole, no matter how peripheral to the balance of power. The Cold War conflict seems to validate this argument,
      with its superpower arm races, numerous crises, and repeated great power interventions in the developing
      world.44 East Asian bipolarity thus
      suggests that U.S.–China relations in the twenty-first century will be similarly plagued by high tension.
    


    
      Polarity is a powerful determinant of great power dynamics. But it is not the only determinant nor
      necessarily even the primary one. Other realist variables complement or even counteract the impact of bipolarity.
      Geographically conditioned great power interests and corresponding weapons procurement patterns can be equally
      powerful variables affecting great power relationships in bipolarity and multipolarity. The U.S.–China
      relationship is one between a land power and a maritime power, each with its own distinct geopolitical
      imperatives. To the extent that their vital regional interests and military capabilities do not compete, conflict
      can be restrained.45
    


    






    
      U.S. maritime interests and regional stability

    


    
      American interests in East Asia are twofold. First, the United States has an interest in ensuring
      sufficient strategic presence in regional affairs so that it can militarily resist an effort by any power to
      dominate the region. To accomplish this objective, it needs cooperation from influential regional states that
      will offer U.S. forces the facilities necessary to maintain a forward presence. For an extraregional maritime
      power such as the United States, cooperation with an offshore second-rank maritime power is appropriate, for
      capabilities are complementary and the regional ally can provide the distant power with forward yet relatively
      secure naval facilities.
    


    
      In Europe the United States has traditionally relied on Great Britain as its maritime partner; in
      post–World War II East Asia it has depended on Japan. But Washington has never been satisfied with relying on
      Britain to ensure a divided Europe. In the early years of the Republic it required that the great powers on the
      European mainland be divided so that the United States could cooperate with a continental power. In later years
      it understood that great power dominance of the European peninsula would exclude U.S. naval presence from the
      western and southern European maritime perimeter, requiring excessive concentration of U.S. forces in Great
      Britain. The hegemon’s southern ports would be relatively secure from U.S. naval pressure, and it might achieve
      superiority over U.S. forces regarding naval access to the southern Atlantic and the Mediterranean and, thus,
      northern Africa and the Middle East.46
    


    
      In contrast, the geography of East Asia allows for maritime balancing. Not only is Japan relatively more
      powerful than Great Britain in its respective theater, but more important, the dominance of mainland East Asia
      cannot yield an aspiring hegemon unimpeded access to the ocean. From Japan in Northeast Asia to Malaysia in
      Southeast Asia, the East Asian mainland is rimmed with a continuous chain of island countries that possess
      strategic location and naval facilities. Access  to these countries enables a maritime power
      to carry out effective naval operations along the perimeter of a mainland power. The American response to
      Japanese expansion prior to World War II reflected the United States’ strategic interest in maritime East Asia.
      Washington did not resist Japanese expansion into Korea. Even after Russian and British military decline in East
      Asia, the United States did not consider Japanese control over China or even Indochina, and its resultant
      acquisition of the attributes of a continental power, worthy of a military response. Washington’s embargoes
      against Japan and its preparation for war were taken in anticipation that Tokyo would not stop with Indochina but
      would seek British and Dutch possessions in maritime Southeast Asia.47
    


    
      The United States requires sufficient naval presence in East Asia for maritime containment of a continental
      power. In effect, this has been the strategy of the United States since its withdrawal from mainland Southeast
      Asia in 1975, first against the Soviet Union and now against China. Relying on its economic influence and
      unchallenged maritime power in East Asia, the United States has consolidated strategic alignments with all of the
      littoral states. As noted above, it has reached arrangements for naval access to facilities in Indonesia,
      Singapore, Malaysia, and Brunei. With these agreements and its bases and access to facilities in Japan, the
      United States carries out naval encirclement of China. It can apply air and naval pressure on Chinese access to
      the ocean along the entire perimeter of mainland East Asia.
    


    
      Despite advances in military technologies, America’s ability to depend on a strategy of maritime balancing
      will survive for the next twenty-five years. China will undoubtedly try to develop space-based reconnaissance
      technologies that would enable it to track and target U.S. vessels in the South China Sea. But the United States
      is not standing still. Its ongoing technology development will allow it to maintain superiority in electronic
      warfare, enabling it, for example, to hide its fleet from Chinese satellite reconnaissance. Some studies argue
      that China is falling behind the United States in technology development. Should there be a “revolution in
      military affairs” (RMA), it will be a largely American revolution.48
    


    
      The requirements of maritime balancing allow the United States to dominate regional shipping lanes and
      project power wherever necessary in maritime East Asia, and thus achieve its second vital interest: secure access
      for itself and its allies to regional markets and to strategic resources, including oil in Southeast Asia and the
      Middle East, in time of war. Even should China develop naval capabilities in its coastal waters, at minimal
      financial and tactical inconvenience U.S. and allied commercial and military fleets could use secure shipping
      lanes that are far from mainland aircraft and are dominated by U.S. air and naval forces based in maritime
      nations.
    


    
      The United States is an East Asian maritime power with no strategic imperative to compete for influence on
      the mainland. And the status quo enables it to secure its balance of power interests and its interest in regional
      shipping lanes through a maritime containment strategy. This contributes to great power stability. Moreover,
      despite American superiority, U.S. expansionism onto mainland East  Asia would face
      considerable obstacles. Geopoliticians and other international relations theorists have long debated the ease
      with which maritime power can be used to develop land power.49 But local geography determines the efficacy of
      capabilities. The American military experiences in Vietnam and Korea revealed how difficult it is to use maritime
      power to project air and land power onto East Asian terrain, in contrast to maritime-based power projection into
      the Middle East. The American military continues to have a “no more land wars in Asia” mentality. The difficulty
      of power projection onto mainland East Asia is a powerful deterrent to any U.S. interest in challenging the
      status quo.
    


    






    
      Chinese continental interests and regional stability

    


    
      Just as the United States has secured its vital East Asian maritime interests, China has secured its vital
      continental interests. China has achieved unique success for a continental power; secure borders on its entire
      land periphery. But twenty-first-century regional peace will depend on whether China, having secured its
      continental interests, will turn its attention to developing maritime power-projection capabilities, challenging
      U.S. interests and bipolarity.
    


    
      China’s status as a continental power not only reflects geography but also the culture of a land power. For
      more than 2,000 years, Chinese territorial expansion has been led by peasants seeking arable land, followed by a
      Confucian culture and the administrative and military power of the Chinese state. During this same period, China
      never carried out territorial expansion across water. Up to the twentieth century, Chinese development of a navy
      has been, at best, sporadic and brief. Its maritime tradition has focused on commercial exploration.50 Moreover, threats to Chinese security have
      originated from the interior. Until the Chinese and Russian Empires met in Central Asia in the nineteenth century
      and China created the province of Xinjiang, China could never subdue the nomadic armies on the Central Asian
      steppe. The absence of natural borders made Chinese territory vulnerable to military incursions and enabled
      nomadic armies to retreat deep into the interior to evade China’s retaliating armies. At its worst, nomadic
      armies established “foreign” dynasties. So persistent was the nomadic threat that during the Ming dynasty
      (1368–1644) a strategic culture developed regarding relations with the Mongols, in which Beijing eschewed all
      thought of diplomacy and limited victories, seeking total annihilation of its nomadic adversaries.51
    


    
      China’s only experience of threat from maritime powers occurred in the nineteenth century. But this
      exception underscores that land powers pose the primary threat to Chinese security. Although the British navy
      exacted humiliating defeats on China, Great Britain never attempted to occupy Chinese territory (with the
      exception of treaty ports). Rather, the greatest threats to China came first from Russia and then from Japan,
      which used land power to try to conquer China. Japan, following the strategy of the seventeenth-century Manchus,
      used northeast China as a base to invade the interior. There is no period in Chinese history when a maritime
      power—as opposed to a land  power—posed the greatest threat to Chinese rule or threatened to
      establish a foreign dynasty.
    


    
      Two thousand years of continental expansion and of threats from land powers have created a Chinese bias
      toward the development of land power, just as secure land borders and extensive oceanic frontiers have fostered
      an American “insular perspective” on international politics. But culture is not immutable. Now that China has
      secure land borders and is modernizing its economy, its national interests might change—however delayed or
      mitigated by history and culture. Yet despite China’s successes, a continental strategy continues to serve its
      singular vital interest: borders secure from great power influence.
    


    
      China remains vigilant to land threats. It is bordered by thirteen countries, second only to Russia. Its
      most important security concern is its long border with Russia. As Chinese commentators observe, Russia retains
      the geographic resources required to redevelop formidable military capabilities. This is the case especially in
      Central Asia, where the theater is close to the Russian heartland but far from China’s industrial and population
      centers and separated by inhospitable desert climate and terrain. China’s Central Asian frontier is its strategic
      vulnerability, just as Russia’s Far East is its strategic vulnerability. During the 1930s and 1940s Moscow
      exploited the weakness of China’s Nationalist government by developing dominant political influence in Xinjiang
      province. In the early 1960s Moscow used ethnic unrest in Xinjiang to threaten China.52 The prospect of Sino-Soviet competition for the
      allegiance of the Central Asian states, in a reenactment of the nineteenth-century “great game” between Russia
      and Britain, cannot be dismissed. Moreover, many Russians believe that China poses a long-term threat to Russian
      security. Whereas U.S. territory is protected from China by the Pacific Ocean, Russian territory is vulnerable to
      Chinese land forces.53 The fact
      that Russia and China are neighbors means that China cannot control the Eurasian “heartland” and be confident of
      secure borders: thus it cannot place strategic priority on maritime power.
    


    
      China’s border concerns are not limited to Russian power. The Central Asian countries adjacent to China
      have weak governments and could be used by a larger power, such as Russia, to threaten Chinese territorial
      integrity. China must also consider the long-term prospect for domestic instability in its western provinces,
      where religious and ethnic minorities identify with the majority populations of China’s potentially hostile and
      unstable neighbors.54 Southwest
      China is bordered by India, which has great power aspirations, and southern China is bordered by Vietnam, which
      still yearns for a great power ally to enable it to come out from under China’s strategic shadow. In Northeast
      Asia Korea could be used by a great power to threaten China’s industrial heartland, as Japan and then the United
      States did for much of the twentieth century.
    


    
      Given the potential for multifront conflicts and strategic encirclement, China faces greater potential
      security challenges than those ever faced by dynastic China. It would have to assume a long-term stable strategic
      status quo on its land bonders to divert substantial resources to naval power. Yet even if China did so, its navy
      could not approach parity with the U.S. navy. Alfred Mahan went so far as to  argue that
      “history has conclusively demonstrated the inability of a state with even a single continental frontier to
      compete in naval development with one that is insular, although of smaller population and resources.”55 The challenge to a land power seeking
      maritime power is even greater in the twenty-first century, when the financial and technology requirements
      include construction of an aircraft carrier and its specialized aircraft as well as the support vessels and
      advanced technologies necessary to protect the carrier.
    


    
      While trying to maintain funding for its land forces, by 2025 China could at best develop a “luxury fleet”
      similar to that developed by the Soviet Union in the latter stage of the Cold War. Such a second-order fleet
      might achieve coastal-water defense, pushing the U.S. navy away from the Chinese mainland and interfering with
      unrestricted U.S. penetration of Chinese air space. It might also be able to disrupt U.S. naval activities
      further from shore. But, given the United States’ ability to respond, Chinese capabilities could not provide the
      foundation for a great power navy that could challenge U.S. supremacy.56 Indeed, even if the Chinese navy were able to
      complicate U.S. naval activities, it would not strike first for fear of a retaliatory strike that would destroy
      its navy, so that the United States would maintain unrestricted use of maritime East Asia.
    


    
      China will face the same obstacles to developing naval capabilities vis-à-vis a maritime power that Russia,
      the Soviet Union, and Germany faced in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. British maritime supremacy
      undermined Russia’s effort to use naval power to exercise influence in the Ottoman Empire in the mid-nineteenth
      century, and London took the initiative to destroy the Russian fleet at Sebastopol during the Crimean War.
      Similarly, the best that Moscow could aim for in the 1950s and 1960s was a “land-oriented” fleet to reduce U.S.
      ability to strike Soviet territory with carrier-based aircraft. By the 1970s it could do no more than “inhibit”
      U.S. maritime movements. Even in the 1980s, the primary role of the Soviet surface fleet was protection of the
      homeland and control of coastal waters. Despite the expansion of the Pacific Fleet, Moscow could not develop an
      adequate response to U.S. “horizontal escalation” against its naval facilities in the Soviet Far East. Overall,
      the United States could still use its “central maritime position … to seize the strategic initiative.”57 Germany was similarly frustrated in its
      effort to develop naval power. Alfred von Tirpitz’s “risk fleet” failed because Germany could never develop
      sufficient capability to threaten British maritime supremacy, so that during World War I England retained control
      of the seas without having to engage and destroy the German fleet. For its part Germany did not dare to initiate
      hostilities; it understood that Britain would destroy its fleet. Moreover, having diverted funds to the navy,
      Germany lacked the ability to defeat the French army.58
    


    
      In the absence of compelling maritime interests, Beijing’s continental interests and U.S. maritime
      capabilities should deter China from making naval power a priority. Even continued economic growth and greater
      energy demand will not lead it to develop maritime capabilities to defend its overseas interests and shipping
      lanes. Because a Chinese maritime buildup would lead to countervailing U.S. policy, China’s energy imports would
      remain vulnerable to U.S. forbearance.  This prospect leads to two policy outcomes. First,
      given its huge coal reserves, China will continue to prefer coal over petroleum. Second, China will exploit
      foreign petroleum reserves in regions where its land power has the advantage. China’s continental interests are
      reflected in its effort to secure access to Central Asian oil. Beijing’s 1997 investment in Kazakhstan’s major
      petroleum company and its plans to build a pipeline from Kazakhstan to Xinjiang reflect its commitment to
      developing secure energy resources. Its interest in a natural gas pipeline connecting Siberia to China’s
      northeast provinces also reflects this strategy.59 The current low international price of oil makes
      these and other such projects economically very unattractive, but their value is in their contribution to
      long-term Chinese strategic hedging against dependency on oil controlled by an adversarial power.
    


    
      Finally, is China a dissatisfied power seeking a “place at the table,” so that the politics of prestige
      could lead to irrational and dangerous Chinese overexpansion?60 To some extent, the answer will depend on whether
      Washington will share leadership with Beijing on issues affecting Chinese interests. Recent U.S. policy is
      encouraging. Moreover, it is worth pointing out that regionally China has already secured a place at the
      table. China’s struggle from 1949 to 1989 reflected this objective, and the outcome was a success. In the
      aftermath of the Cold War, East Asian countries acknowledge that China has legitimate great power interests and
      that its cooperation is required to secure regional peace. China and the United States jointly manage the Korean
      Peninsula. China has a leadership role in various regional organizations, including the security-orientated ASEAN
      (Association of Southeast Asian Nations) Regional Forum and the forum on Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation
      (APEC). In both organizations Beijing, reflecting its regional authority, has cooperated with local powers to
      frustrate U.S. policy objectives.61
      Beijing is also gratified by the attention it received during the Asian economic crisis in the late 1990s. China
      is not a superpower, and its leadership in global issues and institutions is more limited, but its leadership in
      the East Asian balance of power may satisfy its demands for regional leadership.
    


    






    
      Bipolarity geography, and the security dilemma in East
      Asia

    


    
      The contrasting interests of maritime and continental powers, the strategic characteristics of the regional
      status quo, and the geography of East Asia all contribute to the prospect of relatively low-level great power
      tension in the twenty-first century. Nonetheless, even if both China’s and the United States’ vital interests are
      satisfied in the current order, the security dilemma in bipolarity could create repeated crises and costly arms
      races. But in the current strategic environment, preferred weapons programs affect the security dilemma in
      bipolarity by favoring the defense.
    


    
      Geographically determined interests lead states to prefer different weapons systems. This can have a
      profound impact on the security dilemma, for weapons specialization can lead to a defensive bias, mitigating the
      security dilemma and the effect of bipolarity on the prevalence of crises and arms races as well as  reducing the role of nuclear weapons in security. In a confrontation between a land power and a
      maritime power, each side’s specialization is disadvantaged in the other’s theater.62 Thus China will remain inferior to the United
      States in maritime theaters, and the United States will remain inferior to China regarding ground-force
      activities on mainland East Asia. This pattern means that the advantage will be for the defense. On the mainland,
      China’s massive conventional retaliatory capabilities allow it to risk a U.S. ground-force attack. U.S. ability
      to retaliate and destroy Chinese naval assets allows it to risk that China will fire the first shot. Neither side
      has to fear that the other’s provocative diplomacy or movement of troops is a prelude to attack and immediately
      escalate to heightened military readiness. Tension can be slower to develop, allowing the protagonists time to
      manage crises and avoid unnecessary escalation.
    


    
      These dynamics also affect the prospect for arms races. Because each power has a defensive advantage in its
      own theater, each can resist an equivalent escalatory response to the other’s military acquisitions. Each
      augmentation of China’s land-power capabilities does not create a corresponding diminution of U.S. security in
      maritime East Asia. Similarly, enhanced U.S. maritime presence in the South China Sea, for example, does not
      create an equivalent decrease in Chinese security on the mainland. The result is that bipolar pressures for a
      spiraling arms race are minimized. Finally, because each side feels secure with the conventional balance within
      its respective theater, neither is compelled to adopt a massive retaliation strategy to deter an attack on its
      own forces or to make credible an extended deterrence commitment. Thus there are reduced fears of a first-strike
      nuclear attack during a crisis and reduced likelihood of a nuclear arms race reflecting the security dilemma
      dynamics involving the difficulty in interpreting a counterpart’s effort to secure retaliatory
      capabilities.
    


    
      The bipolar U.S.–Soviet struggle, which was equally a struggle between a land power and a sea power, did
      not exhibit similar stability because the geographies of Europe and East Asia are different. In East Asia
      geography mitigates the pressures of bipolarity; in Europe geography reinforces bipolar pressures to aggravate
      the security dilemma.63 Because of
      geography, the United States could not rely on maritime containment of the Soviet Union to achieve its vital
      European interests. It required a U.S. presence on mainland Europe to deny Moscow the combination of a secure
      continental base and access to strategic seas. Thus the Cold War confrontation on the European continent was
      waged by the army of a continental power and the army of a maritime power. In this setting, because of a widely
      perceived Soviet conventional force advantage, NATO believed that Moscow would benefit from an offensive
      attack.64 Whereas in East Asia
      geography offsets twenty-first-century bipolar pressures to mitigate the security dilemma, European geography
      reinforced the effect of bipolarity to aggravate the security dilemma. The result was the rapid spiraling
      escalation of the Cold War in the 1940s and the Berlin crises.
    


    
      The Soviet offensive advantage also contributed to the nuclear arms race. Befitting a maritime power,
      Washington believed that it could not mobilize the resources to maintain sufficient conventional military forces
      on the European  mainland to deny Moscow the benefits of an offensive strategy and thus deter
      a Soviet attack on Western Europe. Its response was the Eisenhower administration’s “new look,” whereby the
      United States would use the threat of massive retaliation against a conventional attack to offset Soviet
      conventional force superiority and to deter an invasion of Western Europe. The United States thus significantly
      increased its nuclear forces, contributing to the nuclear security dilemma, whereby each superpower feared that
      its adversary’s second-strike capability could be used to destroy its own retaliatory capabilities.65 The combined result of bipolarity and
      geography was the nuclear arms race. In contrast, in East Asia geography and the resulting capabilities and
      defensive advantage held by each pole in its respective sphere of influence diminishes each power’s reliance on
      nuclear weapons for deterrence and, thus, offsets bipolar pressures for an arms race.
    


    






    
      Potential flashpoints: the Spratly Islands, Korea, and
      Taiwan

    


    
      The three most prominent East Asian conflicts are the territorial dispute over the Spratly Islands, the
      prospect for great power conflict on the Korean Peninsula, and the U.S.–China dispute over Taiwan. Of these
      three, the Spratly Islands conflict is the least significant. Because the disputed islands are in the
      U.S.–dominated South China Sea, are too small to possess strategic value for power projection, and seem to lack
      significant energy resources, Beijing has neither the ability nor the strategic interest to challenge the status
      quo by militarily dislodging the other claimants’ forces from the islands.66 There may be occasional military probes by China
      or the other claimants, but the United States, because of its advantage in naval warfare, does not need to engage
      in rapid escalation to deter a possible Chinese offensive.
    


    
      The Korean and Taiwan conflicts could become sources of heightened tension. They are the exceptions that
      prove the rule that geography affects the prospects for East Asian conflict. The Korean conflict is a source of
      heightened tension because it is the sole place in East Asia where the United States has retained a continental
      military presence. The United States, as a maritime power, like in Europe during the Cold War, has ground forces
      in South Korea that are vulnerable to a surprise attack. Washington has therefore relied on nuclear weapons to
      deter an attack, contributing to North Korea’s incentive to acquire nuclear weapons. Nonetheless, the status quo
      has proved resilient for more than forty-five years. Nuclear deterrence has worked with minimal great power
      tension because China has North Korea as a buffer state and, thus, it has not had a strategic interest in
      encouraging North Korea to challenge the status quo. On the contrary, with its vital interests satisfied, Beijing
      has worked with Seoul and Washington to maintain the status quo.
    


    
      The Korean Peninsula is not a major factor in the balance of power or in U.S. protection of shipping lanes.
      During the Cold War the U.S. presence on the peninsula denied the Soviet Union a “dagger pointed at the heart of
      Japan.” But this reflected Soviet lack of secure access from the Far East to the Sea of Japan. Because China has
      a long coast on the East China Sea, the increased threat to  Japan from U.S. military
      withdrawal from the peninsula and greater cooperation between Beijing and Seoul would be marginal. Indeed, just
      as a twenty-first century Chinese blue-water navy would be a “luxury fleet,” U.S. presence on the Korean
      Peninsula is a “luxury land force.” It gives the U.S. army forward presence on the East Asian mainland,
      facilitating power projection to China’s northeast border. South Korea is a valuable U.S. asset, but it is not a
      vital interest. It may become politically difficult for the United States to maintain bases in Japan should the
      Japanese begin to resent that they would be the only Asians with foreign bases on their soil. This is a political
      problem, however, not a strategic issue requiring belligerent policies.
    


    
      American military officials are not pleased, but they are reconciled to the likelihood that after
      unification Seoul will likely request that U.S. ground forces leave Korea. Following unification Seoul may also
      develop closer relations with China. But Korean unification and closer relations between Beijing and Seoul will
      not make the United States significantly less secure or the balance of power less stable. It will, however, make
      East Asia less prone to heightened tension by eliminating a belligerent regime, ending the disruptive conflict
      between North Korea and South Korea, and reinforcing the dynamics of conflict between a land power and a maritime
      power.67
    


    
      The Taiwan issue reflects a similar exception to the conflict between U.S. maritime power and Chinese land
      power. Taiwan lies in both theaters. Because Taiwan is an island, Washington can use superior maritime
      capabilities, including ships and aircraft, to defend it against China’s land-based forces. But Taiwan’s
      proximity to the mainland gives Beijing military superiority to deter Taiwan from attacking the mainland or
      declaring sovereign independence. Thus, unlike the Korean Peninsula, where North Korean land-power superiority
      requires U.S. nuclear deterrence strategy to create a stalemate, the Taiwan Strait stalemate is formed by mutual
      conventional deterrence: the mainland deters Taiwan with its land power, and the United States deters China with
      its maritime power. Because both theaters are defense dominant, the risk of war is minimal.
    


    
      Furthermore, similar to the Korean Peninsula, the Taiwan issue does not entail the vital interests of both
      powers. It is a vital interest to China, mirroring Cuba’s role in U.S. security strategy. But despite American
      support for Taiwan and U.S.–Taiwan ideological affinity, neither U.S.–Taiwan cooperation nor denial of Taiwan to
      mainland military presence is a U.S. balance-of-power or shipping interest. At no cost to its security, the
      United States ended military cooperation with Taiwan in the early 1970s. Should Beijing dominate Taiwan, the
      United States would lose the long-term option of renewed strategic cooperation with an “unsinkable aircraft
      carrier” near the Chinese coast, depriving it of a beneficial but not vital offensive option regarding China. The
      United States could still use its bases in Japan and Guam and its access to naval facilities in Southeast Asia to
      dominate Chinese coastal waters and maintain maritime containment. At worst, should the mainland occupy Taiwan,
      the difference would be 150 additional miles of Chinese maritime power projection from the southern Chinese
      coast.  During wartime this would require that the United States and its allies move their
      shipping lanes 150 miles eastward.
    


    
      The 1995 visit to the United States by Taiwan’s Lee Teng-hui and the March 1996 confrontation in the Taiwan
      Strait were anomalies in an otherwise stable U.S.–China modus vivendi.68 From the early 1970s to the mid-1990s, the United
      States and China developed policies on Taiwan that allowed each power to maintain its most important interests
      while maximizing its cooperation on other issues. During this period China denied Taiwan as a strategic asset to
      the United States. It also isolated Taiwan diplomatically and deterred it from declaring independence, so that
      Beijing maintained international recognition of its sovereignty over the island. Faced with the U.S. security
      commitment to Taiwan, Beijing sacrificed actual control over Chinese-claimed territory. For its part, the United
      States maintained its commitment to Taiwan, deterring a mainland attack and contributing to Taiwan’s democracy
      and economic development. Washington sacrificed its interest in giving Taiwan well-deserved “face”’ or
      “dignity”—that is, formal sovereignty—and compelled Taiwan to accept its nonsovereign status in international
      politics. By 1997 Beijing and Washington had reestablished cooperation based on this long-standing formula, and
      Taiwan’s leaders, despite the pressures from democratic elections, have adopted a more cautious stance toward
      independence. Allowing for isolated, brief policy deviations from interest-based policies with short-term
      consequences, as occurred in 1995–96, Washington and Beijing should be able to manage the Taiwan issue for the
      next quarter century.
    


    






    
      The implications of U.S. withdrawal

    


    
      U.S.–China conflicts over the Korean Peninsula and Taiwan are no more than typical great power conflicts.
      They are not the stuff of cold wars or hot wars. China and the United States will compete for influence in third
      countries throughout East Asia and elsewhere. This competition will likely entail conflict over “destabilizing”
      weapons sales, including U.S. arms sales to Taiwan and Chinese arms sales to the Middle East. Such conflict is to
      be expected in any great power relationship. Beijing and Washington can manage these conflicts without sustained
      high-level tension. And without Cold War tensions, they can carry out extensive economic relations and normal
      diplomatic exchanges.
    


    
      What would happen, however, if the United States downgraded its role as an East Asian great power with
      balance-of-power responsibilities?69 Neorealism predicts that another great power
      would emerge to balance Chinese power. Indeed, Japan has hedged its bets. While relying on alignment with the
      United States, it has developed advanced-technology defense capabilities, including air and naval power, and the
      foundation for independent power-projection capabilities.70 But it is not at all dear that Japan can balance
      China. For almost its entire history, Japan has accommodated Chinese power. Should China successfully modernize
      in the twenty-first century, Japan, because of its smaller population and industrial base, 
      will be much more dependent than China on imported resources and foreign markets. Some Japanese dependency may
      well be on China’s economy and resources. Equally important, because of its proximity to China and its lack of
      strategic depth, Japan’s economy, including its industrial plant, will be more vulnerable than the Chinese
      economy to an exchange of air and missile attacks. The difference between Taiwan’s and Japan’s geographic
      vulnerability to Chinese missiles is one of degree, not of kind. This asymmetry also undermines Japan’s ability
      to engage in nuclear competition with China.
    


    
      These disparities might encourage Japanese bandwagoning or ambitious Chinese policy. America’s response
      would be frantic and costly, and contribute to heightened tension, because it would be compelled to belatedly
      balance expanded Chinese power. In contrast, America’s contemporary strategic advantages enable it to balance
      Chinese power in a relatively stable and peaceful regional order, without a costly and dangerous military
      buildup.
    


    
      Alternatively, the United States could reduce its regional presence by sharing balancing responsibilities
      with Japan. In these circumstances, Tokyo would be expected to develop power-projection capabilities, including
      aircraft carriers. For two reasons this arrangement would not be as beneficial as the current bipolar balance.
      First, partial U.S. withdrawal would create a de facto multipolar system, insofar as Japan, albeit a second-rank
      power, would assume greater weight in the regional balance of power and in the U.S.–Japan alliance.71 The instability of multipolar balancing
      suggests that the outcome could be just as costly for the United States as a pure bipolar structure involving
      Japan and China. Problems of alliance management and balancing, including buck-passing and the ambiguity of
      threats in multipolarity, could lead to costly last-minute balancing. Moreover, the larger role of second-rank
      powers would exacerbate free-rider behavior by smaller powers and weaken the ability and the incentives of the
      great powers to promote regional order.
    


    
      Second, Japan’s buildup could lead to U.S.–Japan conflict. Unlike in U.S.– China relations, U.S. and
      Japanese capabilities could become competitive—between two maritime powers an offensive strike can be decisive,
      as Japan almost showed with Pearl Harbor.72 As long as the United States remains fully
      engaged, Japan’s navy complements U.S. power. But should Washington share naval power with Tokyo, it will likely
      create security dilemma pressures. Lacking full confidence that Japan would use expanded naval capabilities in
      support of U.S. interests, Washington may be compelled to balance Japan’s naval power through naval expansion.
      There would also be increased U.S.–Japan competition for influence in the local maritime states and reduced
      economic cooperation. The result could well be a more expensive U.S. defense policy and a less stable and
      peaceful regional order.
    


    
      Finally, both full and partial U.S. withdrawal suffer from a common problem. Each would sacrifice U.S.
      primacy for the chimera of cheaper balancing. Because the benefits of primacy are many and valuable, the cost of
      maintaining primacy manageable and the risks of abandoning primacy great, the current balance of power is far
      preferable to a Sino-Japanese balance of power or  a U.S.–China–Japan balance of
      power.73 The price of retrenchment
      would be U.S. security dependence on cooperation with Japan. American access to regional shipping lanes would
      depend significantly on the Japanese navy. U.S. cooperation with local maritime countries would similarly depend
      on Japanese forbearance. Japanese politics could have as great an impact on U.S. security as American politics.
      And this is the positive scenario. Should Japan prove uncooperative or should security dilemma dynamics erode
      cooperation, the United States would also depend on Chinese cooperation and Chinese politics to secure its
      interests in East Asia.
    


    
      A strong American presence maximizes the stability of the balance of power while offsetting the negative
      consequences of bipolarity through mitigation of the security dilemma. It is less costly than withdrawal. Current
      defense spending is well below Cold War levels, but it is sufficient to maintain maritime supremacy and a
      regional balance of power for the next thirty years. Well into the twenty-first century, the U.S.–China bipolar
      competition will be the most effective and inexpensive strategy for the United States to realize its vital
      regional interests.
    


    






    
      Conclusion

    


    
      Other factors besides geography and structure affect stability. Democracy, interdependence, and formal
      multilateral security institutions can contribute to stability, but they are not necessary causes of stability.
      Nineteenth-century Europe experienced a relatively stable and peaceful order in the absence of widespread
      democracy, interdependence, and formal institutions. That all three factors are absent from contemporary East
      Asia does not necessarily mean there will be a greater prevalence of war, crises, and heightened conflict. This
      article has argued that geography contributes to regional stability and order because it shapes the a priori
      causes of conflict: capabilities, interests, and the security dilemma.
    


    
      The prospects for regional peace and stability are good because geography minimizes the likelihood of a
      power transition and because stable bipolarity encourages timely balancing and great power ability and interest
      to create order. Geography will further contribute to regional order by offsetting the tendency of bipolarity to
      exacerbate great power tension. The U.S.–China bipolar conflict is a rivalry between a land power and a maritime
      power. This dynamic reduces conflict over vital interests and mitigates the impact of the security dilemma,
      reducing the likelihood of protracted high-level tension, repeated crises, and arms races.
    


    
      The combination of geography and polarity will contribute to regional peace and order, but neither alone
      nor in combination are they sufficient causes of peace and order. National policies can be destabilizing. There
      is no guarantee that the United States will maintain a consistent contribution to the regional balance of power,
      that China will pursue limited ambitions, or that Washington and Beijing can peacefully manage the Taiwan issue.
      Despite the positive effects of geography and bipolarity, certain twenty-first-century weapons systems, such as
      theater missile defense, can exacerbate the security dilemma and contribute to arms races and heightened
      bilateral and regional tension.74
      The best that can be said is that structure and geography offer policymakers greater confidence in the prospects
      for a relatively stable and peaceful order and, thus, the opportunity to try to maximize great power
      cooperation.
    


    
      Pessimism suggests that America prepare for the prospect of Chinese expansionism and develop a
      containment-like policy whereby it maintains high military readiness and responds to each Chinese challenge with
      immediate and costly retaliation. But whereas such a policy may have been appropriate during the Cold War, when
      Soviet capabilities challenged vital U.S. interests, the combination of geography and structure in post–Cold War
      East Asia suggests that Washington does not have to be hypersensitive to relative gains issues or to the prospect
      of Chinese military expansionism. In the twenty-first century, at current levels of defense spending and regional
      presence, the United States can promote its regional security interests and develop cooperative relations with
      China on a wide range of security and economic issues, contributing to a relatively peaceful and cooperative
      great power order.
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    The U.S.–China peace


    
      Great power politics, spheres of influence, and the peace of East Asia
    


    
      East Asia in the post–Cold War era has been the world’s most peaceful region. Whereas since 1989 there have
      been major wars in Europe, South Asia, Africa, and the Middle East, and significant and costly instability in
      Latin America, during this same period in East Asia there have been no wars and minimal domestic turbulence.
      Moreover, economic growth in East Asia has been faster than in any other region in the world. East Asia seems to
      be the major beneficiary of pax Americana.
    


    
      Yet East Asia is the region where the United States is the least powerful, where it experiences the
      greatest constraints on its power and on its flexibility. In East Asia the United States does not enjoy hegemony.
      On the contrary, in East Asia the United States confronts its most formidable rival and potential great power
      challenger—the People’s Republic of China (PRC). Thus, the paradox of East Asia is also the global paradox. Where
      the United States has been most powerful, there has been regional instability and war. Where there has been great
      power rivalry and traditional balance of power politics, there has been peace and prosperity.
    


    
      The explanation of this paradox lies in the power differential between the great powers and local powers.
      The United States can be the sole great power in region, but due to distance and geostrategic obstacles it may
      not possess sufficient dominance over smaller powers to compel compliance and establish order. Thus, it confronts
      challenges to its rule and the region experiences instability. This is frequently the case when establishing
      dominance requires the United States to project power onto the Eurasian mainland. This had also been the case in
      East Asia during the Cold War, where U.S. inability to project dominant power onto the mainland contributed to
      the protracted conflicts in Korea and Vietnam. But U.S. weakness is Chinese strength, such that China has
      overwhelming dominance on the mainland. The result is that China maintains a pax Sinica on mainland East Asia and
      the United States maintain a pax Americana in maritime East Asia. The bipolar peace of East Asia reflects the
      ability of China and the United States to dominate the local powers in their respective spheres.
    


    
      The first section of this article examines the zone of pax Americana. The second section examines the zone
      of pax Sinica. The third examines the most contested area of East Asia—the Taiwan Strait—where the United States
      and China contend for influence and where there still exists considerable potential for instability.  The concluding section examines the prospects for stability in an era of declining U.S. power in
      East Asia.
    


    






    
      Pax Americana: dominance at sea

    


    
      Pax Americana establishes its rule and imposes order in East Asia in the twenty-first century in just the
      same way that pax Britannica established its rule in the eighteenth century—through sea power. But whereas
      Britain insisted that its national security required it to possess a two-power standard, whereby its naval power
      would be sufficient to contend with the world’s next two largest navies at the same time, in the twenty-first
      century the United States possesses the world’s only great power navy. Thus, the United States does not possess a
      two-power standard but a global standard. It can contest all of the world’s navies simultaneously.
    


    
      U.S. naval supremacy is particularly well suited to establish order in maritime East Asia. The East Asian
      littoral is composed of a vast island chain that extends from Japan in the northeast to the Malaysian Peninsula
      in the southeast. The vast amount of water and the distance between the states enables the U.S. Navy to operate
      in secure waters. Moreover, the archipelago nature of many of the states, especially of Indonesia and the
      Philippines, but also of Japan and Malaysia, enables a naval power not only to dominate the sea-lanes but also to
      determine the security of the local powers. Equally important, with the notable exception of Taiwan, the distance
      from the East Asian mainland to the maritime theaters makes it difficult for a land power to project power and
      exercise influence in the maritime region. This was the case for the Soviet Union and then Russia in the
      nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and it is currently the case for China.
    


    
      The combination of U.S. naval power and the geopolitical characteristics of maritime East Asia enables the
      United States to establish a secure sphere of influence that extends from Japan in Northeast Asia to Malaysia in
      Southeast Asia. The Philippines, Singapore, Brunei, and Indonesia also lay in this zone of peace. This sphere of
      influence has existed since World War II, when the United States replaced all of the colonial powers, including
      Japan, as the region’s sole great power. Today, this region is a more secure and stable U.S. sphere of influence
      than at any time since World War II.
    


    
      During the Cold War, the Soviet Union engaged the United States in a global competition, which challenged
      U.S. authority in maritime East Asia. In the final decade of the Cold War the Soviet Union’s nascent Pacific
      Fleet began to establish a presence in East Asian waters, suggesting the rise of naval power in East Asia. But
      now Moscow lacks the capital to maintain and purchase naval vessels for its own defense, so that the Russian navy
      consists of dated vessels in need of repair. Thus, the Russian naval industry survives as an export industry.
      Seventy percent of Russian arms production is for export. Only through these exports can Moscow keep production
      lines open and maintain employment in its defense industry.1
    


    
      The end of the Cold War did not enable the United States to expand its sphere of influence in East Asia,
      but it did enable the United States to consolidate it. In the aftermath of the Cold War, no great power candidate
      has emerged to  challenge U.S. naval supremacy in East Asia. Japan had once been considered a
      rising power. It has acquired a formidable modern and growing surface fleet. But ten years of economic stagnation
      and the prospect of another five years of little or no growth have altered expectations of Japan’s ability to
      become an independent great power. Although during the 1990s Japan’s defense budget remained steady at 1 percent
      of its gross national product, relative to U.S. defense spending (and Chinese defense spending), Japanese defense
      spending has declined dramatically.2 Moreover, whereas Japan’s technological
      development had been rapid during the “catch-up” phase of development, its more recent efforts have not been able
      to match those of the United States.
    


    
      The combination of the relative decline of Russian and Japanese power has served to enhance U.S. power in
      East Asia. Moreover, the United States has not stood still. It has enhanced its power in maritime East Asia
      through expansion of its military presence. It has plans to base three Los Angeles–class nuclear-powered attack
      submarines at Guam. The first such submarine arrived in October 2002.3 The United States is also converting its Cold War
      Trident submarines equipped with strategic nuclear missiles to nuclear-powered guided-missile submarines, with
      plans to deploy these power-projection platforms in East Asia. These ballistic missile submarines will be able to
      launch as many as 154 precision-guided sea-launched cruise missiles.4
    


    
      The United States is also improving its forward presence of air-power in East Asia. In August 2002 the
      United States began stockpiling conventional air-launched cruise missiles (CALCMs) at Andersen Air Force Base on
      Guam. This forward basing enables U.S. aircraft to reload in East Asia rather than return to the United States
      for munitions. CALCMs permit the United States to target any adversary asset anywhere in the Western Pacific, as
      well as on most of mainland East Asia.5 The United States is also considering expanding
      its aircraft presence on Guam.6
      Andersen Air Force Base provides much better coverage of Southeast Asia than Kadena Air Force Base on
      Japan.
    


    
      Thus, in the aftermath of the collapse of Soviet power, U.S. hegemony in maritime East Asia has increased,
      providing even greater U.S. ability to manage regional politics and to keep the peace. This continues to be the
      case, despite the remarkable rate of Chinese economic modernization. The resources and technology required to
      establish an effective navy and challenge U.S. capabilities are formidable, and China has yet to develop even the
      foundations for such a challenge. Chinese recognition of its long-term inability to challenge U.S. capabilities
      is reflected in the decision to rely on dated Russian weaponry as the backbone of China’s air and naval power for
      the next two decades. Russian surface vessels sold to China, including the Sovremenny destroyer, significantly
      enhance Chinese absolute capabilities, but they cannot offer China sufficient relative improvement so that its
      navy can challenge the security of the U.S. Navy. Even when equipped with advanced missiles, the Sovremenny lacks
      the range to be able to target U.S. aircraft carriers.
    


    
      China’s contemporary naval strategy is similar to that of the Soviet Union during most of the Cold War.
      Faced with U.S. naval superiority, the Soviet Union focused  on developing submarines in
      order to enhance its coastal defense ability against U.S. naval forces. Now China is buying Russian technology to
      pursue the same strategy. Its interest in Russian Kilo-class submarines reflects its concentration on developing
      an access-denial capability so as to compel the U.S. Navy to maintain its distance from the Chinese coast and
      from the most likely theater of a U.S.–China war, the Taiwan Strait. China has already contracted to purchase
      four Kilo-class submarines. If it purchases an additional eight submarines, as reported, its commitment to this
      strategy will be evident.7
    


    
      Chinese development of submarine capabilities may well enhance its coastal security, but it will not yield
      power projection capability that can either challenge the security of the East Asian littoral states within the
      U.S. strategic envelope, or the U.S. ability to determine these states’ security. Submarine power will not enable
      China to determine the outcome of a war and, thus, the ability to risk a war with the United States. Indeed,
      relying on submarines, China cannot challenge the territorial integrity of the maritime states, independent of
      U.S. power. This knowledge creates the political environment necessary for the United States to maintain
      authority in maritime Asia. The Soviet navy, even though inferior to the U.S. Navy, was far more capable than the
      current Chinese navy. Yet Soviet power, even at its greatest, was unable to erode U.S. strategic partnerships in
      insular East Asia. Chinese capabilities cannot challenge U.S. supremacy in post–Cold War maritime East
      Asia.
    


    
      U.S. economic power in East Asia reinforces U.S. military power and contributes to pax Americana. Despite
      the growth of the Chinese economy, the United States remains the region’s most important export market and the
      most important target of direct foreign investment. Thus, every country in the region depends on stable political
      relations with the United States for continued economic growth and high levels of employment. Japanese economic
      prosperity continues to depend on the U.S. market. Despite the size of the Japanese economy, Japan’s domestic
      market is too small to sustain economic development for the world’s second largest economy. Japan requires
      exports for growth, particularly exports to the United States. Although China is rapidly becoming a major
      Japanese export market, it will contend with the United States for trade influence over Japan, but it will not
      surplant it. Moreover, despite the recent upsurge in Japanese investment in China, for many years the United
      States will continue to be the location of the overwhelming share of Japanese direct foreign investment.8
    


    
      Southeast Asia’s maritime states are similarly dependent on the United States for economic growth, but for
      different reasons. First, these countries’ overall dependency on trade has grown since the late Cold War era.
      This is the case even for the less developed countries, such as Indonesia and the Philippines. As these countries
      have abandoned import-substitution trade policies for export-driven economic-growth, they have become more
      dependent on international markets for economic growth and political stability.
    


    
      Second, these states’ dependency on international markets is primarily a dependency on the United States.
      Because these states, including Malaysia, Singapore, Indonesia, and the Philippines, had not developed indigenous
      manufacturing  facilities by the mid-1990s, their economies were not able to take advantage
      of Chinese economic reform to move production facilities to China and maintain competitively priced exports.
      Rather, U.S. and European multinational corporations based in these countries moved their facilities to China,
      seeking to take advantage of low labor costs and the large Chinese market. The result is that the Southeast Asian
      countries remain dependent on exports of low-cost commodities for continued growth, and their most important
      market is the United States. Japan has never been especially open to imports, even of low-cost goods. And
      European countries remain much less important to these countries than does the United States. China will become
      an increasingly important market, especially as Beijing implements the trade liberalization measures of a free
      trade agreement between China and the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN). Nonetheless, China
      produces low-cost commodities itself rather than import them; China and the Southeast Asian economies are not
      complementary. Despite the growing importance of China to the ASEAN countries, the rate of increase is moderate,
      and in 2001 the value of ASEAN exports to United States was twice the amount of its exports to China. At least
      until 2010, the United States will remain an important market for all of the ASEAN countries.9
    


    
      This combination of overwhelming military power and significant economic power creates the conditions for
      U.S. political dominance. This is reflected in the military and economic policies of the littoral states. In the
      post–Cold War era, as the United States consolidated its power in maritime East Asia, they have moved closer to
      the United States; they have bandwagoned with U.S. power, in recognition that to do otherwise would jeopardize
      their security.
    


    
      Thus, rather than develop its own military capabilities to provide for its security, Japan has recommitted
      itself to working with the U.S.–Japan alliance. The first indication of this trend was Japan’s agreement to the
      1995 revised treaty guidelines. These guidelines committed Japan to greater cooperation within the alliance,
      rather than seek an independent security posture. This trend has not only reduced Japan’s long-term challenge to
      U.S. power; it has also enhanced U.S. ability to depend on Japan to expand its own regional military power. The
      implied contingency in the revised guidelines is U.S. use of Japanese facilities in a war with China over Taiwan.
      Tokyo has resisted Chinese pressure to declare that the alliance does not apply to a Taiwan contingency. Since
      agreeing to the revised guidelines, Tokyo has expanded cooperation with the United States in the development of a
      missile defense system. Most recently, Japan has taken new steps to expand naval cooperation with the United
      States. It has deployed advanced Aegis-class destroyers and other naval vessels in the Persian Gulf region in
      support of the U.S. war against terrorism.10
    


    
      The Southeast Asian countries have been equally responsive to U.S. power. In March 2001 Singapore completed
      construction of its Changi port facility. The opening ceremony was attended by officials from the United States
      as well as Singapore. In all but name, Singapore has created a naval base for the United States. Changi can
      provide support for a second U.S. aircraft carrier in East Asia, enabling extended stays in East Asian waters. In
      apparent recognition that the  United States will be able to deploy a second aircraft carrier
      in East Asia for extended periods, the U.S. defense budget for fiscal year 2003 allocates funding for an
      increased carrier presence in East Asia.11 Singapore has also signed a free trade agreement
      with the United States, in recognition of the importance of U.S.–Singapore ties to its economy.
    


    
      The Philippines is expanding its military cooperation with the United States. Since September 11, 2001,
      U.S. forces have returned to the Philippines in significant numbers. Their role is not limited to carrying out
      joint counterterrorism operations with Philippine troops. In January 2003, 600 U.S. Marines arrived at Clark Air
      Field, the site of the former U.S. Air Force base in the Philippines, to conduct joint exercises involving patrol
      and reconnaissance techniques, helicopter missions, and ordinance identification.12 Although Subic Bay and Clark will not again
      become formal U.S. military bases, continued U.S.–Philippine defense cooperation will contribute to U.S. forward
      deployment of military capabilities in East Asia. Moreover, it is not unlikely that U.S. aircraft carriers will
      return to Subic Bay.13 The
      Philippines, following Singapore’s lead, is also negotiating a free trade agreement with the United
      States.
    


    
      As U.S. power in maritime East Asia has grown, regional peace has become more prevalent. Proving a negative
      is difficult; establishing why there has not been greater conflict in East Asia, why East Asia has experienced
      less conflict than in the past, is a dubious task. Nonetheless, there are suggestions that U.S. power is the
      source of regional stability.
    


    
      In the 1960s domestic turbulence in Indonesian politics combined with the decolonization process on
      Indonesian borders to cause significant regional tension associated with Jakarta’s “confrontation” policy. The
      territorial dispute between the Philippines and Malaysia over Sabah was also a source of bilateral tension. And
      there were periodic disputes between Singapore and its larger neighbors, Indonesia and Malaysia. In the 1970s and
      1980s cooperation replaced conflict as the local powers combined forces in opposition to a common threat. The
      U.S. withdrawal form Vietnam in 1973 and the subsequent decline in U.S. international activism, the unification
      of Vietnam in 1975, and the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia in cooperation with the Soviet Union all challenged
      the security of the Southeast Asian countries. During the ten years of the Vietnamese occupation of Cambodia and
      its war against Pol Pot and the Khmer Rouge, the ASEAN nations shelved their bilateral conflicts in the interest
      of cooperating against the common and greater threat—Soviet-Vietnamese power.
    


    
      Soviet power in East Asia is now only a memory. Vietnam lost its war against the Khmer Rouge and withdrew
      its forces from Cambodia. It is now focused on managing its woeful economy and on maintaining domestic political
      stability. Moreover, China remains a conservative state, focused on cooperating with the international political
      and economic orders and on building its economy. The key counterfactual question is why, after the demise of the
      common threat, has conflict not returned to Southeast Asia? The answer lies in the consolidation of U.S. hegemony
      in the post–Cold War era.
    


    
      From 1963 to 1965, when President Sukarno tried to use Indonesian opposition to the British creation of
      Malaysia to bolster his domestic legitimacy and maintain political power, he sought improved relations with China
      to compensate for deteriorated Indonesian relations with the United States. This was the background to
      Indonesia’s “new emerging forces” policy, which Sukarno offered as an alternative to participation in the U.S.
      political order and which promoted the “Beijing-Hanoi-Jakarta axis.”14
    


    
      In 1999 Indonesia faced a domestic leadership crisis very similar to the 1965 crisis, but the outcome was
      very different. In 1999, the leadership’s legitimacy was significantly weakened, and it faced a separatist
      challenge from East Timor. But in contrast to 1965, the Indonesian leadership in 1999 had no option but to work
      within the U.S. political order. It could not use the East Timor separatist movement as a scapegoat for the
      nation’s problems and tolerate widespread violence against minorities, as it had tolerated violence against its
      Chinese minority in 1965, and lash out against its neighbors who were encouraging moderation. This is because it
      could not resist U.S. pressure by reaching out to an alternative great power, for China no longer offered itself
      as a counterweight to U.S. power.
    


    
      Thus, when the United States organized an international coalition in support of independence for East Timor
      and encouraged Australian efforts to provide the peacekeeping force on East Timor, while it moved its naval
      forces into the vicinity, Indonesian l0eaders had little choice but to comply. The potential costs of resistance
      to the United States were simply too high, including total international isolation and very damaging economic
      sanctions at the low end of the continuum and U.S. naval intervention at the high end. Indeed, the peaceful
      dismemberment of Indonesia and the eventual establishment of the independence of East Timor in 2002 exemplified
      the process of pax Americana in East Asia. In contrast to its experiences in Kosovo and Iraq, the United States
      in the Indonesian case compelled another state to make the ultimate concession—acquiescence to a separatist
      movement—without having to fire a shot.
    


    






    
      Pax Sinica: domination on land

    


    
      Since the end of the Cold War and the emergence of the United States as the sole superpower, East Asia has
      been peaceful both at sea and on land. Yet the source of the mainland peace has not been U.S. power but rather
      Chinese power. Pax Sinica and pax Americana together create East Asian peace.
    


    
      The history of Cold War East Asian international politics is dominated by the wars in Korea and Indochina,
      which all reflected China’s demand for hegemony along its borders. It achieved this objective in Northeast Asia
      in 1953 when the United States acquiesced to a divided Korea, in which China dominated the northern half through
      its relationship with North Korea. The history of Indochina was more difficult and costly for China, for the
      outside powers, and for the local states. Through a succession of wars, China used the local states to inflict
      high costs on outside powers, compelling them to leave the region. First, China benefited from Vietnamese efforts
      to oust the French  from Indochina in 1954. From 1954 to the early 1960s, there were no
      foreign troops in Indochina or Burma, and China’s borders were secure. But beginning from 1962, when U.S. troops
      first returned to South Vietnam, to 1973, when the United States left mainland Southeast Asia, China once again
      relied on Vietnamese troops to rid the region of foreign great power presence. Then, in 1978, when the Soviet
      Union replaced the United States as the outside power in the region and cooperated with Vietnam to challenge
      Chinese border security, China relied on Cambodian troops to oust Soviet influence from Indochina. By 1989,
      Cambodian insurgents had defeated the Vietnamese occupation, the Soviet political presence in Vietnam and in the
      other countries of Indochina had all but disappeared, and China had established hegemony throughout most of
      mainland East Asia.
    


    
      Whereas the United States establishes hegemony as Britain did in the nineteenth century, through sea power,
      China establishes hegemony as it always has, through land power. China is now the uncontested land power on
      mainland East Asia. The United States tried to be an East Asian land power in the 1950s and 1960s, but it failed.
      It could not defeat Chinese forces on the Korean Peninsula and it could not defeat Vietnamese forces in
      Indochina. It ultimately acquiesced to its limitations. It withdrew from Indochina in 1973, ceding to China the
      responsibility for containing Soviet power and ultimately dominance on mainland Southeast Asia.
    


    
      From the mid–nineteenth century to the end of the twentieth century, Russia and the Soviet Union used land
      power to expand into East Asia. Yet these ventures reflected the anomaly of Chinese weakness. The distance and
      geography, as well as the severe weather, separating the Russian industrial and population centers from East Asia
      undermined Russian capabilities throughout this period. Thus, once Russia encountered even a minimal challenge,
      it retreated. It was able to pose only nominal resistance to Japan on land and sea during the 1904 Russo-Japanese
      war.15 Once China regained its
      political and economic stability in the 1980s and 1990s, taking advantage of its favorable geography, it quickly
      came to dominate the Sino-Russian border in East Asia. Once Russia regains its footing, its ability to challenge
      China in East Asia will still remain limited. It will first have to manage the areas closer to home, including
      Central Asia and the Balkans. Then, even should it turn its attention to East Asia, it will have to contend with
      China’s geostrategic advantages over the Russian Far East.
    


    
      But China has not only benefited from the collapse of Soviet power; it has also modernized its forces. Just
      as the United States has not stood still since the end of the Cold War and has improved its regional maritime
      capabilities, China has enhanced its land power capabilities. The changes in Chinese ground force capability
      during the post-Mao era have been significant. These changes have not been expensive, and they do not reflect
      large acquisitions of advanced hardware. Rather, through improved training, education, and communication
      capabilities, selective allocation of advanced weaponry to key units, and through the demobilization of
      approximately 2 million soldiers, China has developed a disciplined and effective land army capable of carrying
      out increasingly sophisticated operations.16 Its domination of its periphery is thus all the
      more effective.
    


    
      Growing Chinese economic power in mainland East Asia complements its military hegemony. China is surrounded
      by less developed countries. U.S. economic relations with these countries are nominal. They cannot afford to buy
      high-cost U.S. consumer goods, and the U.S. market is not interested in their low-quality consumer goods. Nor is
      there much U.S. direct foreign investment in these countries. The investment capital of the United States is
      going to China, not to China’s neighbors. The United States is thus a nonfactor in the economies of these states.
      China, in contrast, is a key economic partner of all these states. Regionwide, the United States has less
      relative economic power in mainland Southeast Asia than Chinese relative economic power in maritime Southeast
      Asia.
    


    
      China’s low-cost consumer goods are very competitive in these countries; Chinese exports have penetrated
      these markets and play an important role in the economic and political stability of these countries. Vietnam’s
      traditional bicycle industry, for example, has come under significant pressure from imports from China. More
      important through trade, investment, and societal penetration by Chinese entrepreneurs, the economies of the
      three Indochinese countries, of Burma, and of northern Thailand have become significantly integrated into the
      Chinese economy. Thus, the economic prospects of each of these countries and the political fortunes of their
      governments depend not only on continued Chinese economic growth but also on good political relations with
      China.
    


    
      Chinese hegemony has led to the bandwagonning of East Asia’s mainland states, just as East Asia’s maritime
      states have bandwagoned with U.S. hegemony. The first sign of bandwagonning in Southeast Asia occurred in 1975,
      in the wake of North Vietnam’s final invasion of South Vietnam. Thailand understood that the United States was no
      longer a factor in the politics of mainland Southeast Asia and that it could either seek security through
      accommodation with a unified and very powerful Vietnam or turn to China for a strategic partnership. It chose the
      latter course and quickly distanced itself from Washington, demanding that the United States close its bases in
      Thailand and withdraw its troops. Chinese influence in Thailand grew through the 1980s in the context of
      Soviet-Vietnamese expansion. Thai resistance to the Vietnamese occupation of Cambodia depended an Chinese
      support, and the Thai and Chinese militaries closely cooperated throughout the ten-year war in Cambodia. In the
      post–Cold War era, Chinese strategic influence is reflected in Thai reluctance to accommodate U.S. requests for
      expanded military cooperation. Bangkok has turned down U.S. requests that it be able to forward position military
      supplies in Thailand to facilitate resupply during a war in the Persian Gulf.17
    


    
      The next stage of balancing occurred in 1989. As it became clear to Vietnamese leaders that Soviet power
      was a wasting asset and that Vietnam was losing both its counterweight to Chinese power and the economic
      assistance necessary to wage a prolonged war, they sought a rapid and humiliating peace in Cambodia. By 1991
      Hanoi had accepted Chinese terms for an end to the war, including full Vietnamese troop withdrawal, the symbolic
      removal of the Vietnamese “puppet” Hun Sen leadership, and the inclusion of the Khmer Rouge in the  immediate postwar coalition government. Rather than resist Chinese power, Vietnam accommodated
      it.18
    


    
      Cambodian bandwagonning was equally rapid and significant. Immediately after the signing of the 1991 Paris
      Accords, Hun Sen traveled to Beijing and established Sino-Cambodian cooperation. Then Phnom Penh sent Chea Sim, a
      senior and erstwhile strong anti-Chinese leader, to Beijing.19 Now that Vietnam had withdrawn from Cambodia,
      Phnom Penh experienced both diplomatic freedom and heightened danger from Chinese power. It responded by
      returning to its Cold War formula of accommodating Chinese power to ensure its security. For its part, China
      welcomed the Cambodian “puppet” government’s about-face. Now that Vietnam had been defeated and the Soviet Union
      had collapsed, Chinese leaders did not care what government ruled Cambodia, as long as it accommodated Chinese
      hegemony.
    


    
      In the post–Cold War era, Vietnam and Cambodia have continued to accommodate Chinese power. Although Hanoi
      seemed to welcome the suggestion of Bill Clinton’s administration that Secretary of Defense William Cohen visit
      Vietnam, the visit was difficult to arrange and was delayed. Vietnam was apparently responding to Chinese
      displeasure at the development of U.S.–Vietnam military ties. Rather than offend its powerful neighbor, Hanoi
      delayed until the proper moment. China and Vietnam have also made progress in demarcating their border. They
      signed a new border agreement in December 1999, and by 2003 they had completed removal of land mines and made
      major progress in surveying and demarcating the border.20 In 2000 Hanoi and Beijing reached agreement to
      demarcate their territorial waters, including the economic zone and continental shelf in the contentious Beibu
      (Tonkin) Gulf.21 From the 1960s to
      the late 1980s, in the context of growing Soviet political and strategic presence in Hanoi, Beijing and Hanoi
      held long and fruitless negotiations over the increasingly contentious border. But in the post–Cold War era, in
      the context of Chinese hegemony over Indochina, Beijing is willing to negotiate, and Hanoi, despite its apparent
      dissatisfaction with the negotiations, has had no choice but to reach agreement with China.22
    


    
      Chinese influence in Cambodia has been equally prominent. Phnom Penh has looked to Beijing as it has
      managed the difficult issue of the prosecution of the Khmer Rouge leadership for genocide. Cambodia has faced
      international pressure to hold public trials under United Nations auspices. Because China shares with Phnom Penh
      an interest in keeping the United Nations out of Cambodian politics, it has enabled Cambodian leaders to resist
      international pressure, including U.S. linkage of economic assistance to Cambodian concessions, to hold Khmer
      Rouge leaders accountable for their atrocities. China has been the ultimate arbiter of Cambodian factionalism,
      rather than the United Nations or the United States.
    


    
      Finally, bandwagonning is evident in Burma’s China policy. Burma has relied on China for purchases of
      military jets, naval vessels, and various artillery equipment. In return, Burma has expanded military cooperation
      with China. Just as Japan and the maritime Southeast Asian nations, including Singapore and the Philippines, have
      accommodated U.S. power by offering the United States expanded naval and ground force access to their countries,
      Burma has  accommodated Chinese hegemony by offering the Chinese navy access to its port
      facilities at Sittwe and thus improved access to the India Ocean. The Chinese navy may not be an imposing force,
      and Burma’s facilities may be primitive, but the trends in Burma’s China policy are nonetheless revealing.
    


    
      On mainland Northeast Asia, the signs of Chinese power and influence are no less significant. During the
      Cold War Chinese influence over Pyongyang was limited by the Soviet Union’s presence in Northeast Asia and its
      contribution to North Korea’s security and economy. When the Soviet Union collapsed in 1991, China emerged as
      North Korea’s sole strategic and economic benefactor. China provides North Korea with enough food, energy
      supplies, and daily basic commodities to ensure a subsistence-level existence for the North Korean population and
      political and social stability. China also fulfills a basic deterrent function. Without the Chinese security
      guarantee, North Korea would be far more vulnerable to U.S. and/or South Korean use of force. The Pyongyang
      regime is thus totally dependent on China for survival. Without Chinese assistance, it would have already
      collapsed from either economic failure or from military defeat. North Korea’s foreign policy and its nuclear
      weapons program may encounter Chinese opposition, but North Korean independence reflects Chinese reluctance to
      use influence, not the absence of influence.
    


    
      China’s influence in South Korea, though not yet rivaling U.S. influence, is significant; China plays a
      critical role in South Korean diplomacy. Since the normalization of diplomatic relations between China and South
      Korea in 1992, economic relations have grown dramatically and have yielded China considerable influence. In 2001
      China became South Korea’s number-one target for direct foreign investment. As South Korean labor costs have
      risen, South Korean firms have moved their production facilities to China. Equally significant, in 2002 the
      combined China/Hong Kong market became South Korea’s largest export market.23 China now exercises greater economic leverage
      over South Korea than does the United States. Military trends are also important. The United States remains South
      Korea’s most important strategic partner, reflected in the U.S.–South Korea Mutual Defense Treaty and in the
      bases and troops the United States has in South Korea. Nonetheless, South Korea has come to depend as much on
      China as on the United States to manage the North Korean threat; it relies on the combination of good relations
      with Beijing and Beijing’s influence over Pyongyang and on the U.S. deterrent posture to avert war on the Korean
      Peninsula. Moreover, South Korean leaders must take into account China’s improved land-based military
      capabilities and growing power on the Korean Peninsula, as well as the prospect of a united Korea in which Seoul
      will make foreign policy in the context of a common border with China.
    


    
      These trends in Chinese power on the Korean Peninsula are reflected in the diplomacy in 2002–2003 over
      North Korea’s nuclear weapons program. Efforts by the United States to rely on coercive diplomacy to obtain North
      Korean concessions failed, in part, because Washington could no longer compel South Korean compliance with U.S.
      policy. No longer solely dependent on the United States for its security, and sensitive to Chinese power, Seoul
      cooperated with China to seek  a negotiated solution to the crisis. In the midst of the most
      serious Korea crisis since the Korean War, Seoul distanced itself from Washington and enjoyed closer relations
      with Beijing than with Washington. Despite considerable U.S. pressure, Seoul continued to advocate a high-level
      dialogue with North Korean leaders and, in cooperation with Beijing, opposed U.S. efforts to impose international
      economic sanctions on North Korea. North Korean leaders, observing the cracks in the U.S.–South Korea alliance
      and confident in China’s strategic support, resisted U.S. pressure to abandon its nuclear program.
    


    
      Most revealing was China’s role as host for the 2003 U.S.–North Korea negotiations. Through the 1990s China
      had retained its influence in Pyongyang while benefiting from the early stages of South Korean bandwagonning. It
      has thus gradually assumed the responsibility of the great power arbiter of the North-South conflict. U.S. plans
      to remove its troops from the demilitarized zone and to reduce its overall troop presence in South Korea have not
      created this strategic transformation on the Korean Peninsula, but they will hasten it. The removal of the U.S.
      trip-wire force in the demilitarized zone and reduced U.S. military presence in South Korea cannot but diminish
      South Korea’s confidence in the U.S. commitment to resist a North Korean attack. Seoul will respond to its
      heightened insecurity by working even closer with China to manage the North Korean threat.
    


    
      Under Chinese hegemony, a pax Sinica exists on mainland East Asia that poses a stark contrast to the
      violence of the Cold War. Coinciding with the post–Cold War pax Americana in maritime East Asia, since 1989 and
      the resolution of the conflict in Indochina there has been peace on mainland East Asia. The traditional rivalries
      that contributed to the succession of wars in Indochina from 1945 to 1989 continue to exist. Cambodians do not
      trust Vietnamese intentions and remain wary of holding negotiations over the contentious Cambodian-Vietnamese
      border. For its part, Hanoi remains intent on establishing some influence over Cambodia, a potentially
      troublesome neighbor that has good relations with China, Vietnam’s dangerous northern neighbor. Thai-Cambodian
      relations also remain difficult, reflecting power disparities similar to those between Vietnam and Cambodia. The
      violent anti-Thailand demonstrations in Phnom Penh in January 2003 and the ensuing, yet brief, Cambodian-Thai
      tension reveal ongoing Cambodian concern for Thai territorial ambitions and Thai impatience with Cambodian
      nationalism, as well as the potential for heightened Thai-Cambodian conflict. The conflicts on mainland Southeast
      Asia have not been resolved; the great power conflicts that overlaid them simply no longer exist. Chinese
      hegemony has replaced the succession of rivalries in Indochina between China and France, China and the United
      States, and China and the Soviet Union. Accompanying Chinese hegemony is peace.
    


    
      Pax Sinica is also evident on mainland Northeast Asia. Tension between the United States and North Korea
      escalated in 2002–2003 over North Korea’s nuclear weapons program, but relations between Seoul and Pyongyang have
      been better than ever before and have showed few signs of reversing direction. Confident that China seeks good
      relations with South Korea and that it will restrain North Korean  aggression, the South
      Korean leadership sees the reduced threat of an unprovoked North Korean attack, whether or not North Korea
      possesses weapons of mass destruction. In this strategic context, a succession of South Korean leaders have
      pursued the “sunshine policy,” despite U.S. misgivings. The result has been improved economic relations between
      North Korea and South Korea and greater communication between the two governments. As Chinese economic and
      strategic influence has grown since the early 1990s, the Korean Peninsula has become increasingly stable.
    


    






    
      Taiwan and the peace of East Asia

    


    
      The Taiwan issue is emerging as the sole “hot spot” in East Asia. Whereas maritime East Asia and Indochina
      are stable and the political trends on the Korean Peninsula seem to be moving toward stability, conflict over
      Taiwan remains deadlocked. Taiwan and the mainland are significantly expanding economic relations, and
      negotiations to remove the obstacles to direct cross-strait trade are making progress. Nonetheless, the military
      situation remains tense. Beijing continues to deploy short-range missiles across from Taiwan and to purchase
      Russian military equipment in preparation for a possible war with the United States over Taiwan. Washington, also
      preparing for a war in the Taiwan Strait, continues to increase its air and naval forces in the Western Pacific,
      sell advanced weaponry to Taiwan, and expand military relations with Taiwan. Meanwhile, Taiwan-mainland
      negotiations over the “one-China” issue, the central issue in the conflict, have been at a stalemate for ten-plus
      years.
    


    
      The Taiwan Strait remains a contentious region because it is the one region in East Asia where there are
      serious conflicts of interest and where each of the great powers exercises relatively equal and stable influence.
      First, China wants unification, and Taiwan wants independence. This is a nondivisible, zero-sum issue; resolution
      requires a winner and a loser. Second, neither China nor the United States exercises hegemony over the Taiwan
      Strait. Because Taiwan is both an island and close to the mainland, its security is subject to U.S. maritime
      capabilities and to Chinese land-based capabilities. In this context, peace cannot depend on the will of a single
      great power. Rather, it depends on the strategic relationship between the two great powers and their allies and
      whether any of the actors are likely to use war to pursue their interests. Ultimately, peace in East Asia depends
      on the deterrence dynamics across the Taiwan Strait.
    


    
      Not all militarized relationships are the same. Some are more likely to lead to war than others. The
      deterrence dynamics in the Taiwan Strait are particularly strong. None of the actors in the Taiwan conflict
      consider war a viable instrument to challenge the status quo. There is robust deterrence in the Taiwan conflict,
      and continued peace in East Asia is likely.24
    


    
      China’s interest in using force to achieve unification is minimal. The status quo is not its preference,
      but Chinese leaders have endured Taiwan political autonomy for more than fifty years. Moreover, China has much at
      stake in maintaining a peaceful East Asia. During the past twenty years, in the context of cooperation  with the United States and its East Asian neighbors, China has modernized its economy and military
      and expanded its political influence throughout East Asia. Thus, to use force against Taiwan for unification,
      Chinese leaders must be convinced that the costs can be minimized. Yet just the opposite is true: Chinese leaders
      assume that the United States would intervene against Chinese forces in a mainland–Taiwan war, and that the
      United States would inflict unacceptable costs on Chinese interests.
    


    
      Threats by the United States to intervene in a mainland–Taiwan war are credible in Beijing. Chinese leaders
      believe that the U.S. willingness to defend Taiwan reflects a fifty-year security commitment and the attendant
      implications for the credibility of U.S. commitments to its other East Asian security partners and for long-term
      U.S. regional presence. They recognize that the dispatch of two U.S. aircraft carriers to the vicinity of Taiwan
      during the 1996 Taiwan Strait confrontation further committed the United States to the defense of Taiwan.
      Subsequent and ongoing U.S. arms sales to Taiwan further signal to China the U.S. commitment to Taiwan. Moreover,
      Chinese leaders understand that U.S. domestic politics will constrain U.S. flexibility in a crisis, insofar as
      public opposition to communism and support for democracy will combine to encourage intervention in support of
      Taiwan.
    


    
      Chinese leaders also assume that U.S. intervention would impose extreme costs to vital Chinese interests.
      Analysts from the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) have studied U.S. military operations against Iraq in 1991,
      Serbia in 1999, and Afghanistan in 2001. They understand that the Chinese navy would be vulnerable to advanced
      long-range high-accuracy U.S. weaponry. A senior Chinese military officer has lectured his troops that China’s
      likely adversary in a local war would possess high-tech equipment that could neutralize China’s ability to rely
      on manpower to defeat the enemy. A civilian analyst has noted that in a war in China’s coastal region the
      adversary could “make full use of its superiority in air and naval long-range, large-sale, high-accuracy
      weaponry.”25 A military analyst was
      more direct, explaining that not only would such superior capabilities seriously restrict China’s ability to
      seize and maintain sea control around a “large island”; it would also pose a major threat to China’s coastal
      political, economic, and military targets.26 Experts at China’s Air Force Command College have
      concluded that an aerial attack “revolution” has occurred and that a “generation gap” exists between the
      high-tech aerial attack capabilities of the United States and the “stagnant” air defense capabilities of less
      advanced countries, causing a “crisis” in air defense.27
    


    
      Thus China cannot expect to win a war for unification and must expect that the potential military and
      civilian costs would be enormous. The economic costs would also be great, including diversion of scarce economic
      resources to military development in a prolonged postwar cold war economy and reduced access to global markets,
      investment capital, and technology. Moreover, military defeat and economic downturn would most likely mean the
      demise of the Chinese Communist Party. Thus, even should Chinese leaders believe that China could sink a major
      U.S. surface ship, such as an aircraft carrier, and inflict significant casualties on U.S. 
      forces, given the good possibility and enormous potential costs of U.S. retaliation, such an “asymmetric” tactic
      cannot provide Chinese leaders the confidence to launch a war. Thus, the combination of the risk and cost of U.S.
      intervention and the low cost to Chinese interests of continuing to endure the Taiwan-mainland status quo creates
      robust deterrence of Chinese use of force for unification.
    


    
      The other potential source of war is a Taiwan declaration of sovereign independence, leading to mainland
      military retaliation and a possible U.S.–China conflict. But Taiwan has endured the diplomatic fiction of PRC
      rule over Taiwan for more than thirty years .The status quo is not its preference, but before declaring
      independence it must be convinced that the costs of revising the status quo are acceptable. But similar to the
      mainland’s evaluation of the U.S. deterrent posture, Taiwan’s assessment of the mainland’s deterrent posture is
      that the Chinese retaliatory threat is credible and that the cost to Taiwan of war with the mainland is
      unacceptable.
    


    
      The result of China’s fifty-year commitment to unification is that the political legitimacy and survival of
      the Chinese leadership are attached to its commitment to resist Taiwan independence. As one Chinese analyst
      argues, “No Chinese politician, strategist, or anyone else will dare to abandon the objective of making Taiwan
      return and the unification of the motherland.”28 Failure to respond to a declaration of
      independence would also challenge China’s international reputation to use force to defend other vital Chinese
      interests, thus affecting its border security and the threat posed by independence movements around its
      periphery. Moreover, the mainland has developed a reputation for resolve regarding the Taiwan issue. Despite the
      risk of U.S. intervention and of a U.S.–China crisis, in March 1996 the PLA launched DF-15 missiles into coastal
      waters within the vicinity of Kaohsiung, Taiwan’s major port city, to underscore its will to oppose Taiwan
      independence and thus reverse the trend in U.S. policy toward Taiwan and in Lee Teng-hui’s independence
      policy.
    


    
      The cost to Taiwan of PRC retaliation would be massive. China’s DF-15 missiles are not very accurate and
      possess minimal war-fighting capability. Nonetheless, PRC attacks on Taiwan would cause panic in Taiwan’s society
      and punish its economy and political system. In 1996, when China amassed its troops across from Taiwan and
      carried out military exercises in the vicinity of Taiwan, the Taiwan stock market fell by 25 percent.29 Moreover, Chinese missiles are inexpensive
      and in close proximity to Taiwan, so that missile-defense systems cannot offset Taiwan’s vulnerability to PRC
      missiles.30 The mainland could also
      declare a blockade around the island. The mere announcement of such a blockade, regardless of PRC enforcement
      capabilities, would dramatically curtail commercial shipping to Taiwan. Finally, the mainland could directly
      retaliate against Taiwan’s economic interests. In 2002 the mainland became Taiwan’s most important export market.
      In the first seven months of 2002, Taiwan exports to China grew by nearly 31 percent, whereas its exports to the
      United States fell by 6.5 percent. Moreover, in 2002 the mainland became the leading production center of
      overseas Taiwan investors. Nearly 55 percent of Taiwan overseas investment is located on the mainland, and
      Taiwan’s largest  corporations, including its high-tech manufacturers, are moving production
      to the mainland.31
    


    
      Chinese military and economic retaliation against a Taiwan declaration of independence and the ensuing
      international and domestic crisis would inevitably cause political instability on Taiwan. In a mainland–Taiwan
      war, not only would the Taiwan economy suffer; the survival of Taiwan’s democratic political system would be in
      jeopardy. Moreover, having started the war in an effort to achieve independence, the resulting economic and
      political instability could compel Taiwan to accept Beijing’s demands for unification. Thus, the cost to Taiwan
      of mainland retaliation against a declaration of independence would be loss of its economic prosperity, its
      democracy, and its long-term aspiration for sovereignty.
    


    
      The deterrent effect of mainland capabilities and credibility is reflected in Taiwan’s domestic politics
      and in its cross-strait policy. Since 1997, public opinion surveys show that support for an immediate declaration
      of Taiwan independence has declined since the high of only 7.4 percent in mid-1998. The Taiwan public understands
      that mainland retaliation would be both costly and likely. The campaign strategies of Taiwan’s political parties
      reflect the caution of the electorate in provoking mainland–Taiwan tension. Parties have moved toward the center
      on the independence issue, fearing that the voters will punish candidates that seem unconcerned about mainland
      threats.32
    


    






    
      Conclusion

    


    
      East Asia is the world’s most peaceful region. To achieve this result, the region experienced nearly forty
      years of uninterrupted war as well as two cold wars—first the U.S.–China cold war, then the Sino-Soviet cold war.
      The outcome of these cold wars is the current peaceful order in East Asia. After forty years of turmoil and
      violence, the two remaining great powers in East Asia—the United States and China—have ordered East Asia into two
      distinct spheres of influence. In each sphere, one great power holds sway and has ordered relations without the
      interference of the other great power. In the absence of great power rivalry, there is stability. The one
      exception is the Taiwan issue. In this case, the risk of war is posed by a great power rivalry that overlays a
      local conflict, which reflects unrealized Chinese and Taiwan interests. Yet even this exception to the regional
      order is manageable. Mutual deterrence across the Taiwan Strait maintains stability.
    


    
      East Asia is an exception to the post–Cold War trend of U.S. hegemony and pax Americana. On the one hand,
      there is peace. On the other hand, there is not U.S. hegemony. Nonetheless, the sources of the East Asian peace
      suggest the sources of peace more generally. East Asia is peaceful because the power politics of East Asia,
      reflecting the pattern of military and economic influence, are conducive to peace. There are no regionwide
      functional international organizations in East Asia. ASEAN is the only subregional organization that approaches
      functionality. Although it has existed since the mid-1960s, its inclusion of Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia occurred
      after peace came to Indochina, that is, after the demise of the Soviet Union and the emergence of Chinese
      hegemony. Broad-based ASEAN membership did not contribute to regional stability but reflected the prior emergence
      of regional stability.
    


    
      Similarly, there is an absence of common ideologies and of U.S. or Chinese “soft power” in East Asia.
      China’s political/economic system and ideology have little in common with the political/economic systems and
      ideologies of the two Koreas, of Thailand, or of any of the Indochinese countries. Similarly, there is little in
      common in the political/economic systems of the United States and of Singapore, Malaysia, and Indochina. U.S.
      culture, including its dominant religions, barely resonate in any of the cultures of East Asia.
    


    
      There is peace in East Asia despite the absence of effective international organizations, common political
      and economic systems, soft power, and cultural affinity. But what East Asia lacks, other regions lack as well.
      U.S. political and economic institutions and U.S. culture are just as alien to much of the Balkans, the Middle
      East, and South Asia as they are to East Asian countries. What distinguishes East Asia from most of the world are
      the political sources of peace. The United States may be the only great power in every other region of the world,
      but it is not a constant military presence on the ground in these regions. Rather, it is a naval power not only
      in East Asia but also everywhere outside the Western Hemisphere. Thus, its power is neither constant nor
      omnipotent in mainland theaters along the entire perimeter of Eurasia. Nor has the United States created economic
      dependency in these other regions, reflecting the backward economies and/or trade policies of the local actors,
      or the politics of oil, which create mutual offsetting dependency relationships that limit U.S. power. The United
      States may not confront a challenger outside of East Asia but neither does it enjoy such military or economic
      supremacy over the local powers that it can impose a regional order.
    


    
      In contrast, in their respective spheres of influence in East Asia, China and the United States possess
      omnipresent and even omnipotent military power. U.S. naval power is present and effective against the maritime
      countries; China’s land power is present and effective against its neighbors all along its periphery. And both
      China and the United States possess significant economic leverage over their respective security partners. This
      combination of overwhelming economic and military supremacy allows each power to impose a peaceful order in its
      own sphere and together to establish a peaceful regionwide order. Not U.S. hegemony, but a U.S.–China peace,
      reigns in East Asia.
    


    
      That the peace of East Asia reflects the traditional politics of the great powers does not mean it is any
      less stable or less beneficial to the region. The fact that the region is at peace is sufficient to welcome the
      sources, no matter how Paleolithic they may seem. The challenge for the post–Cold War era is to apply the lessons
      of East Asia, including those of the Cold War, to other regions, and thus understand the political sources of
      enduring conflict and of prolonged peace.
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    Balance of power politics and the rise of China


    
      Accommodation and balancing in East Asia
    


    
      Realists, whether they are traditional realists or structural neorealists, agree that great powers balance
      the military strength of rising powers. But there is less agreement regarding secondary state responses to rising
      powers. Neorealist scholars and traditional realist scholars argue that secondary states’ preferences are
      situationally determined. Their behavior depends on great power responses to a rising power.1 Other scholars, however, argue that anarchic
      structures lead even secondary states to balance with a status quo power in opposition to rising power.2 An influential body of work also
      challenges the realist convention that states balance against capabilities. This literature argues that state
      alignment decisions reflect perceptions of a state’s intentions as well as of its capabilities, so that a
      superior great power’s capabilities combine with its foreign policy behavior to determine whether states will
      balance its power. This perspective argues that state alignment can reflect the effect of ideology, multilateral
      institutions, and common cultural influences on threat perception and balance-of-power politics.3 Some scholars further challenge structural
      realism’s argument that balance-of-politics is an intrinsic result of anarchy. Rather, they argue that because of
      the particular characteristics of post-cold war U.S. foreign policy and its impact on other countries’ perception
      of the U.S. threat, balance-of-power politics has not taken place in the era of U.S. unipolarity, with
      corresponding arguments regarding secondary state accommodation of American power.4
    


    
      In addition to debates within the balance of power literature on secondary state responses to rising
      powers, there are also debates among realists regarding the impact of economic and military factors in
      determining secondary state alignment. On the one hand, the balance-of-power literature universally ignores the
      role of economic dependence in secondary state alignments, focusing on military power alone. On the other hand,
      the realist political economy literature universally ignores the role of military capabilities in secondary state
      alignments, focusing simply on the independent ability of economic power to compel alignment.5
    


    
      This paper addresses these debates in the balance-of-power literature by examining East Asian secondary
      state responses to the rise of China. It distinguishes great powers, those states that can contend in a war with
      any other state in the system, from secondary states, which cannot independently provide for their security
      against any other state, including the great powers. They must therefore  seek security
      through their relationship with the great powers. In East Asia, for example, Japan is a secondary state because
      it cannot provide for its own security in a conflict with the United States; it pursues security within the
      U.S.–Japan alliance. The other East Asian secondary states that this paper analyzes are South Korea, Taiwan, the
      Philippines, Singapore, Indonesia, and Malaysia. How these states have responded to the military and economic
      rise of China tells us a great deal not only about secondary states but also about the impact of rising powers on
      great power relations and the balance of power.
    


    
      By using contemporary East Asia as a case study of secondary state responses to rising powers, this paper
      also addresses an apparent consensus among security specialists that the rise of China will lead to a costly
      U.S.–China strategic rivalry or to regionwide accommodation of Chinese power. Some scholars have argued that the
      rise of China will make the cold war Soviet military threat seem routine and offer the region a stark choice of
      expensive balancing or Chinese hegemony; that it will enable Beijing to coerce U.S. allies and contest U.S.
      military power throughout East Asia, leading to an “open and intense geopolitical rivalry.” Other observers have
      warned that the economic rise of China will place China at the “center” of an East Asian “new power
      arrangement.”6
    


    
      Empirical research presented in this paper on the rise of China will address the interrelated issues of
      theory and policy. First, this paper examines the nature of China’s military and economic reach in East Asia and
      the associated development of the East Asian balance of power, which provides the context for examining secondary
      state responses to a rising power. Following the works of both neorealists and classical realists, this paper
      argues that secondary state behavior is sensitive to the distribution of great power capabilities in their
      immediate vicinity, rather than to change in the wider regional or global balance of power. In this context, it
      argues that once a rising power can fundamentally affect the security of a secondary state, secondary states will
      accommodate rather than balance this new dominant power. Second, it examines the independent effect of military
      power and of economic power on secondary state alignment. It concludes that economic dominance is an insufficient
      condition to generate accommodation, and that military power is a necessary and sufficient condition to compel
      secondary state alignment. The political economy literature should thus reexamine cases of apparent secondary
      state accommodation to economic dependence, sensitive to the possible simultaneous presence of military
      vulnerability on the part of these secondary states to proximate great powers. Third, these conclusions regarding
      East Asia reinforce the traditional realist and neorealist arguments that secondary states respond to great power
      capabilities rather than to a threat assessment that incorporates an assessment of a great power’s intentions.
      This further suggests that there is nothing sui generis or culturally determined in East Asian
      international politics, and that domestic politics and intention-based threat perceptions are unnecessary
      variables to explain secondary state alignments. In this respect, balance-of-power realism explains alignment
      behavior of East Asian states as much as it does that of European states.7 Fourth, a realist analysis of East Asian great
      power relations  challenges assumptions of an emerging Chinese regional hegemony, or of a
      costly region-wide U.S.–China competition.
    


    
      The first section of this article examines the debates in the realist literature on the balance of power
      and secondary state alignment preferences. This section also presents working definitions of economic and
      military power and of alignment to enable analysis of the rise of China and of secondary state alignments. The
      second and third sections of this article respectively examine the rise of Chinese military and economic power,
      examining the intraregional variation in China’s expanding relative capabilities. These sections establish that
      China is a rising power, and that balance-of-power politics is taking place in post-cold war East Asia. The
      fourth section of this article examines the responses of East Asian secondary states to the rise of China. This
      section establishes that secondary states accommodate and do not balance rising power in their immediate
      vicinity. Power drives policy. It also establishes that economic power cannot independently compel alignment. The
      final section considers the implications of the article’s empirical findings for balance-of-power theory and the
      realist political economy literature. It also addresses the implications of the rise of China for the emerging
      East Asian balance of power.
    


    






    
      Rising powers and secondary state alignment

    


    
      The first part of this section of the article reviews the various perspectives in the theoretical
      literature on great power balancing and secondary state responses to rising powers. It places the argument of
      this paper regarding East Asian secondary state alignments within this literature. The second part reviews the
      realist political economy literature on the impact of economic power on secondary state alignment, and considers
      the implicit debate between this literature and the realist balance-of-power literature on secondary state
      response to rising powers. It also places within this debate the argument in this paper regarding the relative
      influence of economic and military power over secondary states in East Asia. The third part offers measures of
      military and economic power and of security alignment to determine the effect of rising power on secondary state
      alignment.
    


    






    
      Balance-of-power politics and secondary state
      alignment

    


    
      Arguments about the regional consequences of a rising power are primarily predictions concerning the
      responses of secondary states to changing distributions of power among the great powers. In this respect,
      regional instability can reflect the consequences of a rising power on great powers’ spheres of influence, access
      to resources and markets, and control over strategic passages. Thus the discussion about the regional
      consequences of the rise of China must focus on the regional U.S.–China balance of power and on the corresponding
      effects on secondary state responses to relative change in U.S.–Chinese capabilities.
    


    
      The literature regarding great power balancing is voluminous. Traditional realists of all persuasions agree
      that the balance-of-power system is an intrinsic part  of international politics, and that
      balances of power recur because great powers enhance their capabilities in response to the rising capabilities of
      another great power.8 But there is
      a contemporary challenge to this perspective from scholars who argue that balance-of-power theory needs to
      accommodate the absence of a global challenger to U.S. military power. These scholars argue that there is no
      military balancing against U.S. unipolarity, and that opposition to the United States is limited to traditional
      diplomatic behavior in multilateral organizations and regional coalitions to resist U.S. use of force.9 Alternatively, they argue that contemporary
      strategic opposition to the United States does not reflect balance of power behavior as traditionally
      understood.10
    


    
      In response to this literature, other scholars argue that balance-of-power politics is a timeless
      reflection of anarchy, and that balancing behavior continues to characterize great power behavior in the
      twenty-first century. There may not be an equal distribution of power, but balancing is a process whereby an
      equal distribution of power emerges over time. In this respect, these scholars argue, current circumstances are
      less important than emerging trends.11 Moreover, while there is an absence of formal
      alliances and intense arms acquisitions to balance U.S. power, formal alliances and arms races are the exception
      rather than the norm of balance of power politics. The cold war was a particularly polarized and tension-ridden
      great power relationship. In nineteenth-century Europe, the traditional case study for studying the balance of
      power, there were neither arms races nor alliances, but rather loose and shifting alignments and moderate
      military competition. Similarly, the United States did not have an alliance with China during the latter half of
      the cold war, but the U.S.–China rapprochement was a classic example of balance of power politics.12
    


    
      From this perspective, traditional balance-of-power politics characterizes contemporary international
      politics, including responses to U.S. unipolarity. There may not be an emerging global balancer undercutting U.S.
      unipolarity, but this is because balancing is a regional process, not a global process. Just as Great Britain
      judged Wilhelm Germany to be a rising power even though its global presence was very limited, and the resulting
      balance-of-power politics occurred in the European theater rather than globally (witness Great Britain’s
      acquiescence to the emergence of Japan and the United States as great powers prior to World War I), contemporary
      balance-of-power politics does not require the emergence of a global power, but rather of a regional great power
      that challenges the vital security interests of a status quo power. This view of the balance-of-power has led
      some scholars to argue that balance-of-power politics characterizes contemporary international politics.13
    


    
      This debate necessarily involves analysis of the rise of China and its impact on East Asian secondary
      states and the regional balance-of-power. I argue that traditional balancing behavior is taking place in East
      Asia. Indeed, any discussion of the rise of China implicitly acknowledges that China is balancing the U.S. If
      China is growing stronger in East Asia, then there is necessarily a relative decline of U.S. power. This is
      balancing.14 Moreover, although
      there may not be alliances or arms races in East Asia, there are great power military policies and  secondary state alignment polices that reflect the influence of balance-of-power politics. Some
      scholars have called this behavior soft balancing, insofar as it is less polarized and militarized than the
      balancing of the cold war. Other scholars have argued that such behavior is better characterized as hard
      balancing, because it entails the use of military and strategic cooperation to balance power, in contrast to mere
      diplomatic resistance to dominant powers, which should be considered soft balancing.15 But regardless of the terminology, this paper
      concurs that balance-of-power politics characterizes contemporary international politics, including the regional
      politics of East Asia.
    


    
      This paper is only in part concerned with establishing the existence of balance-of-power politics in East
      Asia. Research on the impact of the rise of China on the regional order must also focus on East Asian secondary
      state responses to U.S.–China balance-of-power politics. In so doing, this research must not only engage the
      debate over balance-of-power politics in twenty-first century international politics, but it must also engage the
      literature on secondary state responses to rising powers.
    


    
      Realist scholars concur that there is a distinction between the response of great powers and of other
      states to rising powers. Nonetheless, among realists there are significant differences regarding the alignment
      preferences of secondary states. Kenneth Waltz has argued that “secondary states, if they are free to choose,
      flock to the weaker side,”16
      suggesting that the behavior of states that are not great powers is contingent upon the state’s immediate and
      changing strategic circumstances. Thus situational factors determined the cold war alignment decisions of even
      Great Britain and Japan, for example.17 Waltz’s structural realist argument follows the
      approach of classical realists. Robert Rothstein’s definition of a small power is similar to this paper’s
      definition and Waltz’s definition of secondary state. He differentiates between a great power that can fight wars
      against any country, and a “Small Power” that “can not obtain security primarily by use of its own
      capabilities.”18 Rothstein observes
      that whereas great powers make alignment decisions with regard to threats to systemic balances, small powers
      align “in terms of a threat to [their] local balance”[s] and “the range of options open to Small Powers will be
      related to the specific nature” of their international settings.19 Hans Morgenthau similarly suggests a local
      power’s alignment is determined by the shifting great power balance in its immediate vicinity. He examines
      Korea’s periodic adjustment to the shifting fortunes of Chinese and Japanese power in Northeast Asia to
      illustrate his approach to secondary state alignments.20 George Liska emphasizes that vulnerability to
      great power capabilities constrains secondary state ability to balance against a great power unless a local
      equilibrium is created by the counterpressure of another great power.21 Summing up the common approach of this
      literature, Jack Levy observes that only the great powers are expected to balance, while “lesser states,”
      reflecting their “vulnerability,” will sometimes balance and sometimes accommodate, “depending on the
      context.”22
    


    
      More recently, even scholars who tend to be critical of structural realism’s focus on power and security as
      the critical determinants of state behavior  argue that accommodation characterizes secondary
      state responses to dominant powers. Randall Schweller has argued from a neoclassical realist perspective that
      during interwar Europe, nongreat power significant states, such as France, Austria, and Rumania, were compelled
      to respond to strategic pressures by accommodation.23 Historian Paul Schroeder’s survey of European
      diplomacy from the Napoleonic Wars through World War II similarly suggests that all but the most powerful
      European states accommodated rather than balanced the region’s most powerful states.24
    


    
      In contrast to realist authors who stress the indeterminancy of secondary state alignment decisions,
      Stephen Walt has argued that the behavior of only “weak states” is situationally determined. All other states,
      not just the great powers, participate in balance-of-power politics and balance against rising powers, reflecting
      the enduring and consistent systemic affect of anarchy.25 Walt’s analysis of the behavior of such secondary
      states as Egypt and Iraq suggests that the expectation of balancing not only encompasses the behavior of larger
      secondary states, such as France and Japan, but also smaller states traditionally assumed to be the subjects of
      great-power balancing, rather than agents of balancing. Thus the concept of “weak states” and the expectation of
      accommodation applies only to a limited subset of states, such as Mongolia or Bhutan, that have traditionally
      submitted to their larger neighbors.
    


    
      Walt further argues that the traditional realist and neorealist arguments that states balance power (that
      is, capabilities) are incorrect. He argues that states balance threat rather than simply power, and that threat
      perception reflects assessment of another state’s intentions rather than simply its capabilities.26 Walt’s focus on intentions and “balance of
      threat” allows incorporation of a wide range of nonrealist variables into balance-of-power analysis. For example,
      some scholars have argued that the United States, through judicious use of its military superiority and its
      construction of and participation in multilateral institutions, can give other nations confidence that it will be
      restrained in the use of its power, thus reducing threat perception and the post-cold war emergence of a
      balance-of-power. From this perspective, the United States can be a “benign hegemon.”27 Other scholars have argued that culture can
      affect threat perception. They argue that shared Confucian values among the East Asian countries encourages
      collaboration and participation in a hierarchic order, thus undercutting capability-based balancing of the rise
      of China. From this perspective, Japan has been expected to accommodate the rise of China, rather than cooperate
      with the United States to balance China.28
    


    
      Arguments about China’s emerging hegemonic capability throughout East Asia are necessarily arguments about
      secondary state responses to rising powers. They assume that China’s rise will lead to region-wide accommodation
      of Chinese power. Yet if the arguments of structural realism and classical realism are correct, the effect of the
      rise of China will reflect the implications of Chinese balancing of U.S. capabilities in the immediate
      environment of secondary states and the corresponding effect on their alignments and thus on great powers’
      spheres of influence. More generally, improved relative capabilities that suggest rising power  and great-power balancing are capabilities that affect the immediate security of a third party and
      the changing likelihood and cost of war with the rising power, rather than capabilities that alter the great
      power global or even regional balance or that can alter outcomes of a system-wide great-power war.
    


    
      This paper thus focuses on relative change in Chinese and U.S. capabilities vis-à-vis secondary East Asian
      states as the independent variable determining the latter’s alignment in regional balance-of-power politics, and
      as the ultimate factor determining the emerging East Asian regional order. It argues that both the neorealist
      structural approach and the classical realist approach to secondary state behavior best explain secondary state
      responses to the rise of China. Where the rise of China has led to greater relative Chinese capabilities to
      undermine U.S. ability to defend secondary states, on the one hand, secondary states have accommodated Chinese
      power; they have not balanced against Chinese power by enhancing cooperation with the United States. On the other
      hand, East Asian secondary states have enhanced cooperation with the United States in those theaters where the
      United States has maintained the status quo of U.S. military dominance; that is, where there has not been a rise
      of relative Chinese power. These findings also establish that neither culture nor history is an important factor
      affecting balance-of-power politics in anarchic systems.29
    


    






    
      Realism and the economic rise of China

    


    
      There is another realist tradition that argues that secondary-state alignment with a great power may
      reflect merely the economic capabilities of a great power and that secondary states accommodate rising economic
      powers. This is the view of the realist political economy literature, principally associated with the work of
      Albert Hirschman. This literature argues that an economic great power develops political power from the secondary
      state’s dependence on its market for exports, which promotes economic growth, employment, and political
      stability. Ultimately, as Hirschman observed, “the power to interrupt commercial or financial relations … is the
      root cause of the … power position which a country acquires in countries, just as it is the root cause of
      dependence.”30 An economic power’s
      leverage over a secondary state develops in proportion to the difference in relative dependence between the two
      trading states and thus the relative costs of trade disruption. As in security relations, dependence is maximized
      to the extent that the secondary state cannot redirect trade to another economic partner, that it cannot find a
      “balancing” economic relationship. The realist political economy literature argues that such economic dependence
      is a sufficient explanation of secondary state alignment.
    


    
      Large economies also can develop political power when they are targets of a secondary state’s economic
      investments. Although disruption of economic relations will hurt the economies of both the investing state and
      the target state, the relatively lesser importance of the production from the foreign investment for the
      prosperity of the larger economy means the latter can better endure the costs of economic conflict. As in trade,
      secondary state dependence on nondiversified foreign investment enables a larger economy to threaten
      appropriation of the  secondary state’s investments, and thus yields it’s influence over the
      latter’s alignment policy. Dependence from both trade and investment also can reflect the role of a dependent
      influential sector of a secondary state’s economy on decision making. As Hirschman observes, “vested interests”
      can become an influential “commercial fifth column” that can affect security policy.31
    


    
      Although there is a consensus in the realist political economy literature regarding the importance of
      economic dependence in secondary state alignment decisions, economic factors are uniformly overlooked by the
      traditional and structural realist literature in discussions of state-alignment preferences. Similarly, the
      realist political economy literature uniformly overlooks the role of military power, suggesting that an economic
      great power possessing only secondary-level military capabilities can exercise sufficient influence to determine
      the alignment preferences of a dependent secondary state.32 Yet sensitivity to the two potential sources of
      secondary state alignment decisions necessarily draws attention to various kinds of great powers—great powers
      that have great-power military capacities, great powers that have great-power economic capacities, and great
      powers that have both. Thus understanding the impact of a rising power on a regional security order requires
      attention to the multiple sources of a great power’s influence and to the spatial variation of its influence;
      that is, attention to the “domain” and “scope” of a great power’s capabilities.33
    


    
      This paper argues that economic power and the development of secondary-state dependence are insufficient to
      compel alignment. The economic rise of China, in the absence of an accompanying rise in relative Chinese military
      power, has not generated strategic accommodation by East Asia’s dependent secondary states. In this respect, the
      East Asian response to the rise of China suggests that the realist political economy literature mistakenly
      stresses the independent effect of economic power on alignment.34 On the other hand, the East Asian response does
      suggest that the realist balance-of-power literature is correct, in that shifting great-power military
      capabilities is a necessary and sufficient condition to compel secondary-state realignment.35
    


    






    
      Determining changing distributions of power and
      alignment

    


    
      To assess the impact of the rise of China and great-power balancing behavior on East Asian secondary-state
      alignments, working measures of both power and alignment are required. Rather than using potentially misleading
      formal and quantitative measures of power, such as gross domestic product or steel production, this paper
      considers as a rising power one that possesses an improving ability to wage war and inflict greater costs on a
      secondary state aligned with a status quo great power. This work considers international political power as the
      ability to inflict significant cost on another country’s high-value interests, including territorial integrity
      and political survival, lives off its citizenry, and economic prosperity. Thus, as regards a secondary state, a
      rising military power is a country that develops greater war-fighting capability to inflict costs on the
      secondary state’s interests, reflecting its erosion of the status quo great power’s ability to defend a secondary
      state from the cost of war. The argument is not that a rising power needs to develop region-wide power equal to
      that of the established power for great-power balancing to occur. Rather, balancing is a process, not an outcome.
      Balancing necessarily takes place before an equilibrium is established, and it is an uneven process. During a
      prolonged and uneven process of great-power balancing, a rising power can compel a secondary state to accommodate
      even in the absence of a global or even regional great-power equilibrium of power.
    


    
      Militarily, rising power can reflect improvement in different capabilities, depending on the particular
      requirements of military operations in any given theater, so that neither gross economic and demographic
      indicators of power nor a focus on a specific military capability (for example, ground forces, air power, naval
      power, nuclear weaponry, or information technologies) can capture a rising power’s capabilities in a particular
      theater and in relation to any particular secondary state. This paper thus adopts different measures of military
      capability to evaluate improved Chinese military capability and its impact on the U.S.–China balance and
      secondary-state alignments on the Korean Peninsula, in the Taiwan Strait, and in maritime East Asia. There is no
      all-purpose measure of power that enables predictions of interstate behavior in varied historical and distinct
      geographic settings.
    


    
      Consideration of the independent effect of economic power on secondary-state alignments similarly requires
      a measure of rising economic power. The key measure of this is secondary-state export and foreign investment
      dependence. This reflects two conditions. First, a rising economic power challenges the status quo economic power
      by replacing the status quo power as the primary target of a secondary state’s exports and direct foreign
      investment. Second, the rising economic power must attract sufficient secondary-state investment and exports so
      as to enable it to control the economic fate of the secondary state. A rising economic power must possess both
      attributes of economic power.
    


    
      Determining the effect of rising power on secondary-state alignment also requires a measure of alignment. A
      traditional measure of alignment is alliance policy. Only in highly polarized systems, however, do secondary
      states formally ally with one great power while engaging in heightened belligerent conflict with another great
      power.36 More typically, secondary
      states have cooperative relations with multiple great powers even as they take sides in great-power competition.
      Such was the case during much of the nineteenth century in Europe, and it is the case in international politics
      in the early twenty-first century. A more sensitive indicator of alignment during periods of “normal” politics is
      a secondary state’s position on issues of war and peace. A secondary state’s defiance of a great power on such an
      issue reflects alignment with another great power, whereas an emerging compromise on such an issue with a rising
      power reflects accommodation. Traditional measures of alignment thus include a secondary state’s policy toward
      such issues as a great power’s strategic interests vis-à-vis third parties, arms imports, defense planning, and
      provision of military facilities to a great power.37
    


    
      Another indicator of long-term alignment trends can be a secondary state’s societal developments. Insofar
      as societal trends follow power, a great power’s  development of “soft power” can reflect its
      emerging dominant influence over a secondary state and the latter’s corresponding emerging
      accommodation.38 On the other hand,
      the erosion of soft power and the development of societal opposition toward a great power can reflect a secondary
      state’s tendency to resist alignment with that great power by balancing with a status quo power that remains the
      most powerful state in the immediate vicinity of the secondary state.39 This paper examines the trends in soft power in
      East Asian secondary states to assess responses to the rise of China.
    


    
      In contrast to much of the analysis of post-cold war responses to U.S. global unipolarity, which focus on
      perceptions of the U.S. capacity to be a “benign” hegemon, this paper consciously excludes intentions from the
      discussion of its analysis of the sources of great-power balancing and of secondary-state decisions to balance or
      accommodate rising powers. Its analysis adheres to the neorealist argument that the security dilemma induces
      states to respond to other states’ capabilities, rather than to their intentions. Thus, following Waltz’s
      discussion of recurring equilibriums of power as a system effect and of the “tyranny of small decisions,” and
      reinforcing the more recent work by Robert Art and Barry Posen on post-cold war European responses to U.S.
      power,40 this paper examines
      changes in the great power distribution of power in East Asia as the sufficient independent variable affecting
      secondary-state behavior, regardless of the intent of the rising power or of secondary-state perceptions of the
      rising power intentions, reflecting history, culture, or domestic politics. In so doing, it argues that states,
      large and small, align in response to power, understood as the capability to inflict significant cost on
      high-value interests. It thus explains patterns of behavior in the East Asian response to the rise of China that
      cut across membership in international organizations, common ideologies and cultures, and domestic political
      systems, thus offering a powerful realist explanation of the response of secondary states to rising powers and of
      the emerging East Asian balance of power.
    


    






    
      China’s military rise: emerging trends in relative power between the
      United States and China

    


    
      The military rise of China in East Asia and the corresponding decline of U.S. military power in relation to
      third countries is not uniform throughout the region. China is balancing U.S. power, but only in the Korean and
      Taiwan theaters, regions abutting improved Chinese mainland-based capabilities. Elsewhere in East Asia, China is
      not a rising power and it is not balancing U.S. power. In the region’s maritime theaters the distribution of
      power is stable, as China has yet to challenge U.S. military supremacy.
    


    






    
      Chinese military modernization and relative change in mainland
      theaters

    


    
      The most important growth in relative Chinese capabilities has occurred on mainland Asia. Once the Soviet
      Union withdrew from Indochina, China emerged  as the sole great power in that region. Since
      then, as China’s economic and military reforms have developed, Chinese superiority over its immediate neighbors
      has widened. Similarly, over the last fifteen years as Russian capabilities have declined and China’s
      capabilities have grown, Chinese power relative to the Soviet successor states on China’s border in Central Asia
      has expanded.41 An outlier in this
      trend had been Chinese capabilities compared to South Korea, reflecting the development of Seoul’s economy and
      independent military power, Seoul’s alliance with the United States, and the presence of the North Korean buffer
      between China and South Korea. Yet because of the rise of Chinese power, China has recently been able to exert
      influence over the entire Korean Peninsula. This rise in Chinese power reflects improvements in Chinese ground
      forces, political change in China, and the expectation of political change on the Korean Peninsula.
    


    
      The modernization of Chinese ground forces has not required extensive budget allocations for advanced
      weaponry. First, because of the demobilization of soldiers engaged in business activities and the transfer of
      soldiers to either the militia or to the Chinese domestic security force, the PLA Army is now a relatively more
      professional and effective war-fighting force. Modest increases in the ground force’s budget have had a great
      impact on resources for training and acquisitions and on war-fighting capability.42 Second, during the 1990s Beijing created units
      with advanced capabilities. Rapid Reaction Units RRU) are combined-arms units that train to mobilize and respond
      to a crisis within 24 to 48 hours. Altogether, there may be 100,000 soldiers in the RRUs. Beijing has created
      special units for emergency border defense. These units are estimated to have 300,000 soldiers. China also has
      modernized its Special Operations Forces, which focus on destruction of enemy C4I capabilities, airfields, and
      air defense capabilities.43 Third,
      elite forces receive priority funding for training and are the first units to receive advanced weapons, including
      imports from Russia and advanced tanks, artillery, ground-transport vehicles, and heavy-lift helicopters. They
      also have benefited from the modernization of China’s C4ISR infrastructure. PLA use of communication
      satellites, military-dedicated fiber optic cables, and microwave technologies have resulted in a “dramatic
      improvement of transmission capacity, as well as communications and operation security.”44
    


    
      The PLA has not fought a war since 1979, so the effect of these reforms on China’s war-fighting capability
      remains untested. Nevertheless, the improved capabilities of the Chinese military have enabled the PLA Army to
      better contend with U.S. forces anywhere on the East Asian mainland, including the Korean Peninsula, than was the
      case fifteen years ago following the 1991 Gulf War. The PLA can now wage a high-intensity and modern high-tech
      conflict near its territory, even against U.S. forces.45 As one expert has observed, its capability will
      continue to improve and “adds great risks and costs for potential opponents in China’s near periphery.”46
    


    
      Reinforcing these trends in Chinese ground-force capabilities is the prospect of continued Chinese economic
      and political stability and thus continued military growth. South Korea assumes that China’s current economic and
      military  trajectory is an enduring trend that will continue to transform its security
      environment. Furthermore, in recent years Seoul has increasingly focused on the likelihood of Korean unification.
      Unification would geopolitically transform strategic relations on mainland Northeast Asia by removing the North
      Korean buffer separating South Korea from China and expose Seoul to the direct threat of Chinese military power.
      As Taeho Kim has observed, contemporary South Korean foreign policy is fundamentally shaped by the long-term
      growth in Chinese military power, by the geographic proximity of China, and by the need to chart a
      post-unification Sino-Korean relationship.47
    


    
      Through the combination of military modernization, domestic political change, and the prospect of
      geopolitical change on the Korean Peninsula, China has become a rising power on the Korean Peninsula. Its
      improved capabilities now challenge U.S. ability to protect Seoul from the costs of war.
    


    






    
      PLA modernization and the changing military balance in the Taiwan
      Strait

    


    
      Chinese relative military power is also improving in the immediate vicinity of the Taiwan Strait. Rather
      than rely on its ground forces in the Taiwan theater, Beijing relies on air power to alter the military balance
      and challenge U.S. ability to provide for Taiwan’s security.
    


    
      Since Taiwan’s leader Lee Teng-hui visited Cornell University in 1995 and escalated Taiwan’s independence
      activities, China has deployed between 50 and 100 short-range M-9 ballistic missiles per year across from
      Taiwan.48 By 2000 it had deployed
      approximately 300 of these missiles. These are relatively low-technology missiles, yet they provide China with an
      effective and credible capability to inflict high costs on Taiwan society in a war over Taiwan independence.
      Moreover, since 1995 the accuracy of these missiles has steadily improved. They are secure from preemptive
      strikes because of their mobility, and thus threaten assured retaliation. By 2005 Beijing had deployed as many as
      750 of these missiles.49 Equally
      significant, Beijing is making progress in the development of cruise missiles.
    


    
      Complementing China’s development of missile power is its acquisition of modern Russian military aircraft,
      including Su-27s and Su-30s. Thus far, it has agreed to purchase at least 200 of these aircraft. As early as
      2003, the Pentagon reported that the mainland will “eventually” possess more fourth generation aircraft than
      Taiwan and that in “several years,” as the PLA acquires and operationalizes more Russian aircraft and continues
      to deploy missiles and other capabilities, it will be able “to cause significant damage to all of Taiwan’s
      airfields and quickly degrade its ground based air defenses and associated command and control” facilities and
      aim to “cripple” the Taiwan Air Force.50 Although the PLA Air Force will not be able to
      challenge U.S. air superiority over the Taiwan Strait nor challenge U.S. naval supremacy in Chinese coastal
      waters, it complements Chinese missile capability by contributing to Chinese capabilities in the first stages of
      a cross-strait war.
    


    
      Beijing’s growing land-based missile and air capability in the Taiwan Strait provides an assured capability
      to inflict high costs on Taiwan in a cross-strait war. Neither U.S. missile defense systems nor rapid deployment
      of U.S. forces could protect Taiwan from a devastating Chinese military strike.51 Although China cannot contend with U.S. naval
      power throughout the western Pacific, the PLA can now reach across the Taiwan strait and target Taiwan’s civilian
      and military centers. For the first time since the first U.S. commitment to defend Taiwan in 1950, China’s
      military can critically undermine the Taiwan economy and its democracy, regardless of the level of U.S. military
      intervention.
    


    






    
      The limits to China’s rise: the enduring balance of power in maritime
      theaters

    


    
      Although China has developed greater relative military power on the Korean Peninsula and in the Taiwan
      Strait in the past five years, in the maritime regions of East Asia, outside the range of its land-based
      capabilities, China has yet to enhance its relative military presence. The result is stability in the post-cold
      war East Asian maritime balance-of-power.
    


    
      Maritime power depends on force projection; the Chinese Navy has no aircraft carriers and has not begun
      construction of one.52 The U.S.
      Navy possesses eleven aircraft carriers, two of which can be based simultaneously in the region: one at the naval
      base in Japan and one at the carrier facility in Singapore. The 2006 U.S. Department of Defense Quadrennial
      Defense Review (QDR) calls for the United States to deploy six of its eleven aircraft carriers in the Pacific
      theater.53 It also continues to
      modernize its carrier force, with the launching of the Harry S. Truman and the Ronald Reagan. Moreover, U.S.
      interceptor aircraft based at Kedena in Japan and growing U.S. aircraft deployment in Guam provide significant
      coverage of the Western Pacific. The 2006 QDR also calls for the United States to deploy 60 percent of its
      submarine force in Asia. Thus, whereas U.S. naval force projection capabilities in East Asia are secure from a
      Chinese air attack, Chinese surface vessels both at sea and in port are increasingly vulnerable to U.S. air and
      naval power. Indeed, once PRC surface vessels leave the range of Chinese land-based aircraft, they are vulnerable
      to the air power of even the smaller regional states, such as Singapore, Malaysia, and Thailand.
    


    
      The only element of Chinese modernization that might eventually affect this situation is PRC access-denial
      capability. PRC acquisition of Russian Kilo-class submarines could serve this purpose, compelling U.S. surface
      vessels to maintain greater distance from the region during crises and war. However, access denial offers neither
      war-winning capability nor even coercive capability against a much superior power-projection navy. Moreover,
      until China develops situational awareness capability and can degrade U.S. countersurveillance technologies,
      possession of advanced submarines will be insufficient to provide it with a credible access-denial capability,
      even if it should eventually master the skills necessary for maintenance and operation of the Kilo
      submarines.54
    


    
      As in the past, the United States possesses absolute military superiority in maritime East Asia. The
      modernization of the Chinese military has not affected the immediate U.S.–China force-on-force balance in the
      vicinity of the insular countries of East Asia. Japan, the Philippines, Indonesia, Singapore, and Malaysia all
      remain within a stable U.S. military region.
    


    






    
      China’s economic rise: emerging trends in relative power between the
      United States and China

    


    
      The growth of the Chinese economy has had a major impact on the global economy. As an “engine of growth,”
      it has contributed to the prosperity of many countries. But coinciding with the absolute economic gains China has
      contributed to other countries’ economies has been China’s development of greater relative economic power in
      relation to the United States. As in the development of Chinese military gains, Chinese economic gains have
      occurred at U.S. expense, because increased third-party dependence on the Chinese economy has caused a relative
      reduction in their dependence on the U.S. economy. The fact that the scope of Chinese economic power does not
      coincide with the scope of its military power creates regional political complexities that result in
      secondary-state alignment decisions that are not amenable to easy region-wide generalizations.
    


    






    
      China as the dominant economic power: South Korea and
      Taiwan

    


    
      During the past four years, China has become the dominant source of economic growth for both South Korea
      and Taiwan. As a result, their dependence on the Chinese economy is increasingly greater than their dependence on
      the U.S. economy.
    


    
      In 2002 the combined China–Hong Kong market became South Korea’s largest export market.55 For the first time since World War II, Seoul was
      not primarily dependent on the United States for economic growth. Moreover, South Korean annual exports to China
      have increased nearly 50 percent from 2001 to 2003. On the other hand, between 2002 and 2003 South Korean exports
      to the United States increased by less than 1 percent. In 2003, more than 31 percent of South Korean exports went
      to China. In contrast, Chinese exports to Korea amounted to only 5 percent of Chinese exports.
    


    
      Beijing underscored South Korean dependence on the Chinese market during the China-South Korea “Garlic War”
      in 2000. While ostensibly a dispute over a minor Chinese export product, it was an exercise in Chinese economic
      coercion. In retaliation against South Korean tariffs on Chinese garlic, Beijing imposed massive tariffs on South
      Korean polyethylene and mobile phone equipment, causing losses of nearly $100 million to South Korean companies.
      Faced with intense pressure from its domestic industries, South Korean leaders compromised, agreeing to an
      increased market share for Chinese garlic. Faced with credible threats of a costly trade war it would surely
      lose, Seoul compromised.56
    


    
      South Korea also has increased its investments in China. By 2001 China had become South Korea’s primary
      target of foreign direct investment (FDI).57 By early 2004 there were more than 22,000 South
      Korean companies with production facilities in China, with an average of twelve new investments daily. Similarly,
      in 2003 nearly 50 percent of all South Korean foreign direct investment was destined for China. In contrast,
      whereas the United States was once South Korea’s primary target for foreign investment, in 2003 it comprised only
      15 percent of total FDI. South Korea plans to increase its investment in China by more than 50 percent by
      2006.58
    


    
      The Chinese market has just as rapidly been absorbing the Taiwan economy. In 2001 the combined Chinese-Hong
      Kong market surpassed the U.S. market as Taiwan’s most important export market. In 2002 and in 2003, Taiwan’s
      exports to the mainland increased by more than 25 percent, while Taiwan’s exports to the United States declined.
      In 2003 more than 35 percent of Taiwan’s exports went to the China/Hong Kong market, while Chinese exports to
      Taiwan amounted to only 6.4 percent of total Chinese exports.59 Moreover, Taiwan has not been able to develop
      alternative economic partners to diversify its economic relationships. Even if Taiwan is able to reach a free
      trade agreement with the United States, for example, the impact on Taiwan’s exports and its economy would be
      negligible.60
    


    
      Cross-strait investment trends are equally significant for Taiwan dependence on the mainland. In 2001 the
      mainland became the leading target of Taiwan foreign investment, and in 2002 it became the leading production
      center of overseas Taiwan investors. By 2006, 70 percent of Taiwan’s foreign investment was located on the
      mainland. Taiwan’s largest and most advanced industries, including high-technology semiconductors manufacturers,
      are moving production to the mainland. By 2004 Taiwan firms had invested up to 160 billion dollars in more than
      70,000 investment projects. More than 30,000 Taiwan companies have manufacturing facilities on the
      mainland.61 The Taiwan government
      has tried to restrict high-technology investment on the mainland and encourage Taiwan businesses to invest in
      Southeast Asia but, as in trade relations, the lure of the China market has been irresistible.62
    


    
      South Korea and Taiwan are now dependent on China for prosperity, they are highly vulnerable to the
      disruption of trade, and they do not have the option of diversifying their economic relations with other economic
      powers. These are the characteristics Hirschman identified as critical to the development of politically
      important economic dependence. Moreover, these trends will likely endure for at least the next few decades. Given
      the small size of the South Korean and Taiwan economies relative to the Chinese economy, their full integration
      into the larger Chinese economy is all but inevitable.
    


    






    
      China and the Japanese economy

    


    
      Since the onset of China’s reforms in December 1978, the Chinese economy has grown more than 9 percent per
      year. In contrast, during the 1990s Japan’s economy  grew less than 1.5 percent per year.
      These developments have affected relative Chinese and Japanese GDP. By 1995 the Chinese economy was already
      larger than the Japanese economy, measured in terms of the World Bank’s purchasing power parity methodology.
      Measured in constant U.S. dollars, in 2002 Japan’s GDP was still three times larger than China’s GDP.
      Nonetheless, China’s faster rate of economic growth had halved the difference since Chinese reforms began in
      1978.63 Economic size does equal
      military potential, but China’s prolonged success and Japan’s difficulties have contributed to each side’s
      assessment of relative capabilities.64
    


    
      The growth of the Chinese economy has also affected Japan’s foreign economic relationships. Between 2000
      and 2002, Japanese exports to China increased by more than 50 percent, and they increased by another 25 percent
      in 2003. During this same period, Japanese exports to the United States declined by approximately 1.5 percent. In
      2002 there would have been no growth in the Japanese economy had it not been for exports to China. By 2003, the
      value of Japanese exports to China and Hong Kong combined was more than 75 percent of the value of its exports to
      the United States. By 2006 the Chinese market will be larger and more important to long-term Japanese economic
      growth than the American market.65
    


    
      After Beijing waged the “garlic war” with Seoul in 2000, it waged the “Tatami mat war” with Tokyo. In June
      2001, Tokyo imposed temporary import safeguards on Chinese leeks, shiitake mushrooms, and reeds used in tatami
      mats. Beijing retaliated with 100 percent duties on Japanese automobiles, cell phones, and air conditioners. The
      value of the Chinese sanctions on the Japanese goods was seven times the value of the Japanese sanctions on the
      Chinese goods and could have cost the Japanese automobile industry 420 billion yen in lost sales. Japan thus
      agreed to lift the tariffs on Chinese goods and to put off consideration of tariffs on other Chinese
      imports.66 Since then, Japanese
      economic interest groups have become increasingly vocal in opposition to government policy that challenges
      Sino-Japanese cooperation. In 2004 leaders of Japan’s major business associations, including the Keidanren,
      emerged as vocal critics of Japan’s resistance to Beijing’s pressure regarding Japanese military activities in
      China during World War II.67
    


    
      Trends in Japanese direct foreign investment are also important. From 2000 to 2002, annual Japanese
      investment in the United States declined by 35 percent, but during this same period Japanese investment in China
      increased by nearly 35 percent per year. In 2002 there were more cases of new Japanese investment in China than
      in the United States for the first time; this trend continued in 2003.68 Even as the U.S. economy has recovered from two
      and half years of recession and has experienced 3–4 percent growth, these trade and investment trends have
      continued. Because of China’s proximity to Japan, its nearly inexhaustible supply of inexpensive labor, and its
      large domestic market, it will continue to present Japan with more attractive investment opportunities than the
      United States.
    


    
      China’s economic rise will not eliminate the importance of the U.S. economy to Japan. The large size of
      Japan’s domestic market will also limit Japanese  dependence on the Chinese economy. Thus,
      unlike its economic relationship with South Korea and Taiwan, China will not quickly become a dominant economic
      power vis-à-vis Japan. Nonetheless, the importance of the U.S. economy to Japan will continue to decline, as
      China increasingly overtakes the United States as the international market most important to Japanese economic
      growth and prosperity.
    


    






    
      The Chinese economy and the ASEAN
      countries

    


    
      Significant changes also are underway in China’s economic relationship with the major ASEAN countries
      aligned with the United States. The November 2002 ASEAN–China free trade agreement was an important development
      in China’s transition to a global economic power. The agreement is reminiscent of the 1947 General Agreement on
      Tariffs and Trade (GATT), in which Western Europe enjoyed preferential access to the U.S. market for certain
      commodities. The result was the development of the post-World War II liberal trade order. Equally significant,
      the GATT contributed to the expansion of relative U.S. global market power. The ASEAN–China free trade agreement
      reflects a similar economic expansion strategy for China. Beijing has agreed to preferential access to its
      economy by the ASEAN countries, thus promoting their exports to the Chinese market. As these countries expand
      their exports to China, their economies will become more dependent on the Chinese economy.69 China also is negotiating more expansive
      bilateral trade agreements with the ASEAN countries, such as with Singapore.
    


    
      The redirection of ASEAN exports from the United States to China is underway. From 1998 to 2001, Malaysian
      and Indonesian exports to China more than doubled. Philippine exports to China nearly doubled from 2003 to 2004,
      while its exports to the United States declined by over 10 percent. From 2002 to 2003, combined exports from all
      of the ASEAN states to China grew by 51.7 percent and by mid-2004 China had become the region’s leading trade
      partner, surpassing the United States. Singapore is the lead state in this trend. By the end of 2003 Singapore’s
      exports to China were nearly one-third larger than the value of its exports to the United States. Moreover, over
      the next few years the China-ASEAN Free Trade Agreement will use complementarity in China-ASEAN agricultural
      products to encourage further trade expansion. Its “Early Harvest” program allows ASEAN agricultural products
      initial preferential access to the Chinese market.70
    


    
      Despite Washington’s free-trade agreement with Singapore and its effort to reach agreements with other
      Southeast Asian states, the ASEAN countries will become increasingly vulnerable to Chinese economic power.
      Region-wide, China’s market may well become the anchor of an East Asian free trade area, just as the U.S. market
      anchors the free trade arrangements of the North American Free Trade Agreement. Since 2001 the proportion of
      exports by East Asian nations that stayed within the region has been steadily increasing, reaching a high of 44
      percent, implying that a regional trade system may be emerging. Much of this increase reflects the growth of
      exports to the Chinese market. The 2004 China-ASEAN agreement aims for a region-wide free-trade area by 2010,
       suggesting that China wants to use its growing market to become the anchor of an “East
      Asian Free Trade Association.”71
    


    






    
      Accommodating and balancing in East Asia

    


    
      The complexity of the military and economic rise of China is matched by the complexity of state alignment
      decisions. There is no uniform East Asian response to Chinese power. The key factor explaining variation in
      alignment policies is variation in the rise of Chinese military power. Actors that are becoming more vulnerable
      to Chinese military power are accommodating the rise of China. Where the rise of China is limited to the
      development of economic dependency on the Chinese economy, however, East Asia’s secondary states have not
      accommodated China. Rather, they have consolidated their prior alignment with the United States.
    


    






    
      Accommodating Chinese power: South Korea and
      Taiwan

    


    
      South Korea and Taiwan, the two East Asian actors most vulnerable to the rise of Chinese military power,
      are accommodating China by resolving conflicts with Beijing and adjusting their defense ties with the United
      States. Simultaneously, Beijing is penetrating South Korean and Taiwan societies by developing soft power,
      reflecting trends in Chinese hard power.
    


    






    
      South Korean accommodation of Chinese power

    


    
      The most notable impact of the rise of China on South Korea has been on Seoul’s response to the North
      Korean threat. Whereas during the 1994 nuclear crisis Seoul supported U.S. policies that threatened war, in 2003
      it publicly and dramatically distanced itself from U.S. policy.72 Following North Korea’s admission in October 2002
      that it had resumed work on a proscribed nuclear reactor, the United States carried out coercive diplomacy
      supported by escalating military deployments and the implicit threat of war. In February 2003 it placed B-1 and
      B-52 bombers on alert for deployment to Guam, and positioned equipment near North Korea that enabled launches of
      precision-guided missiles. In March it deployed its bombers to Guam, immediately following President Bush’s
      warning that he was prepared to use force to end North Korea’s nuclear program. In addition, U.S. and South
      Korean forces carried out large-scale war military exercises, using F-117 Stealth fighters for the first time in
      exercises in seven years. These fighters then remained deployed in South Korea. During the exercises, U.S. forces
      also increased aerial and naval reconnaissance of North Korea. According to North Korean sources, in March the
      United States carried out more than 220 surveillance flights against North Korea. Then, in the aftermath of the
      initial phase of the war in Iraq, Washington transited three aircraft carriers from the Iraq theater to the
      Pacific theater, resulting in four carriers deployed in range of the Korean Peninsula by April 2003. Two of the
      carriers returned to the United States, but two remained within range of  North
      Korea.73 In May, Washington
      deployed a Stryker Brigade Combat Team to South Korea, facilitating rapid and flexible application of U.S. medium
      and heavy weaponry. It also announced that it would deploy Apache military helicopters and PAC-3 missiles in
      South Korea.74
    


    
      As Washington moved closer to war with North Korea, Seoul held senior-level meetings with the North Korean
      leadership and continued to offer North Korea food shipments in return for minor quid pro quos. When President
      Bush threatened economic sanctions against North Korea, South Korea’s president publicly opposed
      sanctions.75 Indeed, South Korea’s
      policy toward North Korea was closer to China’s policy than to U.S. policy. Frequent high-level consultations
      between Beijing and Seoul revealed that at the height of the crisis the South Korean leadership was far more
      comfortable working with Chinese leaders than with U.S. leaders.
    


    
      Seoul’s strategic alignment reflected its fear that Washington would ignite a second Korean war, in which
      South Korea would bear the disproportionate share of the costs. But Seoul’s changing alignment predates the 2003
      nuclear crisis; it reflects China’s emerging authority over the entire Korean peninsula. In March 2001, when
      South Korean President Kim Dae-jung met with President Bush in Washington, D.C., Kim resisted considerable U.S.
      pressure to close ranks with the United States. He insisted that despite U.S. opposition, South Korea would
      maintain its “sunshine policy,” whereby Seoul would manage the North Korean threat through greater emphasis on
      dialogue and economic cooperation. Since then, despite continued U.S. efforts to isolate North Korea, South Korea
      has replaced China as North Korea’s most important source of aid and most important trade partner.76
    


    
      South Korean accommodation of the rise of China is also reflected in Seoul’s resistance to post-cold war
      defense cooperation with the United States. The United States is adjusting its defense planning to stress
      “strategic flexibility,” in which U.S. forces abroad are deployed not for a single contingency but for deployment
      to whatever contingency arises. In this context, the Pentagon envisions that U.S. forces in South Korea can be
      deployed anywhere in East Asia, which suggests planning for conflict with China. Seoul has resisted cooperating
      with U.S. defense policy, insofar as it implies that South Korean territory could be used by the United States in
      a war against China. Thus in 2005, President Roh Moo-hyun declared that South Korea facilities could not be used
      by U.S. forces in a Taiwan conflict, and the United States has been unable to reach agreement with Seoul to
      enable U.S. use of its South Korean bases for regional contingencies.77
    


    
      These trends in South Korean defense policy also explain Seoul’s increasingly sanguine response to U.S.
      plans to withdraw its troops from between Seoul and the demilitarized zone, and to reduce the overall number of
      U.S. troops in South Korea. In 1977 Seoul resisted President Jimmy Carter’s plan to reduce U.S. troops in Korea.
      The origin of “Koreagate,” in which South Korea bribed members of the U.S. Congress, was Seoul’s anxiety over
      fears of abandonment by the United States.78 In contrast, when Secretary of Defense Donald
      Rumsfeld, at the height of U.S. preparations for war against North Korea, proposed  removal
      of U.S. troops from the demilitarized zone and a reduction of U.S. military presence on the peninsula, Seoul
      merely questioned the timing of the proposal and then entered into negotiations regarding the schedule for U.S.
      redeployments. In 2004, when the U.S. announced that it would transfer 4,000 troops from South Korea to Iraq and
      it would reduce its forces in South Korea by one-third in 2005, Seoul was not alarmed.79 In the context of South Korean accommodation of
      the rise of China, U.S. military presence was becoming less relevant to South Korean security. South Korean
      Defense Minister Yoon Kwang-ung explained that South Korea planned to be less dependent on its alliance with the
      United States and that it would increasingly cooperate with Russia and China as it developed a balancer role in
      Northeast Asia.80 Although
      President Roh criticized the North Korean ballistic missile tests in June 2006, he criticized Japan’s response to
      the tests as the more dangerous threat to regional stability.81
    


    
      In a case of soft power following hard power, the rise of China has led to socio-economic changes in South
      Korea’s relationship with China. There are now direct flights between 7 South Korean cities and 24 Chinese
      cities, and more than 200,000 South Koreans have residencies in China. More than 30,000 South Koreans are
      studying Chinese in China, the largest group of foreign students in China. By mid-2003 there were approximately
      300,000 South Koreans studying Chinese in South Korea. There is a shortage of South Koreans who can teach Chinese
      in South Korean junior and high schools, and a Chinese university has agreed to send 600 Chinese language
      teachers to South Korea.82 Since
      1997 South Korean attitudes toward China have been steadily improving, at the expense of America’s standing in
      South Korea. In 2001, 73 percent of South Koreans had a favorable attitude toward China, while only 66 percent
      held a favorable attitude toward the United States.83
    


    






    
      Taiwan accommodation of rising Chinese power

    


    
      The rise of Chinese economic and military power also explains recent developments in Taiwan’s defense and
      foreign policies. One reflection of this trend is Taiwan’s increasing disinterest in purchasing advanced U.S.
      weapons. From the early 1970s to the late 1990s, Taiwan made annual requests for American advanced weaponry, only
      to be disappointed by U.S. restraint. Then, in early 2001, the Bush administration agreed to sell Taiwan diesel
      submarines, Kidd-class destroyers, and anti-submarine reconnaissance aircraft. It also has licensed for export to
      Taiwan the Patriot III missile, a key ingredient in a Taiwan missile defense system. Taiwan then became the
      reluctant party. More than two years elapsed before Taiwan purchased four 1970s-generation Kidd-class destroyers
      and, despite considerable U.S. pressure, it has yet to allocate funding for other major U.S. weapons. Through
      2006 the Taiwan’s legislature had refused to consider a supplementary budget for acquisition of these
      weapons.84
    


    
      Taiwan’s defense policy in part reflects Taiwan’s democratic politics and the resultant demands for
      increased social spending. But Taiwan’s reluctance to  purchase U.S. weapons also reflects
      its increasing vulnerability to Chinese power. In a recent public opinion poll, approximately 55 percent of the
      respondents believed that advanced U.S. weaponry could not make Taiwan secure. Only 37 percent of the respondents
      supported the acquisition plan. Another poll reported that nearly 60 percent of the public believed that Taiwan
      could not defend itself in a war with the mainland.85 Taiwan’s ministry of defense concurs. In 2004 it
      concluded that the mainland would gain military superiority over Taiwan in 2006. Because it would require up to a
      decade to complete the acquisition of the U.S. weaponry, during which time the mainland would continue to upgrade
      its capabilities, U.S. weapons would not make Taiwan more secure.86 Moreover, Taiwan’s 2003 regular defense budget
      was the lowest since 1996, and the 2004 defense budget was 20 percent lower than the 2003 defense budget, despite
      a growing Taiwan economy and increased government revenues.87
    


    
      Until the late 1990s the combination of Taiwan capabilities and U.S. intervention provided effective
      defense against the mainland military, but by 2000 Taiwan had become vulnerable to assured PRC economic and
      military punishment. Taiwan’s economic dependence on the mainland means that Beijing will not need to contend
      with the U.S. Navy to deploy an effective blockade to devastate the Taiwan economy. The mere loss of the mainland
      market or mainland “nationalization” of Taiwan investments would undermine economic, political, and social
      stability on Taiwan. Moreover, during mainland–Taiwan hostilities, Taiwan’s other major trading partners,
      including U.S. businesses, would likely suspend trade with Taiwan as they would prefer to maintain economic
      cooperation with Beijing. In early 1996, when China amassed its troops from across Taiwan and carried out
      military exercises in the vicinity of Taiwan, the Taiwan stock market fell by 25 percent. Loss of confidence in
      the Taiwan dollar and panic buying of the U.S. dollar required the Taiwan government to intervene in capital
      markets.88 The continued rise of
      Chinese economic power guarantees that Taiwan will suffer far greater and unacceptable costs in a future
      war.
    


    
      Taiwan accommodation of mainland power is also reflected in internal political trends suggesting
      accommodation to Chinese interests regarding a declaration of de jure independence for Taiwan. Taiwan voters and
      politicians increasingly accept the “one-China principle,” the principle that the island of Taiwan is part of
      Chinese sovereignty, regardless of the government of China. Taiwan polling consistently reveals that less than 10
      percent of the population support an immediate declaration of independence. Eighty percent of the people oppose
      changing the name of the island from “Republic of China.” Moreover, nearly 65 percent would favor a fifty-year
      “peace treaty” with the mainland, in which the mainland would not use force against Taiwan and Taiwan would not
      declare independence.89 Similar
      prudence is reflected in attitudes toward Chen Shui-bian’s March 2004 initiative for a “defensive referendum”
      regarding Taiwan’s mainland policy. Numerous public opinion polls revealed that a majority of the people believed
      that the referendum was at best unnecessary, and at worst provocative. Despite his ultimate electoral victory,
      Chen’s political advisors acknowledged that the referendum initiative had reduced voter support for his
      candidacy.  Even Chen’s party colleagues have publicly advised him to rethink his plans to
      seek a new constitution and possibly alter Taiwan’s legal relationship with the mainland; the DPP has become
      increasingly divided over mainland policy.90
    


    
      The majority vote for Chen Shui-bian in the March 2004 presidential election was not a vote for
      independence. It reflected the effect of an alleged assassination attempt against Chen the day before the
      election. Prior to the shooting, despite a lackluster campaign led by Lien Chan, the KMT was well ahead of the
      DPP in almost all opinion polls.91
      Indeed, despite his many advantages, Chen secured only 50.02 percent of the vote.92 Then, in the December 2004 legislative elections,
      the DPP failed to gain control of the Taiwan legislature. In March 2005 Beijing issued its “Anti-Secession Law”
      and inflamed Taiwan public opinion. Nonetheless, in April KMT Chairman Lien Chan traveled to Beijing. Lien met
      with Chinese Communist Party leader Hu Jintao, declared KMT’s opposition to Taiwan independence, and gave an
      emotional speech at Peking University that advocated cross-strait cooperation. Fifty-six percent of the people
      supported his visit. A poll conducted shortly after his visit reported that 46 percent of the voters believed
      that the KMT was most capable of handing cross-strait relations, while only 9.4 percent believed that the DPP was
      most capable. Taiwan’s “accommodationist” trend continued through the December 2005 election for city mayors and
      county-level magistrates. The DPP suffered a major defeat, securing only six of the twenty-three open posts.
      Following the election, Chen’s popularity rating fell to 10 percent. Meanwhile, Ma Ying-jeou, the KMT’s candidate
      for the 2008 presidential election, mayor of Taipei, and the new KMT chairman, received an 80-percent approval
      rating. In a clear sign of accommodation, Ma publicly opposes independence and supports opening of the
      “three-links” across the Taiwan Strait, which would eliminate the requirement that shipping and flights pass
      through Hong Kong before entering the mainland. The Taiwan electorate has spoken and rejected independence; the
      risk is simply too high. This trend of accommodation to Chinese power is irreversible, insofar as the mainland’s
      military power will continue to grow and its stranglehold over the Taiwan economy will deepen.
    


    
      These trends also have affected the policy preferences of the Taiwan business community. Reflecting
      Taiwan’s economic dependence on the mainland, support from large businesses for the pro-independence DPP has
      declined in recent years, and during the 2004 presidential election many refused to support Chen Shui-bian. Their
      political migration to the KMT has increasingly reflected opposition to Chen’s focus on independence, as well as
      their preference for pragmatic policies that will promote cross-strait stability and economic opportunities.
      These businesses also pressure the government to open direct air and sea transportation links to expand trade
      with the mainland, despite the implications for Taiwan’s security. Seventy-five percent of the business community
      support liberalized trade relations with the mainland, despite the implications for Taiwan’s dependence on the
      mainland economy. In May 2006 pro-DPP business leaders, frustrated by Chen’s mainland policy, traveled to Beijing
      with an opposition party delegation and made an appeal to Hu Jintao to smooth cross-strait business
      relations.93 
      In apparent response to such pressure, Chen Shui-bian took the first step in June 2006 toward direct trade with
      the mainland by allowing cross-strait cargo flights on a case-by-case basis.94 Taiwan’s business community has become what
      Hirschman called a “commercial fifth column.”
    


    
      As in Chinese-South Korean relations, China’s soft power vis-à-vis Taiwan has followed the rise of its hard
      power. More than one million Taiwanese now have residencies on the mainland, where they have established separate
      Taiwan communities with elementary schools. More than 500,000 Taiwanese live in the Shanghai area alone. Taiwan
      tourism on the mainland continues to expand. In 1988 approximately 450,000 Taiwan tourists visited mainland
      China; in 2003 the number was nearly 3 million. According to Taiwan’s statistics, by the end of 2004 there were
      more than 250,000 “cross-strait marriages” in Taiwan, accounting for over 20 percent of all Taiwan marriages. In
      early 2004, there were 5,000 students from Taiwan studying for degrees in Chinese universities, even though
      Chinese degrees are not recognized by Taiwan.95 Change in cross-strait relations is also
      reflected in subtle shifts in “self-identity” among the Taiwan electorate. The younger the generation, the less
      likely it is that voters consider themselves “Taiwanese” and the more likely that they consider themselves
      “Taiwanese and Chinese.” Taiwan voters who did not experience the harsh rule of the mainland KMT government from
      the 1950s to the 1970s but who have been exposed to contemporary mainland China and benefit from cross-strait
      relations possess greater affinity for mainland China.96
    


    






    
      The balancers: Japan and the ASEAN states

    


    
      Elsewhere in East Asia, China is a rising economic power but not a rising military power; as stated
      earlier, the military balance in maritime East Asia is stable, insofar as the United States remains the sole
      military power. Thus, despite the maritime states’ growing economic dependence on China and the development of
      domestic economic interest groups promoting accommodation policies, stability in the U.S.–China military balance
      enables these states the opportunity to balance with the United States.
    


    






    
      Japanese balancing and consolidation of the U.S.–Japan
      alliance

    


    
      Japan began balancing the rise of Chinese power in the mid 1990s, just as China was experiencing its second
      post-Mao economic boom.97 In 1995
      Tokyo agreed to revised guidelines for the U.S.–Japan alliance. The guidelines called for closer wartime
      coordination between the Japanese and U.S. militaries, including U.S. use of Japanese territory and logistical
      services in case of war with a third country.98 Since then, Japan has become the most active U.S.
      partner in the development of missile defense technologies. In 2004 it agreed to a five-year plan for U.S.– Japan
      joint production of a missile defense system and committed one billion dollars for construction of missile
      defense hardware; it plans to spend ten billion dollars by the end of the decade.99 In late 2005 Japan formally agreed for the  first time to base a U.S. nuclear-powered aircraft carrier at the U.S. naval base at Yokosuka;
      later that year Japan and the United States announced that they would hold the first joint military exercise
      simulating defense of a small Japanese island, with China the implicit adversary.100 Moreover, after many years of U.S.
      encouragement, in 2005 Tokyo agreed to a U.S.–Japan joint statement on Taiwan expressing mutual interest in the
      “peaceful resolution” of the Taiwan conflict.101 Defense cooperation with the United States has
      also eroded Japan’s reluctance to deploy forces overseas. In the 1990s Japanese participation in UN peacekeeping
      operations in Cambodia was a major development. In 2001 it passed legislation allowing the Japanese military to
      provide noncombat support to U.S. antiterrorist operations, and then sent its navy to join in the search for Al
      Qaeda forces in the waters off Pakistan and Iran. That same year Japan passed legislation allowing Japan to
      deploy ground troops in support of U.S. operations in Iraq.102 Japanese forces have participated in the war in
      Iraq since 2003.
    


    
      Japanese national defense policy also is changing to reflect the possibility of war with China. In 2004 the
      Japanese Defense Agency publicly referred to a potential Chinese challenge to Japanese security for the first
      time. The next year the Japanese Foreign Minister Taro Aso followed up with the assertion that growing Chinese
      military power and increased defense spending posed a “threat” to Japan.103 Moreover, Tokyo has adopted a more assertive
      posture on islands and territorial waters claimed by both China and Japan. In late 2005 officials said that Tokyo
      would increase the number of boats and planes patrolling gas and oil fields claimed by both Japan and China.
      Tokyo has decided to develop a surface-to-surface missile, reportedly to defend disputed islands from other
      claimants. It will build a radar facility on the islands, and has begun allocating gas exploration in the
      disputed waters.104
    


    
      Japanese balancing of Chinese power also is reflected in changes in Japanese public opinion regarding use
      of force. Leaders of the ruling Liberal Democratic Party have called for revision of article 9 of the Japanese
      constitution; a 2003 poll found that 42 percent of the public supported its revision. In late 2005 the Liberal
      Democratic Party issued a draft revision of the Japanese constitution that would permit Japanese military
      participation in collective defense.105 There is also a growing debate in Japan over
      possession of nuclear weapons. Senior government officials have argued that possession of nuclear weapons would
      not violate the Japanese constitution.106 Japan is leaving behind its “pacifist” past and
      is on its way to becoming a “normal” country. It took the rise of China to start this process.
    


    
      Coinciding with the rise of China and Japanese balancing has been changing socio-economic changes in Japan
      and the erosion of Chinese soft power. The percentage of Japanese claiming a positive attitude toward China has
      steadily declined since the 1989 Tiananmen incident, China’s nuclear tests, and its 1996 show of force against
      Taiwan. According to Japanese government surveys, 2001 was the first time that the number of Japanese who held no
      affinity for China exceeded the number of Japanese who held affinity for China.107 In this domestic context, Japanese politicians
      no longer anguish over whether to pay tribute to  World War II soldiers at the Yasukuni
      Shrine. Rather, they warn that Chinese opposition to the visits could inflame anti-Chinese attitudes in Japan.
      One public opinion poll reported that nearly 50 percent of the Japanese people supported the prime minister’s
      visit to the shrine.108 There also
      is declining support for economic assistance to China. Japanese had long considered aid to China as an
      obligation, tantamount to reparations for World War II. According to a December 2004 poll, however, less than
      one-third of the public supports continued aid for China. Since fiscal year 2000, Tokyo has reduced its aid by
      over half, and in 2004 China ranked third as a recipient of Japanese aid, behind India and Indonesia.109
    


    






    
      Maritime Southeast Asia and defense cooperation with the United
      States

    


    
      Similar to Japan, the rise of China has not diminished U.S. dominance in the South China Sea and U.S.
      ability to determine the security of Southeast Asia’s maritime states. Thus in this theater the rise of China is
      limited to this region’s growing economic dependence on the Chinese economy. In these strategic circumstances,
      the secondary states are consolidating defense cooperation with the United States.
    


    
      Since 1995 countries throughout maritime Southeast Asia have conducted annual Cooperation Afloat Readiness
      and Training (CARAT) bilateral military exercises with the U.S. Navy. Indonesia’s accommodation of U.S. superior
      capabilities was especially pronounced in 1999, when it acquiesced to the secession of East Timor from Indonesia.
      When the United States and its allies deployed significant military forces in the South China Sea in support of
      East Timor independence, and in the absence of countervailing great-power capabilities, Indonesia cooperated with
      U.S. power.110 Indonesia continued
      to participate in the CARAT exercises despite the U.S. military embargo imposed on Indonesia following the East
      Timor issue. Since then, it has been increasingly active in these exercises. In 2002 it resumed security
      cooperation talks with Washington, and it has become more active in purchasing military equipment from the United
      States.111 Malaysia is improving
      defense ties with Washington. About fifteen to twenty U.S. Navy vessels visit Malaysian ports each year. U.S.
      Army and Navy Seals conduct training in Malaysia each year, and Malaysia provides jungle warfare training for
      U.S. military personnel. U.S. aircraft carriers often berth at Port Klang in the Malacca Strait.112
    


    
      Singapore and the Philippines have been particularly active in cooperation with the U.S. military,
      including basing, defense planning, and arms acquisitions. In 2000 Singapore began annual participation in the
      U.S. Cobra Gold military exercises. In 2001 it completed construction of its Changi port facility, designed to
      accommodate a U.S. aircraft carrier, and in March 2001 it hosted the first visit of the USS Kitty Hawk. As
      Singapore Defense Minister Tony Tan explained, “It is no secret that Singapore believes that the presence of the
      U.S. military … contributes to the peace and stability of the region. To that extent, we have facilitated the
      presence of U.S. military forces.”113 There are approximately 100 U.S. naval ship
      visits to Singapore each year. In 2005 Singapore and the United States signed the Singapore-U.S. Strategic
      Framework Agreement, which  will consolidate defense and security ties and enable greater
      cooperation in joint exercises. Singapore also relies on the United States for acquisition of advanced weaponry.
      It has joined in the U.S. program for development of the Lockheed Martin Joint Strike Fighter.114
    


    
      In 1999 the Philippines reached a Visiting Forces Agreement with the United States, permitting U.S. forces
      to hold exercises with Philippine forces in the Philippines. Since then the size of U.S. participation in joint
      exercises has steadily expanded, doubling from 2003 to 2004. In addition, the focus of the exercises has expanded
      beyond antiterrorist activities to include U.S. Navy participation in amphibious exercises in the vicinity of the
      Spratly Islands, which both Beijing and Manila claim as their territory, suggesting that the exercises possess a
      regional focus. In late 2004 the U.S. and Philippine air forces conducted joint air exercises using the former
      U.S. base at the Clark Airfield.115
      Since 2001 annual U.S. military assistance to the Philippines has increased from $1.9 million to a projected $126
      million in 2005, and the Philippines is now the largest recipient of U.S. military assistance in East Asia.
      Manila is also planning to purchase U.S. fighter planes. Whereas for most of the 1990s the Philippines was
      hostile to the U.S. military, it is now a “major non-NATO ally” with an expanding U.S. presence on its
      territory.116
    


    






    
      Sources of secondary-state alignment: the East Asian
      experience

    


    
      The rise of China is an uneven development. The region is becoming increasingly more economically dependent
      on China than on the United States. But the rise of Chinese military power is less uniform; China is balancing
      U.S. power, but in distinct theaters, rather than throughout the region. Where the relative rise of Chinese
      economic and military power correspond and China is altering the U.S.–China balance-of-power, secondary states
      are accommodating Chinese interests. This is the case on the Korean Peninsula, where there has been a gradual yet
      fundamental repositioning of South Korean foreign and defense policies toward alignment with China. This also has
      been the case regarding Taiwan’s mainland policy. Remnant Taiwan resistance to Chinese pressure regarding
      sovereignty reflects the countervailing influence of a risk-acceptant leader seeking a nationalistic objective
      rather than a concerted strategic effort to balance Chinese power.117
    


    
      These findings support the dominant approach in the theoretical literature on the balance-of-power,
      including the traditional realist and neorealist literature. As a great power, China is balancing U.S. power, but
      the responses of East Asian secondary states to increased vulnerability to Chinese power establish the fact that
      secondary states accommodate rather than balance improved relative military capability of a rising great power to
      undermine their security. In the presence of shifting relative great-power capabilities, only the great powers
      balance. The East Asian experience also supports the traditional understanding of the role of geography in threat
      perception and secondary-state behavior.  Geographic proximity contributes to threat
      perception and alignment decisions. The result of great-power proximity and heightened threat perception is not
      secondary-state balancing, however, but rather accommodation of great power capabilities.118 Indeed, throughout history great powers have
      been most successful in establishing spheres of influence over their immediate neighbors.
    


    
      The realist argument that perception of great-power intentions matter little in secondary-state alignment
      decisions is corroborated by post-cold war East Asia. Taiwan and South Korea have very different understandings
      of Chinese intentions, yet they have adopted convergent responses to the impact of Chinese power on their
      security. This pattern is replicated around China’s periphery. Whereas Vietnam remains distrustful of Chinese
      intentions and Burma perceives China as a benign neighbor, both Vietnam and Burma have accommodated China’s
      interest in a periphery free from the strategic presence of a rival great power. States that have balanced China
      similarly hold disparate perspectives on Chinese intentions. Japan and Singapore have balanced the rise of China
      through strategic cooperation with the United States, yet Japan is increasingly suspicious of Chinese intentions
      and Singapore maintains a positive view of China’s role in the region.
    


    
      The East Asian response to the rise of China also establishes that realism and traditional balance-of-power
      theory are as appropriate for understanding alignment policies in East Asia as they are for understanding
      alignment policies in any other region of international politics. Predictions of region-wide East Asian
      accommodation of the rise of China premised on assumptions of pan-Asian cultural predispositions are not
      supported by empirical research. Even within the “Confucian world” there is considerable variation. The pattern
      of accommodation and balancing strategies in East Asia suggest that secondary-state alignment choices reflect
      cross-cultural and timeless determinants of foreign policy choices. Similarly, there is no apparent correlation
      between political systems and responses to rising powers. Japan is a democracy and it is the state most active in
      consolidating defense cooperation with the United States. South Korea and Taiwan are also democracies, yet they
      are both accommodating Chinese power. In maritime Southeast Asia, democracies and authoritarian states have
      adopted similar policies toward the United States; they are consolidating defense ties with the United States as
      the United States enhances its regional capabilities in response to the rise of China.
    


    
      Whereas strategic realism captures the emerging trends in the East Asian balance-of-power, these same
      trends raise questions about the realist political economy literature. Where the rise of China has been limited
      to the development of economic power, secondary-state alignment patterns are very different from those where
      there is also the rise of Chinese military power. Where the United States has retained its military dominance,
      secondary states, despite their growing dependence on the Chinese economy, are strengthening security cooperation
      with the United States. This trend is clear not only in Japanese defense policy, but also in the defense policies
      of Singapore and the Philippines. The trend is also evident, if less pronounced, in Malaysian and Indonesian
      defense policies.
    


    
      This paper thus concludes from the alignment patterns in East Asia that dominant economic power alone is
      insufficient to compel accommodation by secondary states, and that military power trumps economic power in
      determining secondary-state alignment.119 This finding suggests the need to reevaluate
      case studies in the realist political economy literature. Hirschman’s observation of secondary-state alignment
      with Germany in the 1930s may have reflected the growth of German military power in southeast Europe at the
      expense of relative French military power, rather than simply the development of German economic power.
      Kirshner’s and Abdelal’s observation of Austria’s alignment with France in the 1920s may have reflected French
      military dominance in the immediate aftermath of World War I more than it reflected the political influence of
      Austrian economic interest groups possessing a stake in trade with France. Growth of U.S. naval power in the
      1880s, rather than simply the attraction of the U.S. sugar market, may have contributed to Hawaii’s 1887 decision
      to grant the United States basing rights at Pearl Harbor. The presence of Russian military forces on the
      Russian-Ukraine border, the presence of many ethnic Russians in Ukraine, and Moscow’s challenge to Ukrainian
      possession of the Crimea in the aftermath of the dissolution of the Soviet Union may have been more decisive in
      Ukrainian accommodation of Russian interests than simply Ukrainian dependence on Russian energy resources.
    


    
      East Asian secondary-state response to the rise of China also suggests that military capability is both a
      necessary and a sufficient factor to compel alignment. Nonetheless, because China’s economic rise is a
      region-wide phenomenon and it is not possible to isolate the impact of military power on contemporary East Asian
      secondary-state behavior, it cannot be conclusively established from East Asia’s response to the rise of China
      that military power is a sufficient condition to compel alignment. This only can be established by research on
      the impact on secondary states of rising military powers that have been unable to develop dominant economic
      power. The classic example of accommodation to such great powers is Finland’s accommodation of the Soviet Union.
      Although the Soviet Union dominated Finland’s security environment, Finish prosperity and economic growth never
      depended on exports to the Warsaw Pact countries. On the contrary, Finland depended on exports to the NATO
      countries. Each year from 1970 to 1980, for example, Finland’s exports to the NATO countries constituted at least
      56 percent of its total exports, and for most of these years it was over 60 percent of its total exports. Despite
      Finland’s dependence on NATO for economic growth and prosperity, it accommodated Soviet military power on its
      borders by resisting military cooperation with NATO, essentially becoming a Soviet buffer state.120 Finland’s policy toward the Soviet Union likely
      reflects a pattern in international politics, that military power is a sufficient and necessary factor to compel
      secondary-state accommodation of a great power.
    


    
      Variation in East Asian alignment policies in response to the rise of China further reveals that
      predictions by security specialists of region-wide accommodation to Chinese power and costly U.S.–China
      great-power competition is as misleading as theoretical propositions of uniform secondary-state tendency toward
      balancing or  accommodation. Even in the absence of a costly U.S. response to the rise of
      China and of intensified U.S.–China strategic competition, East Asia is experiencing not Chinese hegemony but the
      consolidation of regional bipolarity, as some secondary states increasingly align with China and others remain
      aligned with the United States.121
    


    
      The United States’ role in East Asia will increasingly coincide with Secretary of State Dean Acheson’s 1950
      definition of the U.S. “defense perimeter” in East Asia, which excluded mainland East Asia. By 1948 the United
      States had withdrawn its forces from Korea. In 1949 the National Security Council, based on the findings of the
      Joint Chiefs of Staff, concluded that Taiwan was not a U.S. vital security interest. Acheson later observed to
      members of Congress that even if the mainland should occupy Taiwan, it would only add forty miles to Chinese
      power projection toward Guam.122
      Credibility to resist Communist armed expansion, not material interests, drove American intervention in the
      Korean conflict and the Chinese civil war. Since then, U.S. policy has sought peaceful resolution of these
      conflicts, reflecting its interest in the process of change, rather than the outcome. Well into the twenty-first
      century, China will lack the advanced technologies and the funds to develop the power projection capability
      necessary to challenge U.S. military dominance in maritime East Asia.123 If the United States remains committed to
      maintaining its forward presence in East Asia, it can be assured of maritime supremacy, the ability to handle the
      rise of China at manageable costs, and a stable East Asian balance-of-power.
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    China and the Cambodian peace process


    
      The value of coercive diplomacy
    


    
      Since Vietnam’s invasion and occupation of Cambodia in December 1978, China has consistently pursued three
      interrelated objectives for Indochina. First, it sought a significant reduction of the Soviet presence in the
      region, thereby reversing the trend of Soviet encirclement in the 1970s. Second, it sought Vietnamese withdrawal
      from Cambodia and thus diminished Vietnamese power on China’s southern periphery, reduced opportunity for an
      outside power to use Vietnam to undermine Chinese interests, and the re-emergence of Cambodia’s post-World War
      Two tendency to develop friendly relations with China to offset Vietnamese power. Third, China insisted on the
      dissolution of the Vietnamese-influenced Heng Samrin/Hun Sen government. This final objective serves China’s
      interest in an independent Cambodia contributing to a divided Indochina, but it primarily reflected Chinese
      outrage at Vietnam’s defiance of Chinese warnings during the 1977–78 period and Hanoi’s subsequent creation of a
      “puppet” Cambodian leadership. China was intent on discrediting the invasion and validating its own regional
      authority by seeking the replacement of the Phnom Penh leadership with a new government.
    


    
      It was of little significance to China whether it achieved its objectives through a negotiated political
      settlement or through coercive diplomacy, but in the absence of negotiated concessions on the part of its
      adversaries Beijing has pursued its objectives through the development of a multifaceted and multilateral policy,
      combining diplomatic, economic, and military policy instruments, and focusing its efforts on each member of the
      coalition resisting PRC interests in Indochina—the Soviet Union, Vietnam, and the Phnom Penh government. Chinese
      policy was immensely successful. Beijing reached its first two goals more than two years ago and incurred little
      cost to its other foreign policy interests. During the summer of 1991, Beijing established the groundwork for
      achieving its final objective. The Agreement on a Comprehensive Political Settlement on the Cambodia Conflict
      signed in Paris in October 1991 allows China to claim victory in Indochina, and thus enter into a new era in
      which it develops cooperative relations with its southern neighbors in the context of both peace in Cambodia and
      uncontested Chinese regional authority.
    


    






    
      China’s objectives in Indochina

    


    
      Since the fall of Saigon to North Vietnamese forces in April 1975, China’s one overriding objective has
      been to minimize Soviet influence on its southern periphery.1 Throughout the early 1970s, Beijing’s foreign
      policy was predicated on resisting Soviet “hegemonism,” and in particular its expansion into Asia on terms that
      contributed to the “encirclement” of China. The USSR’s conventional and nuclear weapons buildup on the
      Sino-Soviet border during the 1970s and 1980s, the Soviet treaties with India, and the development of the Soviet
      Pacific fleet all presented China with increased military pressure. The extension of Soviet influence into
      Indochina was perceived as the culmination of Moscow’s encirclement strategy. Beijing had feared this development
      in the 1960s and sought to prevent it after 1975, but the combination of Soviet economic and military aid to
      Vietnam, Vietnamese economic and strategic interests, and most important, Khmer Rouge bellicosity were sufficient
      to thwart Beijing efforts. The Soviet Union bankrolled and defended Hanoi’s occupation of Cambodia in exchange
      for a continuing dominant political and military presence in the region. Having failed in its efforts, Beijing
      now sought to reduce the Soviet presence. As the most important of the “three obstacles” to normalization of
      Sino-Soviet relations, Soviet disengagement from the Vietnamese occupation became the foundation of a policy
      seeking secure southern borders free from the control of a rival power. Thus, Beijing consistently demanded that
      Moscow reduce its economic and military support for Vietnam’s Cambodia policy.
    


    
      Closely associated with China’s objective of denying Indochina to a rival power has been the
      “Balkanization” of Indochina. Although in itself Vietnam cannot pose a threat to Chinese security, in alliance
      with an outside power it becomes a significant challenger. Even this is manageable, however, as long as there is
      also a Chinese presence in the region. What is required is minimal Vietnamese influence in Cambodia and Laos so
      that they can develop relations with Beijing. Thus, as a hedge against future developments, Beijing’s second
      objective has been to prevent Vietnamese regional hegemony. Similar to its Soviet policy, Beijing since the 1960s
      has seen an independent Cambodia as crucial to its interests in a divided Indochina, contributing to minimal
      adversarial presence on China’s periphery. In the aftermath of the communist victories in Cambodia and Vietnam in
      1975, Beijing viewed the Pol Pot government as its ally against Vietnamese control. Although it tried to moderate
      Khmer Rouge policy and minimize Vietnamese-Cambodian friction, ultimately it backed Phnom Penh against Hanoi
      rather than accept Vietnamese domination of Indochina, and it warned Vietnam against overthrowing the Pol Pot
      leadership.
    


    
      This aspect of China’s policy also failed. Despite Chinese warnings, Vietnamese troops with Soviet support
      invaded Cambodia in December 1978, overthrew the Pol Pot regime, installed the “puppet” Heng Samrin government,
      and remained in Cambodia for over ten years to protect the new Phnom Penh leadership against remnant Khmer Rouge
      forces. Thus, China’s three-week invasion of Vietnam in February 1979, which aimed to “teach Vietnam a lesson,”
      reflected the  failure of its policy dating back to the fall of Saigon in April 1975. After
      its invasion, Beijing then focused on “rolling back” Vietnamese power in Indochina, and the full withdrawal of
      Vietnamese troops and the development of an independent Cambodia remained a vital Chinese objective despite the
      dramatic and fundamental changes in Soviet foreign policy. Not until there are once again three independent
      states in Indochina and China has the opportunity to reestablish a significant influence in Cambodia will Beijing
      believe that it has sufficient ability to deny dominant influence in Indochina to a rival power.
    


    
      The Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia created the third objective, which was less critical but no more
      subject to compromise. Having failed in 1978–79 to prevent Vietnam from invading Cambodia and installing a client
      regime, Beijing was intent on denying Hanoi any benefit whatsoever from the invasion. Thus, it would not agree to
      any outcome of the Cambodian civil war that allowed the Heng Samrin regime to continue to run Cambodia as its
      legal government. Chinese leaders argued that a political settlement that left the Heng Samrin regime in place
      would merely legitimate the Vietnamese invasion. Essentially Vietnam had to learn the important lesson that any
      challenge to Chinese power in Indochina will fail.
    


    
      But this Chinese objective did not require a Khmer Rouge victory in Cambodia. Beijing’s four years of
      experience in dealing with Khmer Rouge control over Cambodia convinced the Chinese leadership that a Khmer Rouge
      victory would not serve Chinese interests. Indeed, during the 1975–78 period, Khmer Rouge foreign policy
      undermined China’s interest in minimizing Soviet influence in the region by aggravating the Vietnamese-Cambodian
      conflict and creating conditions ripe for Soviet “opportunism.” Although China tried to influence Cambodian
      foreign policy during this period, it was unable to prevail upon the Pol Pot government to adopt a policy of
      “peaceful coexistence” toward Hanoi. Given the disasters of the Pol Pot leadership of Cambodia, China was not
      inclined to support its return to power. Moreover, should the Khmer Rouge reassume control over the country,
      China would be universally held responsible for promoting the cause of genocidal fascism. Considering China’s
      ongoing effort to consolidate cooperative relations with the advanced industrial countries, it has sought to
      avoid such condemnation. Thus, Beijing’s 1988 announcement that it did not seek restoration of Khmer Rouge
      authority and that it supported a coalition government composed of all four factions was an easy concession to
      make toward promoting a political settlement.
    


    
      Similar to its preferences in the early and mid-1970s, China’s objective for Cambodia has been the creation
      of a new legal government under the leadership of Prince Norodom Sihanouk, the symbol of Cambodian independence;
      it has been willing to reconcile itself to Heng Samrin and his administrative apparatus in all but name because
      this would be an acceptable face-saving arrangement that would secure China’s political objective of the
      dissolution of the Vietnamese-installed government. Moreover, for all of Sihanouk’s unpredictability, he has
      consistently adopted and advocated a balanced foreign policy aimed at maximizing Cambodian 
      independence, and since the Vietnamese invasion in 1978, Beijing has continued to champion Sihanouk’s leadership
      credentials.2
    


    
      China’s third objective did not involve its vital interests; rather, it was motivated by a combination of
      principle and revenge and Chinese leaders were no more willing to compromise on this issue than they were on
      their more strategically important objectives. On the contrary, they clearly indicated that they were willing to
      see continued civil war in Cambodia if they could not negotiate a political settlement entailing the formal
      dissolution of the Heng Samrin government.
    


    






    
      China’s Indochina policy

    


    
      China had achieved its first two objectives by mid-1989, but its success did not come through developing
      compromise solutions aimed at reaching a political settlement. Rather, Beijing’s policy imposed such high costs
      on its adversaries that they were compelled to abandon their original objectives in Indochina and conciliate
      Chinese interests. This was the thrust of Chinese policy toward both the Soviet Union and Vietnam. Since Mikhail
      Gorbachev’s July 1986 Vladivostok speech, China had made Soviet support for the Vietnamese occupation of Cambodia
      the primary obstacle to Sino-Soviet political “normalization.” The two sides developed economic relations and
      conducted frequent normalization negotiations, but China repeatedly insisted that before it would agree to
      regularized diplomatic exchanges and to a Sino-Soviet summit Moscow would have to cease supporting Vietnam’s
      Cambodia policy. Deng Xiaoping personally insisted that Moscow would have to resolve this issue before China
      would agree to a summit.3
    


    
      Thus, Beijing offered Moscow a choice between improved Sino-Soviet relations or the status quo in
      Indochina. With the emergence of Gorbachev, the development of a new foreign policy elite in the Soviet Union,
      and the growing severity of Soviet domestic and international problems, Moscow finally realized that ameliorating
      the Sino-Soviet conflict and disengaging China from the Western security system was a far more important
      objective than having good relations with Vietnam and significant influence in Indochina. Hence, beginning in
      1988 the Soviet Union made a number of important concessions on Indochina designed to elicit PRC reciprocity. In
      bilateral negotiations, Moscow accepted Beijing’s contention that Indochina was a legitimate issue for discussion
      and it agreed to open a separate set of negotiations on the Cambodian civil war. In so doing, Moscow encouraged
      Vietnamese flexibility by creating concern in Hanoi over Sino-Soviet collusion and the potential for Soviet
      abandonment of Vietnamese interests.
    


    
      Chinese pressure on the Soviet Union and Soviet domestic dilemmas also compelled Moscow to adjust its
      bilateral Vietnam policy. In 1988 Moscow began to reduce its economic assistance to Vietnam, and in 1989 the East
      European countries, after abandoning communism and establishing their independence from Moscow, began to reduce
      significantly or phase out their own aid programs  to both Vietnam and Cambodia. Whereas in
      the past the Soviet Union had funded Vietnam’s war in Cambodia and Hanoi’s costly military deployment along the
      Sino-Vietnamese border, the change in Soviet policy now compelled Vietnam to make some difficult
      decisions.
    


    
      Equally important, Soviet leaders underscored Moscow’s diminished interest in supporting Vietnamese
      military security. In March 1988, when China and Vietnam engaged in a naval clash over control of some of the
      Nansha (Spratly) Islands, not only did Moscow not refer to the 1978 Soviet-Vietnamese treaty but it maintained
      near total silence,4 thus signaling
      to both Hanoi and Beijing that the Soviet Union would not offset Chinese power in Indochina. Moscow’s
      retrenchment in Asia was soon reflected in reduced Soviet military deployment at Cam Ranh Bay. The Soviet Navy,
      which had used Cam Ranh Bay to service its patrols of Southeast Asia and the Indian Ocean, was gradually spending
      less time in Southeast Asia and more time in Soviet coastal waters in Northeast Asia. Similarly, the Soviet Union
      reduced its military aircraft deployments in Vietnam. As China had demanded, Moscow was withdrawing from
      Indochina, and Hanoi experienced reduced Soviet support for its Cambodia policy.
    


    
      The reduction of Soviet economic and military presence in Indochina also contributed to China’s other
      objective—Vietnamese troop withdrawal from Cambodia. Without Soviet economic support, Vietnam’s occupation and
      the necessity of maintaining a wartime economy became increasingly intolerable. Moreover, without Soviet military
      support, the risk to Vietnam of continuing its occupation of Cambodia and alienating China grew considerably as
      Beijing showed less restraint in challenging Vietnamese policy and in evaluating the costs and benefits of a
      second “lesson.”
    


    
      China complemented its Soviet policy with direct military pressure on Vietnam. This took two forms. First,
      since 1979 China has stationed up to 300,000 troops along the Sino-Vietnamese border, which served to impose high
      costs on Vietnam’s military venture in Cambodia.5 The continued presence of Chinese troops along the
      border compelled Vietnam to prepare for a second lesson. Thus, China offered Vietnam reduced border tension and
      lower defense costs in return for Vietnamese withdrawal from Cambodia. Second, China provided the Khmer Rouge and
      the other members of the resistance Coalition Government of Democratic Kampuchea (CGDK)—Prince Sihanouk and Son
      Sann—with the military support they needed to wage war against Vietnamese and Heng Samrin forces. The ongoing
      civil war compelled Hanoi to deploy approximately 150,000 troops in Cambodia for over 10 years to defend its
      Phnom Penh ally against the insurgent forces.
    


    
      Chinese diplomacy also contributed to Vietnamese economic and diplomatic isolation. By providing a credible
      guarantee of Thai security and political support for the anti-Vietnamese coalition in Southeast Asia, Beijing
      enabled Bangkok to resist Vietnamese power and, with Singapore, to lead the effort by the Association of
      Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) to deny Phnom Penh the legitimacy of United Nations representation and to deny
      Vietnam the benefits of economic relations with the advanced industrial countries and 
      international financial institutions. Thus, as Hanoi waged a costly war in Cambodia, it was unable to take
      advantage of the opportunities for development offered by the international economic system. Under such
      circumstances, the Vietnamese economy severely deteriorated while the economies of its neighbors, including the
      PRC and Thailand, experienced significant development.
    


    
      Chinese manipulation of these various policy instruments ultimately compelled Vietnam to withdraw all but a
      skeleton force from Cambodia. Thus, by September 1989 Beijing had achieved its second strategic objective in
      Indochina, and it soon secured the political benefits. Now that Vietnam had withdrawn most of its troops, China
      looked forward to increasing Cambodian independence from Vietnam and the reemergence of a Cambodian propensity to
      offset Vietnamese power with good relations with Beijing. Similarly, now that Vietnam experienced both diminished
      Soviet support and the probability of closer Sino-Cambodian relations, it was forced to recognize a significant
      Chinese influence in the region. Vietnamese Foreign Ministry officials paid three visits to Beijing in 1989 and
      1990 before China finally reciprocated, underscoring Hanoi’s recognition that Vietnamese security now depends on
      Chinese goodwill. China was beginning to reassert its traditional influence in Indochina, and it was clearly
      pleased with Vietnamese policy shifts. With its recognition in January 1989 that Vietnam would withdraw its
      troops from Cambodia by September, China eased its anti-Vietnam rhetoric, reduced its military pressure along the
      Sino-Vietnamese border, and opened negotiations with Hanoi over Indochina. The key to Chinese success was not
      multilateral negotiations focusing on a political settlement but the consistent application of economic,
      political, and military pressure on the Soviet Union and Vietnam. China offered both countries a choice of
      ongoing costly hostility with China and the status quo in Cambodia, or improved relations with China in the
      context of reduced Soviet and Vietnamese power in Indochina; they both chose better relations with China.
    


    
      For the Soviets, the primary impetus for these developments was Moscow’s relatively greater need for
      improved Sino-Soviet rapprochement. In the context of emerging U.S. strategic superiority and the Soviet domestic
      crises, Moscow desperately needed to defuse its conflict with Beijing. Hence, the pattern of Sino-Soviet
      negotiations closely resembled the dynamics of U.S.-Soviet negotiations—Moscow would make a succession of
      compromises before its counterpart would decide to reach agreement. Three key developments, however, undermined
      this trend in Sino-Soviet relations and thus transformed the dynamics of the Cambodian peace process. First,
      because Soviet support for the Vietnamese occupation of Cambodia was the most important of the three obstacles to
      normalization of Sino-Soviet relations, Beijing held a Sino-Soviet summit hostage to Soviet concessions on
      Cambodia, indicating that it would agree to a summit in exchange for Soviet efforts to bring about full
      Vietnamese withdrawal from Cambodia. This occurred in early 1989 when it was clear that Vietnam would withdraw
      its forces by September. Thus, in mid-May Gorbachev visited Beijing and met with Deng Xiaoping, Zhao Ziyang, and
      Li Peng, restoring normal diplomatic and party relations. But, in agreeing  to a summit and
      by removing the “three obstacles” from the Sino-Soviet agenda, China significantly diminished its leverage over
      Soviet policy; Moscow had achieved its primary objective and would now be less inclined to make additional
      concessions.
    


    
      Second, the June 1989 Beijing massacre transformed the Sino-Soviet bargaining relationship. Prior to June
      4, Beijing had enjoyed close political and economic relations with all the Western powers while Moscow still
      sought to emerge from its Cold War status. Under such circumstances, China could patiently wait for the Soviet
      Union to compromise. The Beijing massacre, however, transformed this dynamic. China now experienced near
      universal political and economic isolation, and the Soviet Union appeared in contrast to be the model of
      socialist reform and was welcomed into the Western political and economic order. Clearly, the Soviet Union would
      no longer rush to conciliate China. On the contrary, China needed Sino-Soviet summits to acquire international
      legitimacy and it was in no position to make demands on Moscow. The positive influence of the Sino-Soviet
      normalization negotiations on a Cambodian settlement had all but vanished.
    


    
      Third, Moscow’s disengagement from Indochina had reduced Soviet leverage over Vietnamese foreign policy,
      and Chinese leaders could no longer count on Soviet interests to achieve Beijing’s objectives in Indochina. Thus,
      China’s bargaining position vis-à-vis the Soviet Union had deteriorated and there were significant implications
      for the Cambodian peace process. Beijing had yet to achieve the dissolution of the Heng Samrin government, and
      the latter remained unyielding for there was little room for compromise. Beijing was compelled to depend on its
      last remaining source of leverage—support for the Khmer Rouge in its war against the Phnom Penh government. For
      its part, without an interest in conciliating PRC interests and given its full domestic agenda, the Soviet Union
      experienced diminished interest both in Indochina and in encouraging Vietnamese flexibility.
    


    






    
      China and the negotiations toward a political
      settlement

    


    
      Once Vietnam withdrew from Cambodia, international attention focused on the importance of a negotiated
      settlement in bringing peace to Cambodia and on preventing the return to power of the Khmer Rouge. Thus, while
      China has used unilateral efforts to achieve its objectives, other states, including regional actors and the
      great powers, sought a political settlement to the Cambodian civil war. Although China did not stand in the way
      of these negotiations and may well have preferred to achieve its objectives at the bargaining table, it did not
      rely on negotiations.
    


    
      Among the ASEAN countries, Indonesia adopted the most activist position on negotiating an end to the
      conflict. As the official ASEAN interlocutor with Hanoi since the mid-1980s, Indonesian officials have visited
      Hanoi and received Vietnamese officials in Jakarta to probe the possibilities of a settlement. Then in 1988,
      Indonesia arranged for representatives of Hanoi, Phnom Penh,  the Khmer Rouge, and the other
      resistance forces, including Prince Sihanouk, to meet for discussions during a Jakarta “cocktail party,” later
      dubbed the Jakarta Informal Meeting (JIM). Within the CGDK coalition, Sihanouk has been the most unpredictable
      member of the anti-Vietnamese resistance. Constantly seeking to remind his supporters of his value to the
      coalition and testing the possibility of a negotiated settlement, in late 1987 he began, over the objection of
      his coalition partners, to conduct private negotiations with Cambodian Prime Minister and Foreign Minister Hun
      Sen.
    


    
      China developed a consistent policy in reaction to these early diplomatic initiatives. On the one hand, it
      was clearly displeased with the cracks in CGDK unity and opposed all negotiations with Hanoi until it had
      achieved its basic objectives. On the other hand, it never actively intervened to stop these initiatives. Thus,
      when Sihanouk began his negotiations with Hun Sen in December 1987, China was clearly perturbed but it did not
      use its considerable influence to prevent the meetings. Moreover, when it appeared that China or the Khmer Rouge
      might be the only obstacle to opening negotiations, Beijing made seemingly important concessions. Rather than
      stand in the way and bear the onus of ongoing war, it pressured the Khmer Rouge to participate in JIM and to hold
      discussions with Hanoi and Phnom Penh. Similarly, when international opposition to the Khmer Rouge reached
      significant proportions and it appeared that agreement on their role in a postwar government was the only
      obstacle to a settlement, Beijing announced that it did not seek a resolution of the civil war that would return
      the Khmer Rouge to power; it said it supported a political settlement that would create a coalition government
      composed of all the Cambodian factions that would replace the illegitimate and discredited Heng Samrin leadership
      and administer the proposed election. It further stated that China would accept the election results regardless
      of the outcome.
    


    
      Although at the time it seemed that these were significant Chinese compromises contributing to the
      development of a negotiated solution, they were primarily procedural concessions allowing Beijing to retain its
      original objectives. Indeed, as the JIM negotiations developed, the Khmer Rouge adopted a contentious stand
      guaranteed to obstruct constructive dialogue, and they continued to insist that no settlement was possible so
      long as Vietnamese troops remained in Cambodia and the Heng Samrin regime retained control of the government,
      reflecting ongoing Chinese objectives in the negotiations with Hanoi. China adopted a similar policy toward the
      negotiations held by the five permanent members of the U.N. Security Council whose representatives met in January
      1990 to discuss for the first time the war in Cambodia. Since that meeting, the Permanent Five focused their
      efforts on the creation of a political framework that would permit the U.N. to conduct elections in Cambodia.
      Although China consistently expressed full support for such an agreement, throughout the negotiations it failed
      to make significant compromises.
    


    
      The focal point of these complex U.N.-sponsored negotiations was the creation of a Supreme National
      Council, an interim coalition group composed of representatives from each of the Cambodian factions that would
      represent  Cambodia during the transition period, and the role of the United Nations in
      monitoring the ceasefire, administering elections, and assuming control over various government agencies that
      affect the electoral process. The framework for U.N.-conducted elections and the structure of the SNC had the
      potential to influence the outcome of the elections and the interests of the factions. For example, a short
      period between the arrival of U.N. peacekeeping forces and the election would benefit the incumbent Heng Samrin
      government. Minimal U.N. administrative responsibility would have a comparable impact. Similarly, the
      distribution of voting rights within the SNC would affect the fortunes of the individual factions. Thus, during
      the negotiations China consistently advocated an arrangement that would maximize the possibility of election
      results favoring the opposition forces. In contrast, the Soviet Union, representing its Vietnamese ally,
      advocated positions that would facilitate an election victory for the Phnom Penh government and weaken the
      electoral chances of the CGDK factions.
    


    
      Throughout these negotiations China never pressured the Khmer Rouge to make substantive compromises.
      Beijing may have shifted its Vietnam policy in response to the Vietnamese troop withdrawal, but it did not waver
      in its opposition to the Heng Samrin regime and its support for the Khmer Rouge. While not wishing to see a Khmer
      Rouge military victory, its continuing support for the faction created incentives for Vietnamese flexibility. If
      Hanoi failed to compromise, it risked a Khmer Rouge victory and the return of a dangerous Chinese ally on its
      western border. Chinese leaders clearly calculated that the ongoing civil war would compel Hanoi to make
      additional compromises rather than risk the defeat of its Cambodian ally. On the other hand, early Chinese
      abandonment of the Khmer Rouge would allow Phnom Penh to consolidate its military position in Cambodia, thus
      undermining its incentive to negotiate. Equally important, since the transformation of Sino-Soviet relations and
      the reduction of Soviet influence in Vietnam, Chinese support for the Khmer Rouge was Beijing’s sole remaining
      source of significant leverage in Indochina.
    


    
      China’s policy of support for the Khmer Rouge did not undermine other Chinese interests. Its military
      support was an incidental part of the Chinese budget, and China’s relations with the United States, the Soviet
      Union, and its Asian neighbors were not affected by its Indochina policy. Indeed, in 1990 China established
      diplomatic relations with Indonesia, Singapore, and Saudi Arabia and reestablished normal economic relations with
      the West European countries and Japan, which had been suspended after the Beijing massacre. In December Foreign
      Minister Qian Qichen visited Washington for the first time since the Beijing massacre and met with President Bush
      and Secretary of State James Baker. Thus, despite ongoing Chinese support for the Khmer Rouge, Beijing made
      considerable progress toward repairing the damage to its relations with Western nations caused by the 1989
      massacre.
    


    
      As in the past, Chinese policy seemed to pay off. Although Beijing no longer exercised a great deal of
      leverage over the Soviet Union, the desire of the U.S. and the USSR to resolve the remaining Cold War conflicts
      benefited  Chinese interests. Thus, despite Washington’s decision to withdraw its support
      for CGDK representation of Cambodia at the U.N. and open negotiations with Hanoi over the war in Cambodia, the
      August 1990 agreement of the Permanent Five created a framework for a political settlement that contained a
      number of provisions favorable to China and the CGDK insurgents.6 It called for direct U.N. supervision or control
      of Cambodian ministries and agencies concerned with foreign affairs, national defense, finance, public security,
      and information. This would minimize the ability of the Heng Samrin leadership to manipulate these government
      agencies to ensure an electoral victory and would permit the opposition forces access to national propaganda
      instruments. Concerning the SNC, the proposed framework said it should be led by Prince Sihanouk and should be
      the “embodiment” of Cambodian sovereignty. Moreover, although China accepted Phnom Penh’s position that the SNC
      membership should be equally divided between the Heng Samrin government and the CGDK rather than allocate one
      vote per faction—thus protecting the Vietnamese-backed Phnom Penh from an institutionalized minority position—the
      framework agreement held that all SNC decisions must be made by consensus. This provision provided the Khmer
      Rouge with a veto, thus protecting China’s most reliable asset in Cambodian politics. Finally, the agreement
      omitted any reference to genocide, despite the demands of the Heng Samrin government that it contain at least
      implicit criticism of the policies of the Pol Pot regime.
    


    
      Once China had U.S. and Soviet support of its objectives in the framework for a political settlement, it
      seemed that Vietnam was in no position to argue. Indeed, based on initial Vietnamese acceptance of the Permanent
      Five framework, Beijing finally consented to Vietnam’s long-standing desire for improved Sino-Vietnamese
      relations, agreeing to de facto normalization. In early September, shortly after the Permanent Five announced
      their agreement, Chinese Premier Li Peng and Party Secretary Jiang Zemin welcomed Vietnamese Premier Do Muoi,
      Party Secretary Nguyen Van Linh, and elder statesmen and former Premier Pham Van Dong to China for the first
      Sino-Vietnamese summit since 1977. Shortly thereafter, former Minister of Defense Vo Nguyen Giap traveled to
      Beijing to represent Hanoi at the Asian Games and he met with senior Chinese leaders. On the basis of an apparent
      Sino-Vietnamese agreement on Cambodia, Beijing was prepared to develop relations with Hanoi.
    


    
      But the agreement quickly collapsed as the Hanoi and Phnom Penh leaderships balked at the extensive erosion
      of Phnom Penh’s authority called for in the Permanent Five framework. Although the Soviet Union supported the
      document, Moscow now lacked sufficient influence in Hanoi to compel Vietnam to fall into line. Under such
      conditions, there existed the likelihood of indefinite conflict since China showed little interest in abandoning
      the Khmer Rouge without first obtaining a full victory in Indochina. Indeed, as the war dragged on during the
      first half of 1991 and Vietnam refused to accede to Chinese demands, Beijing suggested that it would abandon its
      agreement to refrain from arming the Khmer Rouge while the negotiations continued and that it might recommence
      arms transfers to the Cambodian resistance.7
    


    
      The prospect of renewed Chinese military support for the Khmer Rouge, unending war in Cambodia, and
      continued international political and economic isolation finally compelled Hanoi and Phnom Penh to accommodate
      Chinese demands. In June 1991 the Cambodian protagonists met first in Thailand and then Beijing and issued joint
      communiqués that initiated an immediate and indefinite ceasefire and resolved the most significant conflictual
      issues, providing the basis for an end to the war.8 These agreements reflected numerous Vietnamese and
      Phnom Penh compromises. They make no mention of genocide and accord the Khmer Rouge an unqualified opportunity to
      participate in the prospective coalition government. Indeed, Khmer Rouge leaders would continue to represent
      Cambodia at the U.N. as members of the SNC delegation. The CGDK and Phnom Penh also agreed that Prince Sihanouk
      would be the president of the SNC, and Phnom Penh dropped its demand that Hun Sen be the vice-president. The two
      sides also agreed to U.N. supervision of the ceasefire and a freeze on military assistance to the Cambodian
      parties.
    


    
      On the sovereignty issue, the two sides reached a mutually advantageous compromise that met most PRC
      demands. Phnom Penh agreed that the SNC, with Sihanouk as its head, would represent Cambodia in international
      affairs, including at the U.N., and that it would receive the accreditation of the diplomatic missions in Phnom
      Penh. Moreover, the SNC would be empowered to draft a new constitution for Cambodia and adopt the new national
      flag and anthem proposed by Sihanouk. These June 1991 concessions allowed Beijing and the CGDK to claim that
      sovereignty would be transferred to the SNC from the Phnom Penh government, thus completing the total defeat of
      the Vietnamese occupation.9 Based
      on these agreements, Sihanouk and the other leaders of the CGDK agreed to move the SNC to Phnom Penh, effectively
      signaling the end of the conflict between the CGDK and the Phnom Penh government.
    


    
      Most significantly, the agreement did not take place under U.N. auspices but under China’s imprimatur,
      reflecting the primary role of Chinese policy in bringing about the agreement and also the recognition on the
      part of all the Cambodian actors that Chinese demands need to be accommodated before there can be peace in
      Cambodia. Thus, when Sihanouk secured sufficient compromises from Phnom Penh during preliminary meetings in
      Jakarta, China compelled the Khmer Rouge to fall into line during the meetings in Thailand.10 Then, after all the Cambodian factions reached
      initial agreement in Thailand in June, Beijing welcomed all members of the Supreme National Council, including
      Hun Sen, to Beijing to convene an “informal” meeting—the first time that China permitted a member of the Phnom
      Penh leadership to travel to China. The joint communiqué issued at the conclusion of this meeting reflected
      important additional agreements concerning the makeup of the SNC and its role in Cambodian politics and on the
      role of the United Nations in postwar Cambodia. Subsequently, Chinese Premier Li Peng met with Hun Sen, thus
      offering Chinese recognition of his important role in Cambodia’s future leadership. Indeed, Beijing accorded Hun
      Sen greater prominence than Khieu Samphan, the Khmer Rouge representative.11 Having secured most of its objectives for  Cambodia and confident that the Hun Sen leadership, Hanoi’s erstwhile ally and “puppet,”
      understood the necessity of recognizing China’s regional authority, Beijing was prepared to cooperate with it to
      achieve its strategic interests in Indochina.
    


    
      Similarly, now that China was satisfied with the trend in developments in Cambodia it was prepared to renew
      the process of Sino-Vietnamese rapprochement, which it had interrupted following Vietnam’s retreat from the
      Permanent Five framework in the aftermath of the Chengdu summit. After the SNC meeting in Beijing, Chinese
      leaders welcomed Vietnamese Minister of Defense and Politburo member Le Duc Anh to Beijing. The agenda
      undoubtedly included not only normalization of government and Party relations but also discussions on easing the
      military confrontation along the Sino-Vietnamese border.12
    


    
      But these initial agreements did not settle all of the issues concerning a peace agreement. Despite the
      establishment of the SNC and the agreement concerning its international responsibilities, Phnom Penh continued to
      insist that it would maintain legitimate domestic authority within Cambodia. Similarly, differences continued
      over the role of the United Nations in postwar Cambodia. The same issues that had upset the agreement reached at
      the September Sino-Vietnamese summit in Chengdu remained unresolved. Ultimately, however, Phnom Penh and Hanoi
      acquiesced to Chinese demands, and the final agreement reflected near complete victory for Chinese
      diplomacy.
    


    
      The Comprehensive Political Settlement dissolved the Phnom Penh government insofar as it recognized the SNC
      as the “unique legitimate body and source of authority in which … the sovereignty, independence and unity of
      Cambodia are enshrined.” It held that the SNC represented Cambodia in the United Nations and in other
      international organizations. The status of the existing Phnom Penh government has been reduced to mere
      “administrative agencies, bodies and offices.” Moreover, the role of the U.N. in Cambodia during the transition
      period also met Chinese demands. Not only did it supervise the elections, but it also assumed responsibility for
      administering key government services, including foreign affairs, defense, finance, public security, and
      information, thus depriving the Hun Sen leadership of many of the advantages of incumbency. Finally, the
      agreement did not criticize the odious policies of the Khmer Rouge during the 1975–78 period. On the contrary, it
      legitimates full Khmer Rouge participation in the U.N. administered elections and, thus, in the new Cambodian
      government.
    


    
      The signing of the Comprehensive Political Settlement removed the final obstacle to Sino-Vietnamese
      rapprochement. In November Chinese leaders welcomed Vietnamese Communist Party General Secretary Do Muoi and
      Chairman of the Council of Ministers Vo Van Kiet to Beijing. Chinese and Vietnamese leaders announced that they
      had normalized relations and they signed a trade agreement and a border agreement, thus renewing ties after 13
      years of unmitigated conflict. Moreover, they discussed joint exploration of the Spratly Islands, which had been
      the scene of Sino-Vietnamese naval clashes merely three years earlier.13 Beijing had decided to end the Sino-Vietnamese
      conflict.
    


    






    
      Conclusion

    


    
      Beijing’s role in the Cambodian conflict underscores the Chinese leadership’s determination to achieve
      China’s security and political objectives in Indochina, regardless of the cost to the civilian population in the
      Indochinese countries. China was willing to see the war continue indefinitely rather than acquiesce to a
      compromise agreement that would have allowed continued dominant Vietnamese influence in Phnom Penh or have
      legitimated Vietnam’s 1978 invasion of Cambodia and its installation of the Heng Samrin/Hun Sen
      government.
    


    
      Chinese participation in the Cambodian conflict also reveals the necessity for Chinese cooperation in
      establishing stability in Indochina. Had the United States or the ASEAN countries decided to develop relations
      with Hanoi and Phnom Penh in the absence of a political settlement supported by China, they would not have
      contributed to a peaceful Indochina. Rather, at minimum China would have continued to support Khmer Rouge
      activities in Cambodia, and it might have increased its support for the Khmer Rouge in retaliation against an
      apparent effort to isolate China and undermine its Indochina policy. Moreover, China would have counted on other
      countries to ignore Chinese behavior, as they did throughout the 1980s. Thus, the Cambodian people would have
      continued to suffer and the Cambodian government would not have been able to stabilize its authority and develop
      policies promoting economic development.
    


    
      Chinese policy toward Indochina in the 1980s reflected a larger trend in China’s post-1949 Indochina
      policy, accentuating both the continuity in Chinese policy and China’s enduring interests in the region. Since
      1949 China has adamantly opposed the establishment of dominant influence by any great power in any one Indochina
      country and it has possessed both the will and the capacity to destabilize the region and inflict great cost upon
      the great powers as well as on the local powers for challenging Chinese interests. First the United States, South
      Vietnam, and Lon Nol’s Cambodia and then the Soviet Union, Vietnam, and Vietnam-occupied Cambodia challenged
      Chinese interests in Indochina, and they all were ultimately compelled by Chinese coercion to adjust their
      policies to accommodate Chinese demands.
    


    
      As peace comes to Indochina, Chinese leaders have made it clear that they are satisfied with a “Balkanized”
      Indochina free from the control of an outside power. They expect Cambodia to have friendly relations with
      Vietnam, especially because in the past the alternative has merely exacerbated local tension and provided an
      opportunity for outside intervention. They are also prepared to accept a new Cambodian leadership that does not
      include the Khmer Rouge. Indeed, Chinese experience in the late 1970s suggests that it would be better off
      without Khmer Rouge participation in Cambodian politics. Chinese leaders also expect Vietnam to maintain friendly
      relations with the Soviet Union and to develop economic ties with the United States, Japan, the ASEAN countries,
      and various international financial institutions. Given China’s very limited ability to fulfill Vietnam’s
      considerable economic needs, it lacks the ability to prevent Hanoi from pursuing such ties. Nevertheless, as
      Chinese leaders countenance Vietnam’s effort to develop diversified foreign relations both to develop its economy
      and minimize its dependence on China, they will also continue to demand that Hanoi forsake any ambition to
      control Cambodia and that it not align itself with any outside power. Developments during the 1980s and as well
      during previous periods indicate that China has both the resolve and the ability to enforce its demands.
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    The 1995–96 Taiwan Strait confrontation


    
      Coercion, credibility, and the use of force
    


    
      On May 22, 1995, the White House approved a visa for Lee Teng-hui to visit the United States in early June
      to attend his graduate school reunion at Cornell University. The decision to allow Taiwan’s most senior leader to
      enter the United States reversed more than twenty-five years of U.S. diplomatic precedent and challenged Clinton
      administration public policy statements and private reassurances to Chinese leaders that such a visit was
      contrary to U.S. policy. Equally important, the visa decision followed a three-year evolution of U.S. policy
      toward Taiwan. In 1992 the Bush administration, in violation of its pledge in a 1982 U.S.–China arms sales
      communiqué to reduce the quantity of U.S. arms sales to Taiwan, sold Taiwan 150 F-16 warplanes. In 1994 the
      Clinton administration revised upward the protocol rules regarding U.S. “unofficial” treatment of Taiwan
      diplomats, which had for the most part been in effect since 1981. Then the next year, the administration allowed
      Lee Teng-hui to visit the United States. From China’s perspective, Washington seemed determined to continue
      revising its Taiwan policy, thus encouraging Taiwan’s leaders to move closer toward a declaration of sovereignty
      from mainland China. Given China’s credible forty-five-year commitment to use force in retaliation against Taiwan
      independence, such a declaration would likely lead to war.
    


    
      During the ten months following Lee’s visit to Cornell, the United States and China reopened their
      difficult negotiations over U.S. policy toward Taiwan. The negotiations reached a climax in March 1996, when
      China displayed a dramatic show of force consisting of military exercises and missile tests targeted near Taiwan,
      and the United States responded with an equally dramatic deployment of two carrier battle groups. The 1995–96
      Taiwan Strait confrontation was the closest the United States and China had come to a crisis since the early
      1960s. It was a critical turning point in post–Cold War U.S.–China relations and in the development of the new
      regional order. The confrontation continues to influence Chinese and American security policies and the bilateral
      relationships between the United States, China, and Taiwan.
    


    
      Many scholars have argued that China’s use of force in 1996 coerced the Clinton administration into
      reversing the trend toward improving U.S.–Taiwan relations and into opposing Taiwan independence. They have also
      argued that the United States needs to adopt a stronger posture against Chinese policy toward Taiwan.1  This article challenges
      these views. It argues that both China and the United States achieved their strategic objectives as a result of
      the confrontation.
    


    
      The Taiwan Strait confrontation reflected the interaction of Chinese coercive diplomacy and U.S. deterrence
      diplomacy. China used coercive diplomacy to threaten costs until the United States and Taiwan changed their
      policies.2 The United States used
      deterrence diplomacy to communicate to both Chinese and regional leaders the credibility of its strategic
      commitments. Washington used force not to defend its Taiwan policy, but to defend its strategic reputation by
      influencing perceptions of U.S. resolve.3
    


    
      China’s objective was to coerce the United States into ending its indirect yet increasingly significant
      support for Taiwan independence by forcing the Clinton administration to reassess its relationship with the
      Taiwan leadership and to revise its position on Taiwan’s role in international politics. China also aimed to
      coerce Taiwan into abandoning its effort to redefine the “one-China” principle and Taiwan’s status in
      international politics. The use of force was a crucial element in Beijing’s coercive diplomacy. China’s
      large-scale military exercises and missile tests were intended to signal to the United States and Taiwan the
      tremendous risks inherent in their policies.4 The use of force made the potential costs of U.S.
      and Taiwan policy more credible and China’s coercive diplomacy more effective.5
    


    
      Initially the Clinton administration did not use force to defend U.S. policy against Chinese coercion.
      Instead it relied on diplomacy to bolster the credibility of the United States’ deterrence posture to discourage
      future Chinese military action and to influence the behavior of its allies. The missile tests, however,
      challenged the commitment of the United States to impose costs on any attempt to resolve the Taiwan issue with
      force and to defend its strategic partners from future military threats. In the end, the United States was
      pressed into using force to deter prospective challenges to its interests and to maintain its reputation for
      loyalty to its security partners.6
    


    
      Because China and the United States pursued two different types of strategic objectives, each was able to
      achieve its purpose. China influenced Taiwan’s assessment of the costs of independence and succeeded in
      curtailing the evolution of U.S. policy toward Taiwan, thus reestablishing U.S. constraint on Taiwan’s
      independence diplomacy. For its part, the United States secured its reputational objectives. Following U.S.
      deployment of two carrier battle groups, China, Taiwan, and U.S. regional allies concluded that the United States
      remained committed to the defense of Taiwan and to using its military power to preserve the East Asian strategic
      order. The United States thus succeeded in maintaining its preconfrontation reputation, leaving the credibility
      of U.S. deterrence intact.7
    


    
      The first section of this article addresses the origins of the U.S.–China confrontation. It examines,
      first, why China considered Lee Teng-hui’s 1995 visit to the United States a major challenge to its interests
      and, second, Beijing’s initial efforts to affect U.S. and Taiwan behavior. The second section examines the March
      1996 confrontation and explains why each side used force to achieve its objectives.  The
      third section assesses the consequences of the confrontation, including the costs and benefits for U.S. and
      Chinese interests and for U.S.–China relations. The conclusion argues that because both the United States and
      China achieved their objectives and were content with the restoration of the status quo that existed before Lee’s
      visit to the United States, the confrontation itself was unnecessary and avoidable. Both countries could have
      achieved their interests without putting their relationship under such intense pressure. The lesson of 1996 is
      not that the United States requires a tougher China policy, but that its policymakers must avoid the mistakes of
      1995 to prevent similar costly and unnecessary confrontations in the future.
    


    






    
      From Ithaca to New York City

    


    
      Between May 1995, when Lee Teng-hui received his visa to visit the United States, and October 1995, when
      President Clinton and President Jiang met in New York for an unofficial summit, Washington and Beijing negotiated
      the restoration of their pre-visa agenda. Beijing pressed Washington to affirm its opposition to Taiwan
      independence and to reassure Chinese leaders that there would be no further erosion of U.S. policy toward Taiwan,
      as agreed in three U.S.–China communiqués.8 Washington resisted Chinese pressure. After
      offering China informal and ambiguous assurances, American officials insisted that U.S.–Taiwan relations were no
      longer at issue as they sought to shift the focus back to three issues of long-standing U.S. interest: Chinese
      arms proliferation, trade, and human rights policies. This period ended with China’s failure to achieve its
      objectives through diplomatic persuasion.
    


    






    
      China’s response to Lee Teng-hui’s visit to
      Cornell

    


    
      President Clinton’s decision to issue a visa to Lee Teng-hui did not reflect considered analysis of U.S.
      interests, but rather White House acquiescence to congressional pressure. As late as April 1995 U.S. Secretary of
      State Warren Christopher had told Chinese Foreign Minister Qian Qichen that a visa for Lee would be “inconsistent
      with [the United States’] unofficial relationship” with Taiwan. Further, National Security Council (NSC)
      officials had argued against issuing a visa to Lee. However, when in May the Senate voted 97–1 and the House of
      Representatives 360-0 in support of a visa, the president acquiesced.9
    


    
      Leaders in Beijing considered the U.S. decision to grant a visa to Lee a serious challenge to China’s
      opposition to Taiwan’s independence movement. A Chinese foreign ministry statement charged that this was just the
      latest step in Lee’s efforts to create “one China and one Taiwan.”10 When Lee returned from Cornell, a Xinhua news
      agency commentary observed that he and his pro-independence supporters were “now very swollen with arrogance.” A
      joint Xinhua-People’s Daily commentary argued that Lee had used his visit to gain U.S. support for
      Taiwan’s independence. At the same time, Taiwan seemed to dare Beijing to  stop its drive
      for independence. Just before his departure for Cornell, Lee had observed military exercises in which Taiwan
      forces practiced defense against a People’s Liberation Army (PLA) attempt to land on Taiwan. Then Taiwan
      announced that it was prepared to spend $1 billion to secure admission to the United Nations.11
    


    
      Chinese officials believed that the evolution of U.S. policy had encouraged Lee Teng-hui to seek
      sovereignty for Taiwan. The visa decision followed a succession of similarly important decisions made in
      Washington since the end of the Cold War. In 1992 President George Bush approved the sale of 150 F-16 warplanes
      to Taiwan. The sale not only violated the August 17, 1982, U.S.–China communiqué on U.S. arms sales to Taiwan,
      but also suggested increased U.S. support for Taiwan in its conflict with China.12 Then in 1994 the Clinton administration revised
      its policy on U.S. government contacts with Taiwan, raising the protocol level for U.S. treatment of Taiwan
      officials. Thus, as a leading Chinese authority observed, Washington’s decision to issue the visa was not an
      isolated incident. Rather it was the latest step in a dangerous post–Cold War trend that could lead to a Taiwan
      declaration of independence.13 The
      People’s Daily observed that if the trend continued, “Lee Teng-hui will have less to fear in colluding
      with ‘Taiwan independence forces.”’14
    


    
      Lee’s visit also had implications for other countries’ Taiwan policies, including those of Japan and
      countries in Western Europe. Lee had already engaged in “golf diplomacy” in Southeast Asia and soon might begin
      traveling further afield to gain greater legitimacy for himself and Taiwan independence. As a Xinhua commentary
      explained, Lee was “chief behind-the-scenes backer” of Taiwan’s independence movement. He aimed to use his visit
      to the United States to “boost Taiwan’s status with the help of foreigners and to achieve a ‘domino effect’
      leading to the international community’s recognition of Taiwan’s ‘political status.”’15
    


    
      Leaders in Beijing understood that the catalyst for Washington’s changing policy was domestic political
      pressure on the White House. Regardless of the impetus, however, “China [could not] help but show great concern
      and vigilance” for this trend.16 As
      a Chinese foreign ministry statement noted, there were indeed “stubborn anti-China elements in the U.S.
      Congress.” Nevertheless, the U.S. government had to “exercise its power and influence to … honor the
      international commitments it has made.” The statement went on to observe that if policymakers “only attach
      importance to pressure from certain pro-Taiwan forces, Sino-U.S. relations will … regress.”17
    


    
      To complicate matters, a couple of months after Christopher’s April statement to Qian that a visit by Lee
      would be inconsistent with the United States’ unofficial relationship with Taiwan, the administration reversed
      its position. On June 8 President Clinton told Chinese Ambassador Li Daoyu that the issuance of Lee’s visa had
      not signaled a major change in U.S. policy. The State Department held that the decision was “completely
      consistent with the … three communiqués that form the basis” of U.S.–China relations. Assistant Secretary of
      State Winston Lord seemed to dismiss the significance of the decision when he characterized 
      it as a mere “tactical change.” And in early July, Christopher said that the visit was not “violative” of the
      U.S.–China “basic relationship,” but rather was “quite compatible” with unofficial U.S.–Taiwan relations.
      Although the administration might oppose additional high-profile visits by Lee, Lee would continue to visit the
      United States, and U.S. policy allowed room for ongoing policy change.18
    


    
      Beijing, however, sought more than mere U.S. reaffirmation of the three U.S.–China joint communiqués. The
      Chinese leadership was determined to compel the Clinton administration to formally commit the United States to
      the one-China policy and to reaffirm the status quo in its relationship with Taiwan. In a July meeting with
      former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, Foreign Minister Qian insisted that “what is imperative is that the
      United States make concrete moves to eliminate the disastrous effects of its permitting Lee’s visit.” Prime
      Minster Li Peng demanded that Washington “take practical measures” to correct its mistaken decision.19
    


    
      Beijing retaliated to the visa decision by canceling the imminent visits to Washington by Defense Minister
      Chi Haotian and State Counselor Li Guixian, and by cutting short a visit to the United States by the Chinese air
      force chief of staff. It also suspended bilateral discussions over arms proliferation and human rights. Following
      Lee’s visit, Beijing called its ambassador home for “consultations” and rejected U.S. suggestions that the two
      sides hold high-level talks to restore pre-visit cooperation.20
    


    
      China’s diplomacy also included a show of force. Its leaders were united in their belief that force was
      necessary to signal their position that the Taiwan issue was a “question of war and peace” and that the United
      States “could be dragged into military conflict” over precisely this issue.21 On July 18, 1995, China announced that from July
      21 to July 28 it would conduct missile tests and naval and air exercises in the waters near Taiwan. It launched
      six surface-to-surface missiles approximately 100 miles from Taiwan.22 A Chinese foreign ministry spokesperson explained
      that “what we are going to do is make the U.S. realize the importance of U.S.–China relations to prompt it to
      take the right track.”23 The tests
      and exercises concluded three days before Qian Qichen and Warren Christopher would meet in Brunei for the first
      high-level U.S.–China talks since Lee Teng-hui had received his visa. The meeting would be Washington’s first
      opportunity to inform Beijing whether it would take practical measures to end its support for Taiwan
      independence.
    


    
      China’s use of force had a second target: Lee Teng-hui and public support in Taiwan for his
      pro-independence activities.24 The
      Chinese leadership believed that its earlier, relatively conciliatory overtures, including Jiang Zemin’s January
      1995 eight-point proposal for mainland–Taiwan cooperation and Beijing’s tolerance of Lee’s pragmatic diplomacy,
      had succeeded only in eroding the credibility of Chinese deterrence.25 From China’s perspective, the missile tests and
      naval exercises were thus necessary to signal Beijing’s determination to curtail Taiwan’s march toward
      independence and to make clear that a formal declaration of independence would result in war.26
    


    






    
      U.S. resistance to Chinese demands

    


    
      The agenda for the Christopher-Qian meeting in Brunei on August 1 was clear: The two sides would attempt to
      reach sufficient agreement on U.S. policy toward Taiwan so they could redirect their focus to other issues,
      including arms proliferation, trade, and human rights. Prior to the meeting, Qian told the press that China
      appreciated U.S. statements that Washington would continue to abide by the one-China policy, but he recalled the
      Chinese expression that “‘words must count and deeds must yield results.”’27 Qian wanted Washington to adopt new commitments
      that would limit U.S. policy and constrain Taiwan.
    


    
      Christopher presented Qian with a confidential letter from President Clinton to President Jiang in which
      Clinton wrote that the United States opposed Taiwan independence; did not support a two-China policy, or a policy
      of one China and one Taiwan; and did not support Taiwan membership in the UN. Although Washington expected that
      such assurances would mollify the Chinese, these were basically the same confidential commitments that American
      presidents had made since President Richard Nixon visited China in 1972.28 Christopher also tried to assure Qian that the
      U.S. decision to issue a visa to Lee did not indicate that future visits would be routine. Although he did not
      rule them out, Christopher said that Lee’s visit had been a “special” situation and that future visits would be
      personal, unofficial, and rare, and would be decided on a case-by-case basis.29 While trying to reassure China with
      well-established U.S. commitments, Christopher adopted a low-key posture toward Chinese military activities: He
      merely reiterated the State Department position that such activities do not contribute to “peace and stability in
      the area.”30
    


    
      Beijing was not satisfied with confidential and vague U.S. assurances, however. Following the Brunei
      meeting, Qian said that although Christopher’s statements were helpful, the “true value of a promise is shown in
      real action.” Prime Minister Li explained that although Christopher and Qian had held a positive meeting in
      Brunei, “it is not enough to make oral statements.… What is important is to translate the statements into
      actions.” The Chinese foreign ministry insisted that Washington’s main concern should be to translate its
      assurances into “concrete actions.”31
    


    
      Chinese diplomacy had failed to curtail Lee Teng-hui’s “adventuresome” foreign policy, including his call
      for Taiwan admittance to the UN. In late July, just a few days after China had begun its July military maneuvers,
      Taiwan conducted its own missile and naval exercises, and announced that it would conduct live artillery tests in
      August. Rather than succumb to Chinese pressure, Lee was “still stubbornly challenging the ‘one-China’
      principle.” Liu Huaqing, vice chairman of the Chinese Central Military Commission, observed that because Taiwan’s
      leaders had purchased foreign weaponry, they could be “cocky” and resist reunification.32
    


    
      China’s next opportunity to press the United States occurred during Undersecretary of State Peter Tarnoff’s
      visit to Beijing in late August. On August 15 China began a second round of missile tests and naval exercises
      near Taiwan that were scheduled to last until August 25, the day of Tarnoff’s arrival in China.  The Chinese media explained that China’s July military operations had been effective in
      undermining support for Lee and his efforts to gain UN membership for Taiwan. Nonetheless Lee had continued to be
      stubborn, and the United States had yet to make new commitments in opposition to Taiwan independence. Thus, to
      underscore its position, China carried out live artillery exercises and missile tests. The Chinese-influenced
      Hong Kong media reported that the August exercises simulated a naval blockade of Taiwan and China’s likely
      response to U.S. military intervention.33
    


    
      Prior to Tarnoff’s arrival, Chinese leaders had also laid out their demands for a U.S.–China summit. In
      particular, they argued for the issuance of a fourth U.S.–China communiqué that would address the subject of
      future visits to the United States by Taiwan’s leaders and would commit the United States to opposing Taiwan
      independence.
    


    
      Once again, however, the United States adopted a low-key posture. A State Department spokesperson simply
      repeated the now common refrain that China’s missile tests “do not contribute to peace and stability in the
      region.” During his visit, Tarnoff privately conveyed previous U.S. assurances regarding Taiwan independence and
      its membership in the UN, and reiterated that future visits to the United States by Taiwan’s leaders would be
      rare. But China wanted a commitment that there would be no more visits, and it wanted a fourth communiqué. The
      Chinese foreign ministry stated that although the talks were useful, “whether Sino-U.S. relations can be restored
      to normal depends on whether the U.S. side will take actions to honor its commitments.”34 President Jiang later told former President Bush
      that “oral undertakings are not enough; we demand … practical and effective measures” to address the consequences
      of Lee’s visit and to “avert the recurrence of big ups and downs” in U.S.–China relations. Prime Minister Li told
      Bush that China wanted “concrete actions.”35
    


    
      The dispute over Taiwan had thus become enmeshed in negotiations over a U.S.–China summit. At issue was the
      summit’s agenda. China wanted to focus on negotiations over the Taiwan issue. State Department officials
      believed, however, that Washington had made sufficient concessions on this issue and that a summit with Taiwan as
      the main focus would be tension-ridden, would only serve Chinese interests in one-upping Taiwan, and would not
      address the issues that most concerned the United States.36
    


    
      Before Vice Foreign Minister Li Zhaoxing flew to Washington to resume discussions with Undersecretary of
      State Tarnoff, the State Department declared that the United States would not agree to any communiqué that
      mentioned visits to the United States by Taiwan leaders or “that deals in any way, shape, or form with the
      subject of Taiwan because our position on Taiwan is clear,” and it “is not going to change.” In effect, the
      United States would no longer try to mollify Beijing’s concerns over the Taiwan issue.37 On September 13 President Clinton met with the
      Dalai Lama at the White House, revealing his continued willingness to consider domestic politics when making
      China policy.
    


    
      Although U.S. officials remained interested in a U.S.–China summit, they insisted that “whether or not it
      takes place will depend on how much progress  we make in U.S.–China relations.” Progress
      meant Chinese willingness to reach agreement on human rights, arms proliferation, and trade.38 After Li’s talks with Tarnoff and a brief meeting
      with Christopher on September 22, the State Department explained that a summit meeting required a “stable”
      relationship in which the two sides could “get beyond” the Taiwan issue. Li described his talks with Tarnoff as
      “very frank and useful.”39
    


    
      China faced a de facto U.S. ultimatum: either drop its contentious position on the Taiwan issue or forgo a
      summit. On September 27 Christopher and Qian met in New York to discuss the terms for a summit. Four days
      earlier, the United States had delivered two E-2T early airborne warning and command aircraft to Taiwan. The
      timing of the delivery may have been coincidental, but it underscored U.S. determination to resist Chinese
      pressure.40
    


    
      Without receiving any U.S. concessions on Taiwan, Qian told Christopher that China would suspend assistance
      to Iran regarding nuclear energy. He also explained to the press that China appreciated U.S. commitments
      regarding Taiwan and that it was ready to work for greater cooperation with the United States. Notably absent
      from Qian’s remarks were any complaints regarding U.S. Taiwan policy or demands for “practical measures.” China
      had apparently decided to follow U.S. advice to get beyond the Taiwan issue. Christopher then instructed Tarnoff
      to continue discussions with Li regarding a summit. Finally, after three more rounds of Tarnoff-Li meetings, on
      October 2 the two sides announced that Presidents Jiang and Clinton would meet on October 24 in New York for an
      unofficial summit. Beijing then announced that its ambassador would soon return to Washington. Following the
      summit, China agreed to resume the U.S.–China military dialogue and to hold discussions on trade and other
      bilateral issues.41
    


    






    
      The October 1995 New York summit

    


    
      Events leading up to the October 1995 summit suggested that the Clinton administration could withstand
      Chinese pressure to make significant concessions regarding Taiwan and, at the same time, secure an important
      Chinese concession on nuclear energy cooperation with Iran. Regarding visits by Taiwan’s leaders to the United
      States, Clinton reaffirmed to Jiang that such visits would be “unofficial, private, and rare” and decided on a
      case-by-case basis. And as in the past, Clinton offered confidential assurances that Washington would oppose
      Taiwan independence and membership in the UN. Otherwise the summit agenda paid scant attention to the Taiwan
      issue. Instead it focused on issues including trade disputes, arms proliferation, human rights, international
      crime, and environmental protection.42
    


    
      The administration had achieved its goals while retaining its negotiating leverage in summit diplomacy.
      Beijing had wanted a state visit, replete with a state banquet and military honors. But the White House had
      agreed only to hold an unofficial meeting in Washington. Thus it could use Beijing’s continued interest in an
      official Washington summit to extract additional concessions. The State  Department
      explained that an unofficial summit “most appropriately reflects the current standing of U.S.–China relations.”
      43
    


    
      Administration officials were pleased with the summit and the direction of U.S.–China relations. They
      believed that they had persuaded Chinese leaders that the decision to allow Lee to visit the United States was a
      “tactical shift” in U.S. policy and that Beijing understood that it could not pressure Washington to make any
      additional concessions. The visa issue was a “bump in the road” and was no longer an obstacle to improved
      relations on other issues. Assistant Secretary of State Lord publicly reported that Chinese leaders agreed with
      the U.S. position that the two sides can discuss issues sensitive to China (i.e., Taiwan), but still “get on with
      the broad agenda.” Director of Asian Affairs for the National Security Council Robert Suettinger similarly
      believed that the summit enabled the two sides to make “significant progress.”44 After the disruptions caused by Lee’s visit to
      Cornell, China and the United States had at last resumed momentum toward resolving other problems.
    


    
      The summit was followed by a meeting between Secretary of State Christopher and Foreign Minister Qian in
      mid-November in Osaka. During the meeting, Qian reported that China was prepared for a constructive discussion on
      the Taiwan issue. Later, however, Assistant Secretary of State Lord expressed confidence that China’s leaders
      “understand” that administration officials had “reaffirmed as much as we’re capable of doing” on U.S. Taiwan
      policy.45 Chinese leaders were not
      satisfied, however, because the United States still had not made any commitments on the Taiwan issue since Lee’s
      visit. China had agreed to the summit and made the concessions necessary for a successful meeting. Beijing had
      not accepted Washington’s Taiwan policy, however, nor had it lowered the priority of the Taiwan issue on the
      U.S.–China agenda.46 Rather China
      had decided to shelve the issue until its leverage improved. To underscore China’s position, after announcing
      Beijing’s willingness to attend the New York summit, Qian Qichen said that “we do not think that this is enough
      because a complete agreement … has not been reached.” Immediately following the summit, Qian said that Clinton
      and Jiang had held a “positive and useful meeting,” but “this does not mean that the Taiwan issue will not again
      be the main issue affecting U.S.–China relations.” And whereas in Osaka Christopher had been upbeat about
      U.S.–China relations, Qian said that the “differences and contradictions” between Washington and Beijing still
      “need to be addressed.”47
    


    
      China agreed to the New York summit because it had turned its focus toward Taiwan’s upcoming elections to
      the legislative assembly scheduled for December 2, 1995, and it needed stable U.S.–China relations if it was to
      coerce Lee Teng-hui into stopping his pro-independence activities. Despite China’s repeated military exercises
      and missile tests, Lee had continued to defy Chinese warnings. In September Taiwan carried out its own missile
      tests, and in early October it held ground, air, and naval exercises simulating a response to an enemy attempt to
      land on Taiwan. In addition, Taiwan insisted that Tokyo invite Lee to attend an upcoming Asia Pacific Economic
      Cooperation (APEC). summit in Japan. After visiting the United States, Lee was now aiming for Japan.48 Moreover, Taiwan 
      leaders had been closely watching U.S.–China diplomacy. They stressed U.S. refusal to consider a fourth
      communiqué, emphasized U.S. criticism of China’s military activities, and minimized the importance of the
      U.S.–China summit. China observed this pattern and suggested that Lee was creating a domestic environment
      supportive of his independence efforts.49
    


    






    
      From summitry to confrontation

    


    
      China responded to the failure of its U.S. policy by escalating its use of force. In October, following the
      announcement of the New York summit, Jiang Zemin, accompanied by China’s senior military leadership, observed PLA
      Air Force and Navy exercises and boarded a command ship to observe a “high-tech war game” of submarines and
      destroyers, and missile launchings. Also on display were China’s bombers and nuclear and conventional submarines.
      The focus was Chinese military modernization, but the foreign ministry stressed that the maneuvers also
      demonstrated China’s resolve to safeguard its sovereignty and territorial integrity.50 Equally important, Jiang had directly associated
      himself with China’s determination to militarily resist Taiwan independence, underscoring the unity of the
      Chinese leadership on this issue.
    


    
      The October maneuvers were a prelude to more serious coercive diplomacy aimed at Taiwan’s December
      election. China was concerned that the mere holding of elections might enhance the international legitimacy of
      Taiwan’s independence movement. The elections would also be an opportunity for the people of Taiwan to pass
      judgment on Lee’s Teng-hui’s mainland policy. Given Lee’s recent successes and the impression of U.S. support for
      Taiwan, China feared that public optimism might result in a victory for the Democratic Progressive Party (DPP),
      Taiwan’s pro-independence party. Finally, Lee might use the elections and the pressures of campaign politics as
      an excuse to take another step toward establishing formal sovereignty for Taiwan.
    


    
      On November 15, just as the two-week campaign period before Taiwan’s legislative elections began and when
      Assistant Secretary of Defense Joseph Nye was in Beijing to resume the U.S.–China military dialogue, China began
      a third round of military maneuvers. This time, however, Beijing explicitly declared that the exercises were
      aimed at Taiwan and were designed to maintain the “unity” of China and to resist the “splittist” activities of
      Taiwan’s pro-independence forces. It also declared that the Nanjing military theater, rather than the Nanjing
      military region, was responsible for the exercises, suggesting that China had gone on war footing. The exercises,
      which comprised Chinese land, naval, and air forces, also included a simulation of an amphibious PLA landing on a
      Taiwan-held island and attacks on a mock-up of Taiwan’s largest airport. China’s actions demonstrated the
      “military’s resolve and capability to defend national sovereignty and … safeguard the motherland’s
      unity.”51 They were also the “most
      serious warning” to that point of China’s “determination to firmly oppose and contain Taiwan independence”
      through “so-called ‘democratic procedures’ with the support of foreign sources.”52
    


    
      Beijing could draw considerable satisfaction from its coercive diplomacy. Lee Teng-hui’s Nationalist Party,
      which had been expected to win an easy victory, held onto its majority by only two seats. The most surprising
      outcome was the success of the New Party, composed of candidates highly critical of Lee’s provocative mainland
      policy. Although the New Party had been formed only two years earlier, all of its candidates were elected, and
      its number of seats in the legislature increased overall. The outcome had apparently vindicated Chinese forceful
      opposition to Taiwan independence.53
    


    
      Although China’s latest round of exercises were by far the largest and most threatening, the United States
      responded with conspicuous silence. Neither the White House, the State Department, nor the Defense Department
      discussed the maneuvers with the media or in public speeches. In his mid-November visit to Beijing, despite
      strong Chinese warnings to him against U.S. “interference” in the Taiwan issue, Assistant Secretary of Defense
      Nye privately reiterated U.S. advice that China’s exercises were counterproductive. The focus of Nye’s visit was
      briefing Chinese leaders on the strengthening of the U.S.–Japan alliance (which he stressed was not aimed at
      China) and on expressing Washington’s interest in renewing the U.S.–China military dialogue. When a Chinese
      foreign policy analyst asked how the United States would respond to a mainland attack on Taiwan, Nye replied that
      it would depend on the immediate circumstances. He observed that in 1950 the United States had said it would not
      become involved in Korea, then quickly reversed itself. Other than this cautious response to a question from a
      think-tank analyst, Nye did not press China on its military activities.54
    


    
      On December 19 the U.S. aircraft carrier Nimitz passed through the Taiwan Strait, the first such
      transit by a U.S. aircraft carrier since the normalization of U.S.–China relations in 1979. The transit was
      intended neither as a political gesture nor as a quiet warning to Chinese leaders. Rather it was an unpublicized
      detour to avoid delays caused by bad weather. U.S. officials believed that Chinese leaders were unaware of the
      carrier’s presence.55
    


    
      Thus far, the administration’s response to China’s military exercises had been intentionally low-key. With
      the first round of exercises in the summer of 1995, U.S. officials began to understand that the White House had
      contributed to U.S.–China conflict by failing to keep its pledges regarding Taiwan, and they did not want to
      aggravate the situation further by overreacting to China’s subsequent attempts to flex its muscles. They also
      believed that as the “offended party,” Beijing needed to vent its anger. Moreover, as one NSC official later
      explained, the United States wanted Taiwan to understand that its “actions have consequences,” that provoking
      China is not cost free. Thus, so long as China did not threaten Taiwan with war, the United States would not be
      anxious to rise to Taiwan’s defense.56
    


    
      China was not simply blowing off steam, however. Nor were its exercises targeted only at Taiwan’s
      independence diplomacy. They were also intended to coerce the United States to change its Taiwan policy. In this
      respect, U.S. silence suggested disinterest in Chinese capabilities and threats as well as Washington’s intention
      to continue resisting Chinese demands. To leaders in Beijing, the White House had yet to get the message that
      Taiwan’s policy challenged a  vital Chinese interest. China’s leaders thus concluded that
      the next round of PLA activities should be even more provocative, to show the United States its determination to
      use force against Taiwan independence.57
    


    






    
      Coercion versus deterrence in the Taiwan
      Strait

    


    
      Chinese planning took on considerable urgency as Taiwan began preparing for its first democratic election
      for president. The election, scheduled for March 23, concerned China not only because it would add domestic and
      international legitimacy to Taiwan’s quest for sovereignty, but Taiwan’s campaign politics might encourage Lee to
      use the independence issue to raise support for his candidacy. Also, China had to worry about the possibility of
      a victory for Peng Ming-min, the outspoken pro-independence DPP candidate for president.
    


    
      In the lead-up to the presidential election, the candidates insisted that Taiwan could challenge mainland
      threats. Lee declared that of all the presidential candidates, only he had the “capability, wisdom, and guts to
      handle cross-strait relations.” Two weeks later he said that the effect of the PLA exercises was “diminishing”
      and that the mainland was “not pleased with our foreign trips, but we must also say that we are not pleased with
      their military exercises. Shall we say that we have broken even?”58 DPP candidate Peng promised to adopt a more
      friendly policy toward the mainland, but only if it “recognizes Taiwan as a sovereign and independent state.” If
      the PLA carried out aggression against Taiwan, however, Taiwan’s military would inflict a “heavy price” on the
      mainland.59
    


    
      At the same time, Taiwan seemed intent on using the United States to resist mainland pressure. In late
      January it revealed to the media the December Nimitz transit through the Taiwan Strait, expressed its
      appreciation to the U.S. Congress for appealing to the White House to expedite delivery of Patriot missiles to
      Taiwan, and announced forthcoming antisubmarine exercises. In early February Taipei revealed that it had accepted
      delivery of a missile frigate, which would contribute to Taiwan’s antisubmarine and air defense, and that it
      would substantially increase its defense budget to deal with the greater military threat from the
      mainland.60
    


    
      Washington appeared to support Taiwan’s independence drive. On January 6, despite China’s “solemn
      representations,” the Clinton administration approved a visa for Taiwan Vice President Li Yuan-zu to transit
      through Los Angeles on his way to Guatemala, insisting that the decision was not inconsistent with U.S.
      unofficial relations with Taiwan. China expressed its “strong displeasure” at the decision.61 Then on January 31, the White House again ignored
      Chinese warnings by approving two additional transit visas for Li to travel round-trip between Taiwan and Haiti.
      En route to Haiti, Li planned to spend two nights in the United States, visiting San Francisco and Miami. On his
      return to Taiwan, he planned to stay one night in Los Angeles. Although the administration needed more than a
      week to make the decision, it insisted that the visa was a “routine matter” that should not affect U.S.–China
      relations.62
    


    
      Dismayed by Washington’s actions, China warned Taiwan to go no further toward independence. In late
      December 1995, the director of the Institute of  Taiwan Studies wrote that the people of
      Taiwan should “warn [Taiwan’s] separatists in all seriousness … to rein themselves in at the brink of the
      precipice.”63 In January 1996 Prime
      Minister Li stated that China’s commitment to use force was “directed … against the schemes of foreign forces …
      to bring about Taiwan independence,”’ and that since Lee’s visit to Cornell, China had demonstrated its
      “determination and ability to safeguard … [its] sovereignty and territorial integrity.” In early March Jiang
      Zemin told China’s National People’s Congress (NPC) that if Taiwan did not abandon its independence activities,
      “the struggle between China and Taiwan will not stop.” Qian Qichen told NPC delegates that the main danger was
      Taiwan independence with international support.64
    


    
      China continued to back up its verbal threats with coercive diplomacy. From late January through February,
      the PLA amassed more than 100,000 troops in Fujian Province.65 The size of China’s deployments got Washington’s
      attention. Administration officials stressed that they did not believe that the exercises were a prelude to an
      attack, but they warned Beijing not to adopt provocative actions. When Foreign Minister Li visited Washington in
      early February, U.S. officials told him that China should not try to intimidate Taiwan and should instead work to
      reduce tension in the strait. The administration also used military signals to weigh in against Chinese policy.
      On February 6 Secretary of Defense William Perry said that he did not yet consider China’s use of its military a
      threat to Taiwan, but he did express concern. The same day, the Pentagon reported that a U.S. naval vessel was
      passing through the Taiwan Strait. The next day, Assistant Secretary of State Lord told the Senate Foreign
      Relations Committee that the administration had stressed to Beijing its “deep concern” over the PLA’s activities.
      He warned that the administration was closely watching developments and that if hostilities broke out, the
      “impact … would be extremely serious.” In mid-February the State Department announced that since January 26, the
      administration’s senior national security advisers had been holding a series of meetings to assess Beijing’s
      activities and that these meetings would continue.66
    


    
      Nonetheless, China pushed ahead with its plans for military maneuvers. Leaders in Beijing believed that
      China had to raise the stakes to make the United States understand the risks of its Taiwan policy.67 It also wanted to lay to rest suspicions
      that Washington had become so accustomed to Chinese military exercises that U.S. silence amounted to acceptance
      of Chinese actions.68 Moreover,
      Taiwan seemed unfazed by China’s threats. During the first months of 1996, Taiwan held its own military
      maneuvers, reinforcing its resistance to the mainland’s “anti-splittist, anti-Taiwan struggle.”69
    


    
      On March 4 China announced that the PLA would conduct surface-to-surface missile tests from March 8 to
      March 18. The target areas were waters just off the coast of Taiwan’s two largest port cities, one of which was
      barely twenty miles from the northern port of Keelung. After careful study, Chinese leaders had concluded that if
      the target zones were not close to Taiwan, the tests would be ineffective in opposing Taiwan “splittism” and U.S.
      policy toward Taiwan.70 When asked
      whether the likelihood of a mainland attack on Taiwan had increased, a foreign ministry spokesperson responded
      that “if Taiwan declares  ‘independence’ or if foreign forces meddle, the Chinese Government
      will not sit by idly.”71
    


    
      On March 7, despite vigorous and repeated discussions between U.S. and Chinese diplomats and U.S. advice
      that China not proceed with its missile tests, the PLA fired three M-9 missiles into the waters near
      Taiwan.72 That day, Defense
      Minister Chi Haotian explained to the Fujian delegates to the NPC that “we have more troops stationed in Fujian
      because we are facing a grim situation, in which Lee Teng-hui and his gang are vainly attempting to split China.
      … We must heighten our vigilance.” A March 8 joint editorial warned of the danger of allowing Lee to continue
      advocating Taiwan independence, stating that China retained the right to use force to oppose “interference by
      foreign forces … and their attempt to promote ‘Taiwan independence’.… [We will] exert all our efforts to defend
      our country’s reunification. We mean what we say.”73
    


    
      Clinton administration officials believed that the PLA was not preparing to attack Taiwan or preparing to
      attack smaller offshore islands, carry out a blockade, and harass Taiwan shipping but instead was trying to
      influence Taiwan’s upcoming presidential election and independence movement. As Secretary of State Perry
      explained, attacking Taiwan would be “a dumb thing” for China to do, observing that it was not capable of
      launching an invasion of the island. Although Perry believed that China had the ability to harass Taiwan, he
      observed that it would not make any sense to attack. The State Department maintained that the missile tests were
      an exercise in the political use of force and did not “presage any broader military effort.” Moreover, following
      the March 7 missile launches, China, through various diplomatic channels (including Vice Foreign Minister Liu
      Huaqiu’s discussions in Washington), had assured the United States that it did not intend to attack
      Taiwan.74
    


    
      Nonetheless, Washington had to react. China had ignored U.S. warnings, and its missile tests challenged
      U.S. credibility. Administration officials believed that if the United States did not respond forcefully, Beijing
      would doubt Washington’s commitment to a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan conflict and would be encouraged to
      escalate its military activities in a future confrontation, thereby increasing the likelihood of hostilities and
      a far more serious U.S.–China crisis. The Defense Department explained that Washington needed to communicate its
      determination that China resolve its differences with Taiwan peacefully. It could not allow Chinese leaders to
      conclude that “the U.S. had lost interest in that area of the world.” As Secretary of Defense Perry later
      recalled, the United States had to demonstrate the military resolve behind its Taiwan policy.75
    


    
      Equally significant, American leaders believed that failure to respond to China’s actions would call into
      doubt the U.S. commitment to remain an active player in East Asia and to fulfill its bilateral security
      commitments to its regional allies. Secretary of State Christopher, for example, explained that “because Asian
      and Pacific nations looked to the United States to preserve stability in the region, we had to take action to
      calm the situation.”76
    


    
      Also on March 7 Vice Foreign Minister Liu visited Washington to hold prearranged discussions with National
      Security Adviser Anthony Lake. Earlier that  day, China had tested its M-9 missiles. Liu’s
      visit offered the administration an opportunity to press China to end its missile tests. To strengthen the
      administration’s message, Christopher and Perry joined Lake for his evening meal with Liu. As secretary of
      defense, Perry delivered the administration’s tough message: He publicly reported that he had told Liu that the
      Chinese missile tests “bracketing Taiwan” were “reckless” and “aggressive” and could be seen as a threat to
      American interests. He warned Liu that the United States has “more than enough military capability to protect its
      vital national security interests in the region and is prepared to demonstrate that.” Perry then said that China
      would be making a serious mistake if it continued the missile tests. Lake then told Liu that the exercises
      threatened vital U.S. security interests in the western Pacific and that China should resume cooperation with
      Taiwan.77
    


    
      Ignoring Washington’s warnings, China announced on March 9 that from March 12 to March 20 it would conduct
      air and naval exercises with live ammunition in waters near Taiwan.78 China and the United States had become engaged in
      a test of wills, but their respective objectives were very different. China had three aims: to coerce Taiwan
      leaders to abandon their independence activities, to coerce the Taiwan electorate to vote against independence,
      and to coerce the United States to adopt a more public and determined stand against Taiwan independence.
      Washington, on the other hand, however much it may have opposed Taiwan’s movement toward independence, aimed to
      uphold the credibility of its commitment to a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan conflict and to remain a reliable
      security partner to its regional allies. Despite their different objectives, China and the United States both had
      important interests at stake.
    


    
      Meanwhile, following the dinner with Vice Foreign Minister Liu, Perry decided that China’s missile tests
      required the United States to conduct a show of force. He suggested that a carrier battle group sail through the
      Taiwan Strait. But after consultations with NSC and State Department officials, who advocated a less provocative
      course, and with the chairman of the Joint Chiefs, General John Shalikashvili, who preferred to keep the carrier
      groups farther away from China’s coastal weaponry, Perry agreed to a more cautious plan. In a March 10 meeting in
      Perry’s office, Director of Central Intelligence John Deutch, National Security Adviser Lake, Secretary of State
      Christopher, General Shalikashvili, and Perry agreed that the United States should send two carrier battle groups
      to the vicinity of Taiwan.79 Perry
      then ordered the Independence battle group from Okinawa to the waters east of Taiwan and the
      Nimitz carrier group from the Persian Gulf to the Philippine Sea, which would allow it to join the
      Independence on short notice. Perry stated that China’s insistence that its missile tests were routine
      was “baloney” and that they were meant to intimidate Taiwan. He said that the deployment of the two carriers
      would signal to the Chinese that “the United States has a national interest in the security and the stability in
      the western Pacific region. We have a powerful military force there to help us carry out our national interests.”
      The State Department concurred, explaining that the carriers indicated U.S. interest in a peaceful outcome to
      mainland–Taiwan differences.80
    


    
      The United States was determined to protect its credibility in defending its interests, but China was
      determined to protect its territorial integrity. Indeed, Beijing feared that the U.S. carrier deployments and
      Washington’s commitment to defend Taiwan might encourage Lee to take another step toward independence. The
      Chinese foreign ministry warned the United States that the deployment was unwise: “If this … is regarded by the
      Taiwan authorities as … supporting and conniving” with Taiwan’s “splitting the motherland, that would be very
      dangerous.” Foreign Minister Qian said that the United States, not China, was being “reckless.”81
    


    
      On March 13, China launched a fourth M-9 missile test. Then on March 15, it announced that from March 18 to
      March 25 the PLA would conduct joint air, ground, and naval exercises near Pingtan Island, within ten nautical
      miles of Taiwan-controlled islands. On the same day, a joint editorial warned that if Lee Teng-hui “insists on
      going his way and clings obstinately to promoting ‘Taiwan independence’ … or if foreign forces interfere in
      China’s unification,” then China would “make every effort to safeguard the motherland’s reunification.”82
    


    
      Despite China’s succession of exercises and missile tests, the Clinton administration remained confident
      that the PLA would not attack Taiwan. Having deployed the two carrier groups, the administration believed that
      its credibility was secure. Thus, with the exception of some verbal boasting about U.S. naval prowess, Washington
      did not engage in further escalation of military signaling.83 The United States observed the remainder of
      China’s exercises, Taiwan conducted its first presidential election, and neither war nor a Taiwan declaration of
      independence was forthcoming.
    


    






    
      The Aftermath: Assessing coercive versus deterrence
      diplomacy

    


    
      The United States and China had two very different objectives in the 1995–96 confrontation over Taiwan:
      China used force to achieve tangible policy gains; the United States used force to achieve reputational gains.
      Because they sought different goals, both were successful, but each also paid a price for its success.
    


    






    
      The costs and benefits of China’s use of
      force

    


    
      Following the confrontation, the United States exercised caution in its relations with Taiwan. Although it
      did not automatically deny visas to Taiwan officials, it issued only transit visas and limited the time and
      activities of Taiwan in the United States. When Washington issued a transit visa for Taiwan Vice President Lien
      Chan in January 1997, it insisted that he agree not to conduct any public activities. When his spokesperson held
      a meeting with reporters at the Los Angeles airport, the White House required him to cut short his visit. When
      Lee Teng-hui requested a transit visa in September 1997, he was permitted to transit through Hawaii, but he was
      told not to schedule appointments with Hawaiian state officials. China appreciated Washington’s efforts to
      control Taiwan’s independence activities.84  Its silence on subsequent
      visas for Taiwan officials suggested satisfaction with U.S. sensitivity to Chinese interests. Washington signaled
      its caution in other ways as well. When Taiwan’s leaders traveled to Washington in late March 1996 to purchase
      arms, the Clinton administration would not agree to the sales. Later, in mid-1997, during his Senate confirmation
      hearings, Stanley Roth, the Clinton administration’s nominee for assistant secretary of state for East Asian and
      Pacific affairs, acknowledged that the 1995 decision to grant Lee Teng-hui a visa was a “serious
      mistake.”85
    


    
      Most important, China made gains in influencing U.S. policy toward Taiwan’s status in world affairs and in
      bilateral U.S.–China relations.86
      As discussed, prior to March 1996, the Clinton administration had followed the practice of U.S. presidents since
      Richard Nixon by making only confidential assurances regarding U.S. opposition to Taiwan independence. It refused
      to change its declaratory policy on Taiwan’s role in international politics, and insisted that negotiations over
      Taiwan be removed from the agenda of U.S.–China summits. The administration had also been reluctant to exchange
      state visits between U.S. and Chinese leaders.
    


    
      Following the March 1996 confrontation, there was widespread recognition in the administration that the
      U.S.–China relationship had been damaged and needed to be repaired. Secretary of State Christopher’s May 1996
      speech on China policy reflected the administration’s first effort to place the U.S.–China relationship and the
      Taiwan issue within a larger, comprehensive strategic framework. In addition, State Department officials now
      believed that a state-level U.S.–China summit could help to put the relationship on the right track. In July
      1996, during his visit to Beijing, NSC Adviser Lake suggested that the two countries exchange summits. Then, in a
      November 1996 meeting in Manila, Clinton and Jiang agreed to exchange state visits in 1997 and 1998.87
    


    
      Although pleased with the U.S. initiatives, China remained concerned about the Taiwan issue. From November
      1996 until the Washington summit in October 1997, China publicly pressed the United States to strengthen its
      opposition to Taiwan independence. In a June 1997 meeting with Secretary of State Madeleine Albright to plan for
      the summit, Foreign Minister Qian insisted that Taiwan was the most important and sensitive issue in the
      U.S.–China relationship. In August he repeated this position to National Security Adviser Samuel Berger and
      warned that the issue had the potential to set back U.S.–China relations.88
    


    
      In contrast to the October 1995 negotiations over the Clinton-Jiang meeting in New York, in 1997 not only
      did the Clinton administration not insist that China drop its demands on U.S. Taiwan policy as a precondition of
      a summit meeting, but it also made a concession: Clinton assured Jiang that the United States did not support a
      two-China policy, Taiwan independence, or Taiwan membership in the UN or in other international organizations
      requiring sovereignty for membership. White House and State Department officials, including Secretary of State
      Albright, then publicly reaffirmed these assurances. Although China was unable to get the United States to agree
      to include Clinton’s assurances in an official summit statement, this was nonetheless the first time that the
      U.S. government publicly and explicitly stated that it did not support Taiwan independence. For its part,  the administration made important gains on arms proliferation, human rights, and other issues,
      but in a clear break with the past, it had negotiated and compromised on the Taiwan issue.89
    


    
      Taiwan remained on the negotiating agenda during the preparations for President Clinton’s 1998 visit to
      Beijing. This time China wanted Clinton to make a public announcement in China of U.S. policy toward Taiwan
      independence. China’s concessions included allowing the president to deliver an unedited speech on Chinese
      television and agreeing to a nuclear nontargeting pact. In return, the president attended an open forum in
      Shanghai in which he said that the United States did not support independence for Taiwan.90 The summit did not produce a written U.S.
      statement on Taiwan or a fourth communiqué, or require change in U.S. behavior and the president’s statement of
      the “three no’s” contained nothing new regarding actual U.S. policy toward Taiwan. Yet this was the first time
      that a U.S. president had publicly stated that the United States did not support Taiwan independence. In the
      aftermath of China’s coercive diplomacy, the Taiwan issue had become an undisputed element in U.S.–China summit
      negotiations.
    


    
      China was only partly successful regarding Taiwan. On the one hand, the DPP had fared poorly in the March
      1996 presidential election and subsequently adopted a cautious mainland policy to increase its appeal to
      voters.91 In addition, immediately
      after the elections, Taiwan postponed plans for live-fire military exercises based on Mazu, an offshore island
      close to the mainland, and Lee Teng-hui indicated that he would limit his travel abroad. Having just been elected
      president, Lee explained that a “full agenda” would preclude any overseas visits for some time and that he had no
      plans to visit the United States. His foreign minister explained that Lee would only make trips that did not
      create trouble and that he did not want “to bring damage” to Taiwan.92
    


    
      On the other hand, Lee had won a significant presidential victory, capturing 52 percent of the popular
      vote.93 Moreover, it was clear that
      Lee’s postelection caution was only a tactical response to the U.S.–China confrontation and Chinese pressure. He
      soon restarted Taiwan’s efforts to gain admittance to the UN, while his subordinates resumed transit diplomacy.
      In 1999 Lee sought a transit visa from the United States. Then in July of that year, just before an important
      meeting in the cross-strait dialogue, he provocatively described the mainland–Taiwan relationship as a “special
      state-to-state relationship.” His aides explained that the state-to-state formulation had been under discussion
      for more than a year, Taiwan could no longer adhere to the one-China formula, and the reformulation signaled
      Taiwan’s new status in its relationship with the mainland. Outraged by Lee’s actions, Beijing canceled the
      upcoming meeting between senior leaders Wang Daohan and Koo Chen-fu, conducted extensive military exercises in
      Fujian, and repeatedly sent its military aircraft to the midline of the Taiwan Strait.94
    


    
      China’s new relationship with the United States paid off, however. Concerned that Lee’s statement could
      lead to renewed tension, Washington pressured him to modify his policy. In addition, the State Department
      indicated that it held Lee responsible for the suspended mainland–Taiwan dialogue and that it expected Taiwan to
      make the necessary clarification to allow the dialogue to resume.  Immediately following
      Lee’s announcement, President Clinton called Jiang Zemin to reassure him that the administration remained
      committed to the one-China policy, effectively aligning the United States with China in opposition to Taiwan’s
      policy. The president also declared that he had postponed an arms sales mission to Taiwan by Defense Department
      officials to avoid exacerbating the situation. When Clinton met with Jiang in New Zealand in September 1999, he
      cautioned China not to use military force against Taiwan, but he also used the occasion to reassert U.S. support
      for its one-China policy and to say that Lee’s statement “had made things more difficult for both China and the
      United States.”95
    


    
      China’s successful coercive diplomacy came at a price, however. Its missile tests increased concern about
      Chinese power in Southeast Asia. After the March 1996 confrontation, the region was forced to intensify its focus
      on “the rise of China” and its implications for regional stability. Surprisingly, however, this was a short-lived
      phenomenon. Some countries in Southeast Asia held Taiwan’s diplomacy responsible for China’s missile tests and
      for the ensuing regional tension. In addition, Beijing’s currency policy following the onset of the Asian
      financial crisis in late 1997 earned widespread praise for China’s responsible use of its financial power. Since
      then, although the region remains concerned about Chinese power in the evolving regional order, China’s
      reputation is no worse than it was before the March confrontation.96
    


    
      China incurred a greater cost in its relationship with the United States. The confrontation exacerbated
      controversy in the United States over U.S. policy toward China and Taiwan and gave Taiwan’s supporters a greater
      voice in U.S. policy debates. Having learned a lesson from China’s reaction to Lee’s visit to Cornell, members of
      Congress have become more reluctant to force the president’s hand on potentially provocative issues. They have
      grown increasingly eager, however, to use the United States’ China policy to score political points with the
      American electorate and weaken the White House. This has made it more difficult for the president to develop
      cooperative policies toward China and to manage the U.S. arms sales relationship with Taiwan.
    


    
      The 1996 confrontation focused the Pentagon’s attention on the U.S.–China conflict over Taiwan as the most
      likely source of U.S. involvement in a major war. Since then, planning for war with China has become a Pentagon
      priority, with implications for budgets and weapons acquisition. Pentagon and congressional interest in theater
      missile defense, including cooperation with Taiwan on this system, has to a significant degree been a reaction to
      China’s March 1996 missile tests. In addition, during the confrontation, the Pentagon became alarmed at how
      little communication existed between Taiwan and American defense officials. Since then, it has sought greater
      coordination between the two militaries in preparation for U.S.–Taiwan cooperation in a war with China, with
      implications for U.S.–Taiwan military relations and for China’s effort to isolate Taiwan.97
    


    
      Chinese leaders acknowledge the costs of their coercive diplomacy. But they believe that if they had
      adopted less provocative policies, they would have failed to get Washington’s attention, independence sentiments
      in Taiwan would have remained high, and U.S. policy would have continued to encourage 
      Taiwan independence. Shortly after the confrontation, Premier Li Peng gloated that Americans in and out of
      government “have come to realize the importance of China.” He observed that this is “progress because before they
      miscalculated the situation. They thought that … China was no longer important.… But facts have negated these
      ideas.” Chinese leaders accept the costs of coercive diplomacy as the necessary trade-off for the gains they made
      in influencing U.S. policy toward Taiwan and the resulting caution among the Taiwan electorate.98
    


    
      Chinese threats made the people of Taiwan less likely than ever to consider unification. The New Party has
      become irrelevant in Taiwan politics, and the victory of Chen Shui-bian (the DPP candidate in the 2000
      presidential election) suggests Taiwan’s growing resentment at mainland threats. Greater threat perception has
      also encouraged Taiwan to develop its political and military relationship with the United States. Thus China’s
      ability to expand mainland– Taiwan economic relations and to develop the cross-strait dialogue on the basis of
      the one-China principle has been more difficult since March 1996. China, however, never predicated its Taiwan
      policy on the assumption that diplomacy could win the affection of the people of Taiwan or persuade Taiwan to
      reduce its ties with the United States. Rather, China expects that economic cooperation will make Taiwan
      increasingly dependent on the Chinese economy, deterrence will prevent independence in the short term, and
      diplomacy will help maintain stability over the long term (during which time Taiwan would be absorbed into the
      mainland). Hence, from China’s perspective, coercive diplomacy did not hurt the prospects of unification, but it
      did reduce the momentum toward independence.
    


    






    
      The costs and benefits of the United States’ use of
      force

    


    
      The United States benefited from its deterrence diplomacy. It maintained its reputation for resisting
      Chinese use of force against Taiwan and buttressed the confidence of its allies that it was prepared to use force
      to ensure regional stability. Many Chinese leaders were surprised by the U.S. deployment of the two carrier
      groups, underscoring their miscalculation of U.S. resolve to resist Chinese use of force. This miscalculation
      affected not only U.S.–China relations, but also the outcome of the Taiwan presidential election. The U.S.
      response offset any impact China’s use of force might have otherwise had on Beijing’s effort to curb Taiwan’s
      independence movement. Following the confrontation, uncertainty in China over U.S. intentions significantly
      diminished. Chinese policymakers must now assume that regardless of the source of a future crisis, including a
      formal Taiwan declaration of sovereign independence, the United States will almost certainly intervene militarily
      against Chinese use of force.99
    


    
      Greater Chinese certainty regarding U.S. intervention has injected an element of uncertainty into China’s
      Taiwan policy. Now that the costs for China of military retaliation against Taiwan independence are better
      understood, including military conflict with the United States and thus derailment of China’s economic
      modernization program and reduced ability to manage its complex and troubling societal issues, Beijing has begun
      to more carefully consider retaliatory measures  that would reduce the likelihood of U.S.
      intervention. A few well-informed Chinese even question China’s commitment to retaliate militarily against Taiwan
      independence and suggest less costly options, including the political use of force.100 Although all Chinese recognize that the
      alternatives to military retaliation are fraught with danger including negative consequences for Chinese
      strategic credibility in Asia and for the government’s domestic legitimacy, the fact that even a quiet and
      limited discussion exists underscores the success of U.S. use of force to support its deterrence posture.
    


    
      In the aftermath of the Cold War, regional uncertainty over the U.S. role in Asia and concern over the
      “rise of China” have increased considerably. Together, they challenged the United States’ commitment to defend
      its regional strategic partners. The United States’ show of force in March 1996 bolstered its strategic position
      in the region and increased confidence in Washington’s commitment to its Asian allies. This heightened confidence
      of course reflects many factors, including the strengthening of the U.S.–Japan security treaty. Nonetheless, the
      U.S. response to Chinese use of force made an important contribution to sustaining regional confidence in U.S.
      resolve.101
    


    
      The costs for the United States of deterrence diplomacy mirrored China’s costs for its coercive diplomacy.
      Although Washington achieved its immediate policy objectives, U.S. policy affected perceptions of the United
      States among China’s political leadership. The United States’ ability to threaten China without risk angered,
      frustrated, and embarrassed many Chinese. U.S. deterrence diplomacy reminded them of the humiliation they
      suffered under imperialist “gunboat diplomacy” during the nineteenth century. Some Chinese policymakers were
      especially angry insofar as the United States had been assured that China would not attack Taiwan. They therefore
      believed that the deployment of the aircraft carriers was not only unnecessary but was aimed at humiliating
      China. The net effect of U.S. policy was to establish a consensus among China’s urban citizens and elites that
      the United States is China’s “semi-enemy.”102 Just as the United States’ reaction to China’s
      “missile diplomacy” strengthened opposition in the United States to U.S.–China cooperation, U.S. “gunboat
      diplomacy” hardened Chinese attitudes toward the United States, making it more difficult for Chinese policymakers
      to cooperate with U.S. foreign policy interests, even as they understand the imperative to avoid U.S.–China
      conflict.
    


    
      U.S. deterrence policy also influenced the PLA. Chinese leaders believe that the deployment of the two
      carrier groups increased the U.S. commitment to defend Taiwan, tying U.S. credibility to Taiwan’s security. They
      are now convinced that mainland–Taiwan conflict will compel the United States to intervene.103 Thus the PLA is planning for war against the
      United States, with implications both for the domestic politics of China’s U.S. policy and for PLA hardware
      acquisitions. China’s increased deployment of M-9 missiles in Fujian Province and its cruise missile program
      reflect its understanding that missiles may be the only weapon China can use to deter Taiwan independence,
      because it is the only Chinese conventional weapon that the United States cannot defeat.104 China began negotiations to purchase Russian
      Sovremennyi destroyers in 1996 after  the confrontation. One important mission for the
      destroyers and their Sunburn missiles is to give pause to the United States before deciding to intervene in any
      future confrontation in the Taiwan Strait. Although China’s military modernization program might have led to such
      deployments anyway, the pace, quantity, and quality of China’s deployments have been affected by the assumption
      that war with Taiwan means war with the United States.105 U.S. policy has thus contributed to the
      development of a more capable and determined Chinese adversary.
    


    
      Finally, while U.S. deterrence diplomacy reduced uncertainty in Beijing over U.S. policy toward Taiwan, it
      increased confidence in Taiwan that regardless of the source of conflict, the United States will intervene to
      protect it. Since 1979, U.S. policy toward mainland–Taiwan relations had been characterized by considerable
      ambiguity. Washington had opposed mainland use of force, but it had also implicitly opposed provocative Taiwan
      diplomacy that promoted sovereign independence. These two policies created ambiguity over how the United States
      would respond to mainland use of force against a Taiwan declaration of independence, which in turn promoted
      caution in both Beijing and Taipei. Although Washington retains considerable leverage over Taiwan, it is now more
      difficult for the United States to persuade Taiwan to forgo destabilizing diplomacy.
    


    
      The benefits of Washington’s policy outweighed the costs, however. The United States increased both Chinese
      caution and regional confidence in its presence in Asia. On the other hand, the costs of inaction could have been
      very high, including greater Chinese militancy against Taiwan and less cooperation from the United States’ Asian
      security partners. At stake was the post–Cold War regional security order. Administration officials also believed
      that the deployment of the two carrier groups was the minimum display of force that would have succeeded in
      demonstrating U.S. resolve. Just as China had to use missile tests to get the attention of U.S. leaders,
      Washington’s response had to get the attention of Chinese leaders as well as leaders throughout Asia. In the
      context of China’s 1996 coercive diplomacy, U.S. deterrence diplomacy was necessary and justified the
      costs.
    


    






    
      Conclusion: The lessons of 1995–96

    


    
      U.S. policy drift in the Clinton administration and the March 1996 U.S.–China confrontation reflected White
      House susceptibility to congressional pressure, which in turn reflected Taiwan lobbying on behalf of its
      independence diplomacy. Administration policymakers understood that U.S. interests lay in the rejection of a visa
      for Lee Teng-hui, and they resisted further change in U.S. policy toward Taiwan, but they were unable to sway the
      president’s thinking. Following the confrontation, the White House readily returned U.S. policy to the status quo
      of 1994, which suggests that the intervening U.S.–China confrontation, including the U.S. show of force, was
      unnecessary and avoidable. The missed opportunity and the resultant costs are thus all the more
      deplorable.
    


    
      The source of instability in U.S.–China–Taiwan relations was Taiwan’s revisionism and its effect on U.S.
      policy. After coming to power, Lee Teng-hui  sought a new international role for Taiwan that
      was destined to provoke the mainland and cause U.S.–China friction. He was also determined to use Taiwan’s
      relationship with the United States to further his goals. In responding to Lee’s efforts, the Clinton
      administration not only deviated from its understanding with Beijing regarding U.S.–Taiwan relations, but also
      implicitly abetted Taiwan’s attempt to move the United States toward abandoning its one-China policy and
      establish for itself an independent status in international politics.
    


    
      Beijing used coercive diplomacy in an attempt to compel Taiwan to curtail its independence activities and
      to accept China’s position that Taiwan is under Chinese sovereignty. Beijing also adopted coercive diplomacy to
      end the trend in President Clinton’s Taiwan policy and compel him to return to the Taiwan policy of his
      predecessors. Beijing understood that domestic politics was the source of U.S. policy change, including the 1992
      F-16 sale, the 1994 Taiwan policy review, and the 1995 decision to issue a visa to Lee Teng-hui. But it was the
      policy, rather than its sources, that mattered to China. The Chinese used force to persuade the Clinton
      administration that appeasement of the “Taiwan lobby” was not risk free and to compel it to incur the domestic
      costs of returning to the status quo ante in U.S. policy toward Taiwan. The 1997 and 1998 U.S.–China summits and
      the administration’s statements on Taiwan and the “three no’s” reflected the changes in U.S. policy.
    


    
      The 1996 Taiwan Strait confrontation further reveals how easy it can be for the United States and China to
      stumble into a collision. The United States is committed to the defense of Taiwan, but it found itself in a
      confrontation with China that originated over a conflict of interest peripheral to U.S. security – the
      international legal status of Taiwan. The United States and China will deal with the Taiwan issue well into this
      century. If they are to avoid similar confrontations, Washington cannot permit American ideological support for
      Taiwan’s democracy or Taiwan’s democratic politics to undermine the politics of war and peace between the United
      States and China.106 Nor can the
      United States allow its China policy to be determined by Taiwan’s diplomacy. To avoid policy drift, future
      administrations will have to make policy that is in the interest of the United States, not Taiwan.
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    Navigating the Taiwan Strait


    
      Deterrence, escalation dominance, and U.S.–China relations
    


    
      Since the end of the Cold War, the strategic focus of the United States has shifted from Europe to East
      Asia, in recognition of East Asia’s growing economic importance and the strategic dynamism of the People’s
      Republic of China (PRC).1 In this
      context, the prospect for war in the Taiwan Strait has emerged as a major preoccupation of U.S. policymakers. The
      March 1996 U.S.–China confrontation, when the PRC carried out military exercises and missile tests near Taiwan
      and the United States deployed two aircraft carriers to the region, placed this concern at the forefront of U.S.
      strategic planning. The result has been increased U.S. arms sales to Taiwan, the beginnings of a U.S.–Taiwan
      defense relationship focused on wartime cooperation, and heightened U.S. interest in missile defense.2
    


    
      The assumption of the George W. Bush administration is that war in the Taiwan Strait is sufficiently likely
      that the United States must strengthen its diplomatic and military ties with Taiwan, even though such ties could
      disrupt U.S.–China relations and regional stability. But the analysis supporting this key assumption is lacking.
      In the aftermath of the Cold War, interest among scholars and policymakers in deterrence theory and in its
      application to U.S. foreign policy has languished.3 This article draws on deterrence theory to
      understand post–Cold War East Asia and to contribute to the debate over U.S. policy toward China and
      Taiwan.
    


    
      To understand the importance of deterrence theory for East Asia, it is useful to revisit some of the
      security concepts originally developed for the European theater during the Cold War and to consider the following
      questions: How do the factors that contribute to deterrence—including interests, capabilities, and
      resolve—interact in the Taiwan Strait? Similarly, what role do nuclear weapons play in China’s consideration of
      the use of conventional force?4
      What do Chinese leaders believe is necessary to deter an adversary, and do they believe that such conditions
      exist?5
    


    
      This article argues that the United States can be very confident that, absent a Taiwan declaration of
      independence, it can continue to deter the use of force by China against Taiwan. The United States possesses the
      capabilities—including a robust war-fighting force and “escalation dominance”—that even the most cautious
      analysts argued were necessary for deterring Soviet aggression.6 Moreover, Chinese leaders respect not only U.S.
      military capabilities but also U.S. resolve, and thus believe that American retaliatory threats are credible.
       Effective deterrence enables Washington to avoid policies that undermine U.S.–China
      cooperation while maintaining peace in the Taiwan Strait.
    


    
      The first section of this article reviews the core concepts of deterrence theory and their relevance to the
      Taiwan Strait. The second section addresses the conditions under which China is either deterrable or undeterrable
      and the implications of asymmetric U.S.–China interests for deterrence. The third section analyzes Beijing’s
      understanding of the role of nuclear weapons in deterrence—its response to the “stability-instability
      paradox”—and the implications for Chinese use of force. The fourth section assesses Chinese analysis of
      U.S.–China conventional deterrence dynamics. The fifth section examines potential sources of deterrence failure.
      The final section considers the implications of conventional deterrence dynamics in the Taiwan Strait for U.S.
      interests and how Washington can deter war while expanding U.S.–China cooperation.
    


    






    
      Deterrence theory and the Taiwan Strait

    


    
      There are two deterrence dyads in the Taiwan Strait. The first involves U.S. deterrence of China’s use of
      force against Taiwan for the purpose of unification. The second entails Chinese deterrence of Taiwan from
      declaring independence from mainland sovereignty. This article examines the U.S.–China dyad because it is of
      greater concern to U.S. policymakers and drives much of the decision-making regarding U.S. policy toward both
      China and Taiwan.
    


    
      Effective deterrence demands that the status quo state possess the retaliatory capability to inflict costs
      that outweigh the benefits on a state that seeks to change the status quo. U.S. deterrence in the Taiwan Strait
      requires that Chinese leaders believe that the United States can use its military capabilities effectively in a
      war in the Taiwan theater and that it can inflict sufficient costs on China that outweigh the benefits of
      unification through war.
    


    
      In some deterrence relationships, the revisionist state may have such a strong interest in challenging the
      status quo that it is not deterrable, regardless of the costs involved. U.S. deterrence of Chinese force thus
      requires that China values other interests more than unification with Taiwan. But even if China is deterrable and
      acknowledges U.S. superiority in the Taiwan Strait, the United States must still have a reputation for resolve,
      so that its retaliatory threat is credible to China. U.S. interests regarding the Taiwan issue are therefore
      important because they influence China’s assessment of the credibility of U.S. retaliatory threats.7
    


    
      Sometimes the deterrer’s interests are so high that its credibility is not in doubt. At other times its
      interests are so low that the deterrer’s reputation cannot enhance its credibility, regardless of its
      capabilities. In between lurks the extended deterrence problem, where uncertainty exists over the deterrer’s
      interests and reputation can determine the credibility of threats.8 In the 1950s and 1960s, U.S. policymakers feared
      that insofar as the credibility of the United States to deter the Soviet Union from invading Western Europe was
      uncertain, U.S. ability to deter the conventional use of force by a nuclear-armed China was even less certain,
      because U.S. interest in the East Asian status quo was not as strong as U.S. interest  in
      the European status quo.9 Thus,
      Washington’s extended deterrence problem in East Asia is no different now than it was during the first half of
      the Cold War. Today, there is considerable uncertainty in Washington over Beijing’s assessment of U.S. resolve to
      defend Taiwan.
    


    
      China’s perception of U.S. resolve is thus a critical determinant of the effectiveness of the U.S. extended
      deterrence posture and the state of U.S.–China relations. China can acknowledge U.S. military superiority but
      still question U.S. resolve to risk war and high costs, including the potential for incurring a large number of
      casualties, over the defense of Taiwan. Thus, the United States must compensate for U.S.–Chinese asymmetric
      interests in Taiwan to deter China’s use of force. Moreover, China’s assessment of U.S. resolve affects U.S.
      defense planning. U.S. concerns over the credibility of its extended deterrence posture could lead to a Taiwan
      policy that would be detrimental to American interests in U.S.–China cooperation.
    


    
      The key to the extended deterrence problem is the role of nuclear weapons in the conventional use of force.
      Leaders in Beijing may believe that China’s nuclear weapons can deter U.S. conventional use of force in defense
      of Taiwan, thus enabling the Chinese to start a war. This is the core issue in the “stability-instability
      paradox.”10 On the one hand, the
      history of the Cold War suggests that the deterrence of conventional war by the danger of accidental or
      unintended escalation to mutually assured destruction (MAD) may be a reality.11 On the other hand, during the Cold War, U.S.
      officials feared that although the risk of nuclear war would deter the United States from launching a
      conventional war, they could not be sure whether the Soviet Union would respond similarly to the risk of an
      unintended nuclear exchange. Thus, after the Soviet Union acquired a second-strike nuclear capability in the
      mid-1960s, many U.S. government officials and defense analysts argued that deterrence required robust U.S.
      conventional and/or nuclear war-fighting capabilities and “escalation dominance.”12 These concerns contributed to NATO’s deployment
      of tactical nuclear weapons in Western Europe.13
    


    
      Regarding contemporary East Asia, some U.S. policy analysts fear that leaders in Beijing may believe that
      China’s limited nuclear capability deters U.S. intervention on behalf of Taiwan, thus tempting China to use force
      for unification. These concerns drive much of the desire of the Bush administration to enhance U.S.–Taiwan
      defense cooperation and missile defense. But if Chinese leaders are like their U.S. counterparts during the Cold
      War, they will lack confidence in the utility of nuclear weapons to deter U.S. intervention in a mainland– Taiwan
      war; instead they will focus on China’s conventional capabilities as its deterrent force.
    


    
      The capabilities and credibility of the status quo state interact with the revisionist state’s interest in
      challenging the status quo to create the expected cost of the use of force and thus the effectiveness of
      deterrence. During the Cold War, the probability that the United States would risk a U.S.–Soviet nuclear exchange
      in retaliation for a Soviet invasion of Western Europe may have been low, but the costs for the Soviet Union
      would have been catastrophic, thus creating sufficient expected costs to deter the Soviet use of force.14 To determine the expected cost of the use
      of force in the Taiwan Strait, Chinese leaders must balance the credibility of a U.S. threat to intervene, the
      likely costs for China of U.S. intervention, and the potential benefits of unification.
    


    
      Conventional deterrence by a stronger and credible power can fail when the weaker state relies on an
      asymmetric strategy to inflict high costs on a superior adversary. In the context of asymmetric interests, China
      may believe that such a strategy could compel the United States to concede rather than engage in a costly war
      over Taiwan. Deterrence can also fail when the deterrer’s military strategy cannot eliminate the challenger’s
      option of a fait accompli strike that achieves the challenger’s limited objectives and leaves war initiation or
      escalation to the deterrer. In the Taiwan Strait, failed conventional deterrence could entail China starting a
      war to seek the rapid political capitulation of Taiwan. Thus, effective deterrence requires the United States to
      possess the specific capabilities necessary to frustrate a fait accompli strategy.15
    


    
      Finally, deterrence can be effective but unstable if either side fears that the other would benefit from a
      first strike, creating pressures for crisis escalation and/or preemptive war. Unstable deterrence can reflect
      exacerbated security dilemma dynamics. During the Cold War, the security dilemma was especially acute, as U.S.
      fear of a Soviet conventional first strike contributed to crisis escalation. In post–Cold War East Asia, the
      security dilemma as well as the likelihood of crisis instability and an unintended war will reflect U.S. and
      Chinese military capabilities and the geography of the Taiwan theater.16
    


    






    
      Asymmetric interests in the Taiwan Strait

    


    
      The United States and China have asymmetric interests in the Taiwan Strait. The Chinese leadership views
      Taiwan as Chinese territory, and it has strong nationalist and security incentives to seek unification. On the
      other hand, U.S. security interests in Taiwan are limited to reputational interests. Washington seeks to deter
      the mainland’s use of force to preserve the credibility of U.S. regional security commitments. For this to
      succeed, Beijing must be persuaded that despite its greater interest in Taiwan, U.S. military capabilities and
      resolve make the use of force too risky.
    


    
      Ultimately, the efficacy of U.S. deterrence depends on Chinese interests. Is China deterrable, or is it so
      dissatisfied with the status quo that it is prepared to adopt high-risk policies to secure its objectives? Since
      1949, when the Republic of China (ROC) leadership moved to Taiwan and the PRC was established, Taiwan has enjoyed
      de facto independence from the mainland. Within the diplomatic cover of the “one-China principle,” according to
      which the PRC and the ROC agree that Taiwan is part of China, Beijing has tolerated the status quo. Despite
      China’s interest in reversing the “humiliation” of Western and Japanese imperialism and ending foreign
      interference in its domestic affairs, Washington has successfully deterred Beijing from challenging the status
      quo. Rather than go to war for unification, Chinese leaders have pursued higher-value interests,  including ideological objectives under Mao Zedong and economic modernization under Deng Xiaoping
      and his successors.
    


    
      China’s tolerance of the status quo does not preclude it from taking action if Taiwan were to challenge the
      status quo. Since the mid-1990s, Taipei has adopted a series of measures suggesting to Beijing that a
      secessionist movement is under way on Taiwan. For China, a formal Taiwan declaration of independence would be the
      equivalent of a declaration of war. It would challenge the nationalist legitimacy of the Chinese Communist Party
      (CCP), which is based on erasing the humiliation of past imperialist invasions. Thus as one observer has noted,
      “no Chinese politician, strategist, or anyone else will dare to abandon the objective of making Taiwan return and
      the unification of the motherland.”17 Moreover, Taiwan independence would increase the
      likelihood that Taiwan could be used by a rival power to threaten PRC security, much the way that the United
      States used Taiwan in the 1950s in its “containment” of China. The island is both the “protective shield”
      (pingzhang) and the “strategic gateway” (suoyue) to southeast China.18 Chinese leaders also have a credibility problem.
      Should Beijing fail to retaliate against a Taiwan declaration of independence, secessionist movements in Tibet,
      Xinjiang, and other parts of China could be emboldened to escalate their resistance to Chinese rule.19
    


    
      For some observers, the issue is whether advances in China’s military capabilities have undermined the
      credibility of the U.S. retaliatory threat just as Beijing is becoming increasingly apprehensive that
      developments in Taiwan could lead to a declaration of independence.20 Thus, to deter China from using force in a bid
      for unification, the United States requires both the military capability and the credibility to pose an
      unacceptable expected cost to Beijing of U.S. intervention.
    


    
      But are U.S. interests in Taiwan sufficiently important that Washington will risk hostilities with China to
      defend Taiwan? Until the Korean War, Washington acknowledged that Chinese control over Taiwan would not
      significantly affect U.S. security. U.S. Secretary of State Dean Acheson explained to members of Congress in
      January 1950 that PRC occupation of Taiwan would add only forty miles to mainland power projection toward
      Okinawa. U.S. military leaders concurred, noting that Taiwan was less important to Japanese security than Korea,
      from which the U.S. military had already withdrawn.21 In June 1950 Washington reversed policy by
      attaching strategic importance to Taiwan separation from the PRC. This shift reflected its Korean War policy of
      forward containment of China, rather than a reevaluation of Taiwan’s intrinsic importance to U.S. security. Fifty
      years later, Taiwan still possesses minimal geopolitical significance. Thus U.S. policy has sought a peaceful
      resolution of the Taiwan conflict, suggesting that if Taiwan chose to join the mainland, absent PRC use of force,
      Washington could accept it.
    


    
      In March 1996, the United States responded to Chinese military exercises near Taiwan to signal its resolve
      to oppose PRC use of force. U.S. Secretary of Defense William Perry declared that the presence of U.S. carriers
      near Taiwan was a warning that “the United States has a national interest in the security and the  stability in the western Pacific region. We have a powerful military force there to help us carry
      out our national interests.” The State Department explained that the carriers were “a signal meant to convey the
      strong interests that we have in a peaceful outcome” to mainland–Taiwan differences.22 But did Washington persuade Beijing of its
      resolve despite its secondary, reputational interests in the Taiwan conflict?
    


    






    
      Nuclear weapons and Chinese use of force

    


    
      China’s limited number of nuclear weapons would seem to give it a retaliatory force sufficient to fulfill a
      minimal deterrence capability. Chinese analysts argue that based on the assumption that states make a
      “cost-benefit comparison” (bi deshi) in deciding to use force, a limited nuclear force can target an
      adversary’s “strategic points” (yaohai) to inflict sufficient costs to deter a superior power’s use of
      nuclear weapons. In this respect, China’s nuclear forces serve as a “counter-nuclear deterrent” (fan he
      weishe) capability, undermining an adversary’s ability to carry out “nuclear blackmail” (he ezha)
      to threaten China with a nuclear attack in response to the latter’s use of conventional force to defend its
      interests. China’s nuclear deterrent can also persuade other nuclear powers from escalating a conventional war
      directly against Chinese territory, for fear of a possible Chinese nuclear retaliation.23
    


    
      To the extent that China is thus engaged in mutual nuclear deterrence with the United States, it
      participates in the stability-instability paradox. Chinese leaders may believe that because the PRC can pose the
      risk of unintended escalation and mutually assured destruction, the United States would be deterred from
      interfering in a conventional mainland–Taiwan conflict over a second-level U.S. interest such as the independence
      of Taiwan. It is not clear, however, that leaders in Beijing believe that China has a sufficient nuclear
      deterrent capability or that nuclear weapons can deter the conventional use of force.
    


    
      China possesses approximately twenty CSS-4 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) capable of reaching
      the west coast of the United States. This force is sufficient to pose a risk to the United States of unacceptable
      destruction from unintended escalation. Moreover, at least one Chinese leader has suggested that the risk to Los
      Angeles of a Chinese nuclear strike might deter Washington from intervening in a mainland–Taiwan war, thus
      freeing China to act against Taiwan.24 China also possesses CSS-2, CSS-3, and CSS-5
      nuclear-capable intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) that can reach U.S. regional bases and allies. This
      means, for example, that China could hold the security of Japan hostage to U.S.–China relations.25
    


    
      Nonetheless, Chinese leaders have minimal confidence that China’s strategic forces have a second-strike
      capability. China’s missiles and nuclear warheads are stored in separate locations. The time required to fit a
      warhead onto a missile would give the adversary time to detect Chinese preparations. In addition, because China’s
      missiles are liquid fueled, considerable preparation is required, affording the adversary even more time for
      detection and the opportunity to launch a  preemptive attack.26 Most of China’s IRBMs take even longer to prepare
      for launch. With the exception of the CSS-5, many are deployed in caves and must be transported to the launch
      site before they can be joined with the warhead and fueled. At best, the launch preparation time for these IRBMs
      is slightly more than two and a half hours.27 As a further complication, reports have surfaced
      of serious desertion problems within China’s strategic missile corps, which suggests that its missile forces may
      not be able to carry out timely launch preparation in a crisis.28
    


    
      Chinese military officials recognize that because China’s nuclear force is small and underdeveloped, and
      because potential adversaries possess advanced technologies that permit high-accuracy and long-distance missiles
      to target Chinese missiles, its retaliatory capability is vulnerable to a preemptive strike. Moreover, there is
      widespread Chinese acceptance that because advanced U.S. conventional weapons inflict minimal civilian casualties
      and collateral damage, they can be used with greater flexibility and less restraint than nuclear weapons to
      achieve strategic objectives.29
      Chinese studies note that U.S. precision-guided missiles can play the role that nuclear weapons played during the
      Cold War in deterring an adversary from using weapons of mass destruction (WMD).30 Chinese analysts have also noted U.S. interest in
      using low-yield nuclear warheads deployed on high-accuracy missiles to target WMD, suggesting that Washington had
      “lowered the nuclear threshold” (jiangdi he menkan) for employing nuclear weapons in possible future
      preemptive strikes. These analysts are also aware that (1) the 2002 U.S. nuclear posture places China, along with
      “rogue countries,” on the list of states potentially subject to a preemptive nuclear attack, (2) China’s
      potential for using force against Taiwan significantly drives U.S. nuclear planning, and (3) Washington could use
      nuclear deterrence in a Taiwan crisis to deter Chinese use of conventional force.31
    


    
      Beijing’s concern for the vulnerability of its nuclear forces has led it to rely on mobility, dispersed
      deployment, and camouflage to enhance its second-strike capability. Yet these methods, particularly its wide
      dispersal of launch sites, undermine China’s command-and-control systems and thus the reliability of its
      retaliatory capability.32 Concern
      for the survivability of its strategic forces has also led to “repercussions and controversy” among PRC
      specialists over whether China should reconsider its no first-use of nuclear weapons policy. Defenders of this
      doctrine insist that should circumstances change so that China “cannot not use or has no choice but to use
      nuclear weapons, it would not be a departure from the intrinsic nature of deterrence, but would be in coordinated
      unity with it.” Similarly, if an enemy’s conventional attack would threaten its existence, China could
      counterattack with nuclear weapons, in accordance with its deterrence doctrine.33
    


    
      China’s concern for survivability has encouraged its leadership to consider a launch-on-warning doctrine.
      An early discussion of Chinese nuclear doctrine explained that the meaning of a retaliatory attack was not
      “passive acceptance of attack. We cannot wait until after the enemy’s nuclear missiles explode and there is
      confusion everywhere before carrying out a nuclear counterattack.”  More recently, Chinese
      military writings advise that “if the enemy first uses nuclear weapons,” China’s strategic missile forces, while
      preparing for the attack, “must resolutely carry out a counterattack.”34 Given the vulnerability of Chinese forces to a
      preemptive attack and its deficient early-warning capabilities, however, it is unlikely that China has a
      launch-on-warning capability.
    


    
      China’s next generation of ICBMs, the DF-31, will be mobile and solid fueled, thus reducing launch times
      and vulnerability to preemptive attack. Should China also deploy this missile with its warhead, it will be even
      less vulnerable to preemptive attack. This greater reliability would presumably enhance China’s deterrent
      capability and the confidence of China’s leaders that it could deter U.S. intervention in a mainland–Taiwan
      conflict. Nonetheless, not until the end of this decade, at the earliest, will China be able to begin deployment
      of the longer-range DF-31, which will be able to reach the continental United States.35
    


    
      Even if China develops a survivable second-strike capability, its leadership would still have minimal
      confidence that its limited nuclear arsenal could deter U.S. intervention in a war between it and Taiwan. China’s
      understanding of the stability-instability paradox is that a mutual second-strike capability at the nuclear level
      and the risk of unintended nuclear war do not deter the conventional use of force. Its perspective is similar to
      that of the United States during the Cold War, when Washington feared that the U.S.–Soviet nuclear stalemate and
      U.S. threats of nuclear retaliation would not deter the Soviet use of conventional capabilities against Western
      Europe.
    


    
      Chinese military and civilian analysts have studied the United States’ persistent Cold War effort to make
      credible its extended deterrence posture toward Western Europe, despite the combination of the Soviet Union’s
      second-strike nuclear capability and its conventional superiority in the European theater. The United States
      developed nuclear war-fighting capabilities and deployed tactical and theater nuclear weapons, but Chinese
      analysts argue that the United States never overcame the weak credibility of its threat to use nuclear weapons
      against a Soviet conventional attack. The U.S. search for a space-based defense capability reflected this
      irresolvable dilemma. Although some studies argue that nuclear weapons may have contributed to European
      stability, Chinese analysts concur that nuclear weapons played a very limited role in preventing war elsewhere in
      the world.36 Thus nuclear
      deterrence is not an “all-purpose” strategy. Rather in local war situations, because of the “enormous destructive
      power” of nuclear weapons, when mutual deterrence and the danger of nuclear retaliation exist, the “credibility
      of using nuclear deterrence is very very low and its role in containing local war is very very weak.”37
    


    
      Thus, Chinese deterrence of U.S. intervention in a Taiwan conflict depends on China’s conventional
      war-fighting capability. In this respect, China’s deterrence calculus resembles the U.S. deterrence calculus for
      Europe once the Soviet Union gained its second-strike capability in the early 1960s. Because U.S. policymakers
      could not be sure that the Soviet response to stability at the nuclear level was caution at the conventional
      level, presidents from John F. Kennedy to Ronald Reagan consistently sought a conventional war-fighting
      capability to deter  a Soviet invasion of Western Europe. Chinese leaders are no different.
      They do not believe that Chinese nuclear forces can deter the United States from intervening with conventional
      forces in a mainland–Taiwan war.
    


    






    
      Conventional deterrence in the Taiwan Strait

    


    
      China’s emphasis on conventional capabilities in deterring local war means that the U.S.–China conventional
      deterrence relationship will determine whether China will use force against Taiwan to achieve unification. Three
      issues determine whether or not China is deterred from using force against Taiwan: (1) Chinese leaders’
      understanding of the requirements of effective conventional deterrence, (2) their assessment of the war-fighting
      capability of the United States, including the effectiveness of U.S. capabilities in a Taiwan contingency, and
      the impact of U.S. intervention on Chinese interests, and (3) their assessment of the resolve of the United
      States to fulfill its commitment to defend Taiwan and intervene in a mainland–Taiwan conflict. Taken together,
      these issues determine China’s assessment of the expected cost of an attack on Taiwan for the purpose of
      unification.
    


    






    
      China and conventional deterrence

    


    
      Chinese military leaders believe that limited nuclear capabilities can deter a more powerful nuclear state
      from launching a nuclear war or from using nuclear blackmail to achieve political objectives without war. They
      have a very different understanding, however, of the capabilities needed to deter a conventional war. China’s
      senior military leader, General Zhang Wannian, captures the Chinese military’s position on conventional
      deterrence in the nuclear era: “The foundation for containing war is possession of war-winning capabilities. Only
      with the possession of war-winning capabilities can deterrence be effectively carried out.”38
    


    
      The importance of “real war” (shizhan) capabilities permeates Chinese military analyses. As one
      authoritative analysis explains, “The struggle of deterrence and counterdeterrence is a confrontation of power.”
      In this situation, if one does not have “the capability to prepare to win a war, then it is very difficult to
      even talk about deterrence.”39 This
      approach holds that China should strive for Sun-tzu’s “ideal objective” of “defeating the enemy without
      fighting.” Nonetheless, it is “necessary” that conventional deterrence be established on the “solid base of using
      war to stop war.” In an approach similar to the U.S. concept of “escalation dominance,” some Chinese military
      analysts argue that a war-fighting capability deters potential adversaries insofar as “winning a small war can
      hold back a medium-size war; winning a medium-size war can hold back a large war.” Similarly, wartime deterrence
      can include surgical operations designed to subdue the enemy and win quick victory.40 But whether to deter the outbreak of war or to
      deter the expansion of a war, Zhang Wannian asserts that having “the will to fight and the ability to fight in
      order to defeat the enemy without fighting is the bedrock of Chinese deterrence thinking.”41
    


    
      From this real-war, war-winning perspective, only when the deterrer has “extremely limited” political
      objectives, when there is an “extreme power imbalance,” and when the target has a “conciliatory attitude,” is it
      possible to deter conventional war without the actual use of force.42 Chinese military analysts recognize the
      importance of military posturing and shows of force to signal intentions and establish a determination to “make
      good on a threat.” This is sometimes described as “demonstration deterrence” (shengshi weishe or
      zaoshi weishe). These analysts also argue that demonstration deterrence was an effective device for
      deterring Taiwan’s use of force in 1962, when Taiwan mobilized its forces, in the context of Sino-Indian border
      conflict, Sino-Soviet tension, and Chinese economic turmoil following the Great Leap Forward. They also indicate
      that China’s 1996 military exercises and missiles test in the Taiwan Strait was a case of demonstration
      deterrence. But Chinese analysts also insist that wartime deterrence and military signaling are effective only
      when applied in combination with military superiority. Resolve and determination without capabilities cannot
      deter potential aggressors.43
    


    






    
      U.S. capabilities and the cost of war

    


    
      Chinese military leaders believe that the United States possesses superior war-fighting capabilities in the
      Taiwan Strait. They also believe that U.S. superiority can impose high costs on vital Chinese interests.
      According to a senior analyst close to China’s military leadership, by China’s own assessment of the
      preconditions of deterrence, it could not deter U.S. intervention in a Taiwan-mainland war.44 Chinese military analysts argue that the most
      fundamental change in U.S.
    


    
      conventional capabilities since the end of the Cold War is that the United States no longer faces
      adversaries with superior or even equal conventional power. When the United States confronted adversaries with
      effective conventional forces, it depended on its nuclear forces for extended deterrence. Today, U.S. extended
      deterrence relies on high-technology conventional weaponry that can be as effective as nuclear weapons in
      achieving military objectives. U.S. military superiority thus enables Washington to delink extended deterrence
      from a reliance on nuclear weapons.
    


    
      Military analysts in China argue that the U.S. victories in the 1991 Gulf War and the 1999 war in Kosovo
      confirm not only that high technology has become the most important factor in war fighting, but that the elements
      of high-technology warfare “to a very high degree determine the outcome of war.” In particular, superiority in
      “precision-guided weapons of greater variety and higher performance” results in “battlefield control.”45 Moreover, the U.S. military’s rapid
      deployment capabilities allow it to project force “as soon as needed” for any regional contingency, further
      reducing U.S. dependency on nuclear missiles for retaliation.46
    


    
      The conventional military superiority of the United States is primarily based on its overwhelming
      information warfare capabilities. In the era of information warfare, “Military combat ‘transparency’
      [toumingdu] … has already become  an effective form of…combat.” The superior power
      can blind the adversary by destroying its information systems, thus immobilizing its war-fighting capabilities
      and establishing information dominance. Indeed a fundamental element of contemporary deterrence is “information
      deterrence” (xinxi weishe). Some Chinese military specialists argue that superior information
      capabilities can create an “information umbrella” (xinxi san) that not only can substitute for the
      nuclear umbrella but is superior to it. Information deterrence is the “finest result” of “defeating the enemy
      without fighting.” It seeks “bloodless confrontation to achieve military victory.”47 Moreover, Chinese military analysts argue that
      whereas nuclear deterrence poses excessive risks and thus is not usable in war, “the information umbrella,” while
      it cannot pose a terrifying threat, has greater potential use than the nuclear umbrella.” It is a “peace
      umbrella” (heping san).48
    


    
      The conventional superiority of the United States enhances U.S. credibility to intervene in regional
      conflicts and thus to deter war. This development reflects three aspects of U.S. capabilities. First, if nuclear
      extended deterrence had failed during the Cold War, the United States could not have used its nuclear
      capabilities to retaliate without exposing itself to universal condemnation. Today U.S. extended deterrence
      relies on conventional capabilities. Because collateral damage to an adversary would be relatively small, there
      are reduced U.S. misgivings about punishing potential challengers.49 As one Chinese military analyst has concluded,
      “The usability of conventional deterrence forces is far greater than that of nuclear deterrence forces,” and U.S.
      credibility of its extended deterrence commitments to intervene in local conflicts is thus higher than in the
      past. Superior conventional forces thus provide the United States with an effective and usable “independent”
      deterrent capability to prevent war in such places as Europe and on the Korean Peninsula.50
    


    
      Second, even if deterrence fails, the United States can still achieve its objectives through victory on the
      battlefield. Conventional deterrence failure therefore has the unintended effect of actually enhancing the
      credibility of subsequent U.S. deterrence threats. This was the effect of deterrence failure against Iraq and the
      subsequent U.S. victory in the Gulf War. Presumably, Chinese analysts would conclude that U.S. deterrence failure
      and subsequent military actions first against Serbia and then against the Taliban government in Afghanistan have
      had a similar effect in enhancing the credibility of U.S. deterrence.51
    


    
      Third, if nations do not submit to U.S. demands, Washington can use conventional forces to carry out
      “assured destruction” that in the past would have depended on nuclear weapons. Chinese analysts cite numerous
      examples of successful U.S. conventional deterrence and coercive diplomacy in the 1990s based on threats of
      conventional preemptive attacks. Moreover, its offensive conventional capabilities enable the United States to
      abandon the strategies of limited war and gradual escalation that it unsuccessfully employed in the Vietnam War.
      Should deterrence fail in the post–Cold War era, U.S. strategy calls for the rapid and decisive introduction of
      U.S. forces, facilitating victory in the shortest possible time in the initial stages of the war.52
    


    
      Chinese leaders acknowledge that U.S. capabilities would be particularly effective against Chinese forces
      operating in the Taiwan theater. A senior Chinese military officer has lectured his troops that China’s likely
      adversary in a local war would possess high-technology equipment that could neutralize China’s ability to rely on
      manpower to defeat the enemy. A civilian analyst has noted that, in a war in China’s coastal region, it would be
      difficult for the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) to take advantage of its superior numbers—as it did during the
      Korean War—and that the adversary could “make full use of its superiority in air and naval long-range,
      large-scale, high-accuracy weaponry.”53 A military analyst was more direct, explaining
      that not only would such superior capabilities seriously restrict China’s ability to seize and maintain sea
      control around a “large island,” but they would also pose a major threat to China’s coastal political, economic,
      and military targets.54 Experts at
      China’s Air Force Command College have concluded that an “air-attack revolution” has occurred and that a
      “generation gap” exists between the high-technology air-attack capabilities of the United States and the
      “stagnant” air defense capabilities of less advanced countries, causing a “crisis” in air defense.55
    


    
      Thus China assumes that if the United States intervened in a mainland–Taiwan war, the PLA could not protect
      its war-fighting capabilities, nor could it prevent U.S. penetration of Chinese airspace. It must also assume
      that the prospect of victory would be close to nil and that the costs of war and defeat would be massive. Once
      war began, the United States could target China’s large but backward navy. Even China’s advanced Russian
      destroyers equipped with highly capable missiles would not contribute to its war-fighting capability, because
      they lack sufficient stand-off range to challenge U.S. offensive forces. Indeed U.S. capabilities would be even
      more effective in targeting Chinese surface assets at sea than they have been in targeting enemy assets in
      deserts, as in the Gulf War and the war in Afghanistan.56 Moreover, China’s air force would likely remain
      grounded, because neither its pilots nor its aircraft could challenge U.S. air superiority.
    


    
      A U.S. defeat of the PRC, however, would entail more than the loss of Chinese military assets. China’s
      modernization effort would be set back decades. War with the United States would compel China to switch to a
      wartime economy, requiring the reallocation of resources away from civilian infrastructure development to the
      large-scale acquisition of outdated military hardware; it would also cost China access to international markets,
      capital, and high technology. The resulting economic dislocations would defer China’s ability to achieve great
      power status well into the second half of the twenty-first century.57 Most important, the combination of a military
      defeat over Taiwan and a domestic economic crisis would challenge the leadership’s core value—continued
      leadership of China by the CCP. Nationalism and economic performance, the twin pillars of CCP legitimacy, would
      collapse, bringing down with them party rule.
    


    






    
      Asymmetric interests and China’s assessment of U.S.
      resolve

    


    
      The U.S.–China military balance undermines PRC confidence that it can deter U.S. intervention on behalf of
      Taiwan. But given U.S.–China asymmetric interests in  Taiwan, the extended deterrence
      capability of the United States also depends on China’s assessment of U.S. resolve. Although U.S. security
      interests in Taiwan are limited to reputation interests, China has enough respect for U.S. resolve that
      U.S.–China asymmetric interests do not appreciatively enhance China’s confidence that it can use force without it
      leading to U.S. intervention.
    


    
      Chinese civilian and military analysts understand that U.S. domestic politics increases the likelihood of
      U.S. intervention in defense of Taiwan. Domestic political opposition toward China and political support for
      Taiwan in the United States are at their highest levels since the late 1960s. U.S. domestic politics has
      encouraged the growth in U.S. arms sales to Taiwan since the early 1990s, and it will constrain the
      administration’s options during a mainland–Taiwan conflict. Chinese military and civilian analysts also grasp the
      extent of Washington’s strategic commitment to Taiwan. They acknowledge that the March 1996 deployment of two
      U.S. carriers was a “strong military signal” of U.S. readiness to intervene in a possible war over
      Taiwan.58 Moreover, the carrier
      deployment firmly coupled the U.S. commitment to defend Taiwan with the credibility of its security commitments
      to its allies in East Asia. Since then, Chinese leaders have assumed that a war with Taiwan means a war with the
      United States. As one observer has noted, “What many, many people realize is that the effectiveness of [U.S.]
      deterrence … must markedly exceed that of 1996, so that the likelihood of U.S. military intervention is even more
      notable, with a likely corresponding escalation in the deterrence dynamics.”59 Another analyst has warned that the possibility
      of U.S. intervention means that any Chinese action could encounter “unexpectedly serious consequences.”60
    


    
      Chinese analysts also realize that because of its superiority in long-range, high-accuracy weaponry, the
      United States can wage war while remaining out of range of enemy forces. Moreover, it can use precision-guided
      munitions to target leadership command-and-control centers to shorten the war and further reduce casualties.
      Chinese studies of the 1991 Gulf War conclude that high-accuracy, long-range weaponry was the decisive factor in
      the U.S. victory. One Chinese military analyst, summing up the impact of high technology on warfare, has argued
      that “whoever possesses the newest knowledge and technology can thus grab the initiative in military combat and
      also possess the ‘killer weapon’ to vanquish the enemy.” Moreover, Chinese analysts recognize that the
      development by the United Sates of increasingly sophisticated unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) will enable U.S.
      forces to carry out these missions while further reducing their vulnerability to enemy forces.61 Thus the ability of the United States to wage war
      with minimal casualties contributes to the credibility of its extended deterrence commitments.
    


    
      China’s expectation of U.S. intervention in a mainland–Taiwan war is reflected in various PLA studies.
      Analyses of blockade operations and warfare against a “large island,” for example, assume the intervention of an
      advanced power using large surface vessels—including aircraft carriers—which could significantly impede PRC
      operations.62 PLA studies of the
      use of its short-range DF-15 conventional missiles against Taiwan assume that China’s coastal launch sites  could be targeted by advanced technology, high-accuracy cruise missiles. Mobility and camouflage
      are thus critical to PLA planning. The PLA further assumes that in a war over Taiwan its coastal military
      installations and deployments—including airfields and advanced aircraft, radar, and command-and-control
      facilities—and civilian and military infrastructure would be vulnerable to devastating air assaults by long-range
      and highly accurate cruise missiles (similar to those the United States used against Iraq, Serbia, and
      Afghanistan) and by advanced UAVs. The PLA has reportedly deployed its Russian S-300 surface-to-air missiles
      around Beijing, in apparent preparation for possible U.S. raids during a mainland– Taiwan war. Chinese leaders
      understand that the United States can penetrate Chinese airspace as effectively as it penetrated the airspace of
      Iraq, Serbia, and Afghanistan.63
    


    
      Beijing’s respect for U.S. resolve and for the high cost of a U.S.–China war produces a very high expected
      cost of an attack on Taiwan for unification. Accordingly, Chinese military officers and civilian analysts urge
      caution and promote reliance on “peaceful unification” with Taiwan through long-term development of China’s
      economy and modernization of its military. “Smooth economic development,” not immediate unification, is China’s
      most fundamental interest and most important national security strategy. It is also the most effective way to
      assure Chinese territorial integrity. As long as China’s economy continues to develop, time is on its
      side.64 As one Chinese analyst has
      argued, China has already waited 100 years to achieve unification and should be prepared to wait another 50
      years.65 For these analysts, China
      should not use military force for unification, but should continue to deter Taiwan from declaring independence by
      threatening military retaliation. They argue that as long as Chinese deterrence of Taiwan is effective, China can
      avoid war with the United States and achieve unification.66
    


    






    
      Challenges to peace?

    


    
      Deterrence can fail despite the overwhelming logic of accommodation to superior capabilities and high
      resolve. Failure can result when the weaker state believes that it can use an asymmetric strategy or a fait
      accompli strategy to achieve its military objectives. Deterrence can also fail due to instability associated with
      the security dilemma. Asymmetric strategies and fait accompli/limited aims strategies can give the weaker
      revisionist power the optimism necessary to use force despite otherwise unfavorable expected cost assumptions. In
      contrast, unstable deterrence poses the risk of unintended war. Neither state wants war, but either or both
      prefer starting a war than risking an adversary’s first strike.
    


    






    
      Asymmetric strategies (i): searching for the strategic “trump
      card”

    


    
      Chinese military analysts are seeking to develop asymmetric capabilities to exploit U.S. weaknesses. They
      are especially interested in undermining U.S. information dominance and electronic warfare superiority. In so
      doing, they hope to be able to  obstruct U.S. ability to carry out surveillance of Chinese
      activities and to reduce the effectiveness of U.S. targeting capabilities. In other words, China is looking for
      the “unexpected thrust,” the “trump card,” or the “killer mace” (shashoujian or
      sashoujian)—weaponry that can render the United States “blind and deaf.”67
    


    
      Chinese military analysts observe that the destruction of any weak link in advanced technologies can
      compromise the war-fighting effectiveness of the entire weapon system. They are particularly interested in the
      use of viruses that can attack computer systems and missiles that can destroy communication nodes, thereby
      undermining early warning systems and “paralyzing” the enemy’s command-and-control facilities. They have also
      researched such asymmetric strategies as attacking surveillance and communication satellites, including with
      space-based weapons, and using antiradiation and electromagnetic pulse weapons to degrade radar systems.
      Ultimately, an attack on an adversary’s intelligence system could amount to an “electronic Pearl Harbor”
      (dianzi Zhenzhugang), destroying the adversary’s war-fighting capability.68
    


    
      The Chinese motivation for studying these strategies is clear. None would give China the confidence or
      capability to launch a war and risk U.S. intervention. Rather, these are precautionary strategies that could give
      China additional capabilities should it find itself at war with the United States. These studies examine
      asymmetric strategies in theory and in the classroom. They do not evaluate such strategies in the context of a
      war with a superior adversary that is attacking China’s command-and-control facilities and its aircraft and naval
      vessels. At best, these studies reflect the preparation for war, not the planning of one. As Zhang Wannian has
      explained, “The overall level of China’s military equipment is still relatively low, and its high-technology
      forces are still relatively few. This fundamental situation will not entirely change for a relatively long
      period. Within this period, if war should happen, China will still have to use inferior equipment to
      defeat an enemy with superior equipment.”69
    


    
      China faces daunting obstacles to developing an asymmetric strategy that can level the playing field. To
      undermine critical U.S. communication technologies and surveillance operations, high-technology military
      capabilities and considerable funding are needed. Long-range missiles that are effective against mobile maritime
      targets, sophisticated antisatellite weaponry, and spaced-based weaponry are not within China’s reach. Meanwhile,
      as China advances its offensive asymmetric capabilities, the United States is continuing to develop
      high-technology countermeasures. It is thus doubtful that China is closing the gap in the offense-defense balance
      in information warfare.
    


    
      Chinese military analyses stress the “serious challenges” that China faces in developing high-technology
      weaponry that can degrade U.S. technologies. Given China’s significant inferiority in information technologies
      vis-à-vis the United States, its ability to engage in counterinformation warfare is severely limited. This would
      be especially true after a preemptive strike, which would undermine China’s ability to target U.S. information
      warfare facilities. Even if China launched a successful first strike, its impact on the war would be limited.
      Because of the large gap in capabilities between China and the United States, China would 
      have difficulty carrying out “hard destruction” (ying cuihui) measures, including targeting weaponry on
      information system hardware. It would be easier for China to use “soft destruction” (ruan cuihui)
      measures, such as computer viruses and electronic interference, to attack an adversary’s advanced information
      systems. But penetrating the Pentagon’s backbone computer communication systems would be difficult. Moreover,
      such attacks would not diminish overall U.S. capabilities, China’s military analysts acknowledge, because
      information systems can generally recover from “soft damage” attacks.70 In addition, because the high-technology weaponry
      and rapid deployment capability of the United States would help to shorten the duration of a war, the
      opportunities for an inferior power such as China to employ traditional asymmetric strategies—including
      protracted warfare aimed at sapping the enemy’s will—would also be reduced.71
    


    
      Most important, a Chinese preemptive strike against U.S. communication systems might degrade U.S.
      information warfare capabilities, but it would not change the final outcome. The United States would retain
      superiority in all aspects of warfare in the Taiwan theater. Thus, asymmetric strategies cannot address China’s
      fundamental deterrence problem: The United States would retain its war-winning capability, and China would still
      confront high expected costs from the combination of credible U.S. intervention in a mainland–Taiwan conflict war
      and the resulting high costs to high-value Chinese targets.
    


    






    
      Asymmetric strategies (ii): imposing high costs on a risk-adverse
      adversary

    


    
      The second approach to asymmetric warfare focuses on the use of accessible capabilities to inflict high
      costs on a superior adversary, compelling it to withdraw rather than continue to incur costs in pursuit of
      secondary interests. In a Taiwan scenario, high U.S. casualties could undermine the resolve of the United States
      to continue intervention on behalf of Taiwan.72 Numerous Chinese studies, for example, emphasize
      the vulnerability of large surface ships (e.g., destroyers and aircraft carriers) to submarines, torpedoes,
      mines, aircraft, antiship missiles, and electronic jamming.73
    


    
      This strategy offers some hope to China that it could reverse U.S. intervention in a mainland–Taiwan
      conflict should war occur. It does not, however, create sufficient Chinese confidence that China can start a
      winnable war. Chinese planners acknowledge that this strategy would require a significant improvement in Chinese
      capabilities, including the ability to target distant moving objects and to carry out surprise attacks. One
      analyst stresses that, for Chinese forces, long-distance rapid maneuvers and concealment of intentions are
      “extremely difficult.” Another analyst observes that China’s aircraft possess minimal fighting radius, limited
      ability to penetrate enemy defenses, and weak electronic warfare capabilities.74 In addition, China lacks high-precision guidance
      systems. China’s Sovremenny-class destroyers are equipped with advanced Moskit missiles. But China does not have
      the reconnaissance capability necessary for the Moskit to  find a target. Moreover, the
      Moskit lacks the standoff range necessary to threaten a U.S. carrier.75
    


    
      China has ordered four Kilo-class submarines from Russia. If it orders an additional eight Kilos, as has
      been reported, China will be signaling its commitment to focus its resources on targeting U.S. surface vessels
      and developing an access-denial capability for the Taiwan theater. The Kilo is a sophisticated submarine. But the
      PLA must still learn to maintain and operate it effectively. Moreover, in the absence of surface and air support,
      submarines cannot permit reliable access-denial capability.76 Given the antisubmarine-warfare capability of the
      United States and its overwhelming advantage in information warfare, long-range missiles, and air defense, a
      Chinese strategy aimed at sinking an aircraft carrier to deter U.S. intervention would seem to be a high-risk
      approach to achieving unification with Taiwan. Moreover, as the United States converts its Trident submarines to
      nuclear-powered guided missile submarines (SSGNs) and deploys them in East Asia, the vulnerability of U.S.
      power-projection capability to China’s navy as well as to its close-in, land-based, access-denial capability will
      dramatically diminish. At the same time, China’s vulnerability to U.S. retaliation will significantly
      increase.77
    


    
      But even if China’s leaders were confident that its forces could target a U.S. aircraft carrier, Chinese
      military and civilian analysts acknowledge that the United States could respond with an even greater commitment
      to fight, rather than retreat.78
      Although the Somalia analogy (the suggestion that the United States cannot tolerate even minimal casualties) is
      comforting to some Chinese,79 U.S.
      war against a great power in support of a fifty-year commitment to a de facto strategic and ideological East
      Asian ally is not the same as war in support of famine relief in a small African country. Moreover, the war in
      Somalia occurred at the dawn of the post–Cold War era. Since then, U.S. confidence in its global military
      supremacy and its reputation for resolve have grown significantly. Washington has shown that it can fight a war
      with minimum casualties and that it has the will to put troops on the ground and incur casualties in response to
      attacks on Americans, as it has done in Afghanistan. Given the uncertainty that the United States would retreat,
      combined with the certainty of high costs to China of U.S. intervention, Chinese reliance on this asymmetric
      strategy is an unlikely source of deterrence failure. Chinese assertions that the United States is averse to
      taking casualties are best understood as the effort of a weaker power to gain some leverage through expressions
      of false confidence.
    


    






    
      Fait accompli strategies and the Taiwan
      Strait

    


    
      Deterrence could fail if China’s leaders believe that the rapid use of coercive military power could
      decisively destabilize Taiwan, compelling it to acknowledge PRC sovereignty over the island before the United
      States could intervene. This strategy would depend on a massive short-term barrage of PRC missiles and air
      assaults on Taiwan to create political and economic chaos and associated psychological pressures. In the absence
      of timely U.S. intervention,  Taiwan could capitulate. It could sue for peace by accepting
      hitherto unacceptable symbolic concessions, thus ending its aspirations for independence.80 The United States would then face a PRC fait
      accompli and have to ponder going to war to reverse Taiwan concessions that would not damage U.S. interests
      directly but would harm U.S. regional credibility.
    


    
      Confidence that China can carry out this strategy depends on its capability to compel Taiwan to submit
      before the United States can intervene. But the forward presence of the U.S. military in East Asia and U.S.
      intelligence capabilities minimize such confidence. U.S. forces deployed at Kadena Air Force Base on Okinawa,
      including seventy-two F-15s, are an imposing threat. Although this force lacks numerical superiority over the
      Chinese air force, U.S. qualitative superiority, including electronic warfare capabilities and pilot expertise,
      would neutralize Chinese aircraft, including the advanced Su-27s and Su-30s. The deployment of U.S. forces in
      close proximity to Taiwan and the possibility that in a crisis the United States would act first and consult with
      Japan later should give China pause. Moreover, the likelihood of Japanese support for the U.S. use of Kadena
      would be high should China use force for unification, rather than in response to a destabilizing Taiwan
      declaration of independence. Also, in recent years Japanese concern over China’s growing power has increased, and
      Japanese public opinion has become less tolerant of Chinese transgressions on Japanese interests. This further
      enhances the credibility of U.S. intervention with Kadena-based U.S. aircraft.81
    


    
      In addition to the U.S. forward presence at Kadena, a carrier task force would likely be present near the
      Taiwan Strait at the outbreak of war and would consolidate U.S. air superiority.82 In response to increased apprehension over the
      prospect of a mainland attack on Taiwan and heightened suspicion of Chinese intentions, the United States has
      begun to routinely deploy a carrier task force near Taiwan when China conducts major maritime military exercises.
      The addition of a second carrier battle group would provide the United States with overwhelming superiority, yet
      it would amount to only a fraction of the forces that the United States would mobilize for a major theater war.
      Moreover, U.S. forces will continue to carry out transfers from the European theater to the Pacific theater. A
      Los Angeles–class attack submarine left for its new home port in Guam in September 2002. Two additional attack
      submarines will arrive in Guam by fiscal year 2004. The U.S. Navy will also gain increased access to facilities
      in Singapore and the Philippines. Thus the U.S. forward presence near Taiwan will grow.83 In addition, a fait accompli strategy cannot
      compensate for China’s vulnerability to a rapid U.S. preemptive strategic strike as a prelude to
      intervention.
    


    
      U.S. signal intelligence capabilities, in cooperation with facilities based on Taiwan, and satellite
      surveillance capabilities can detect Chinese preparations for the use of force.84 Only if China relied on missile launches could it
      confidently take the United States and Taiwan by surprise. Yet in the absence of other military operations,
      including air attacks, conventional missile strikes would likely lack both the destructive and psychological
      force necessary to coerce Taiwan to surrender. If U.S. intelligence estimates are correct and Beijing deploys as
       many as 650 DF-15 missiles across from Taiwan by 2010, China will still lack a powerful
      coercive capability.85 In the wars
      in Kosovo and Afghanistan, the United States dropped approximately 22,000 bombs. In Afghanistan, this figure
      included more than 12,000 precision-guided bombs. Yet in both cases, these attacks did not cause enough
      destruction to coerce rapid surrender. In comparison, Chinese missile deployments in the Taiwan theater are both
      fewer and of lesser quality than those used by U.S. forces in Kosovo and Afghanistan.86 Moreover, with a circular-error-probable of 300
      meters, the DF-15 lacks the accuracy to degrade with confidence Taiwan’s command-and-control centers, radar
      facilities, aircraft, and runways. Even with greater accuracy, Chinese missiles would not be very effective at
      destroying hardened targets.
    


    
      Thus, a Chinese missile-based fait accompli strategy might be able to wreak havoc in Taiwan, but Beijing
      cannot have high confidence that it would cause the government of Taiwan to accede to even symbolic political
      unification. If Taiwan did not surrender, the ensuing humiliation would devastate the CCP’s legitimacy and
      significantly undermine its staying power. If Taiwan fought back, using its superior air power to damage the
      Chinese navy and air force and to fight the mainland to a draw, the humiliation would be even greater.87 Should Chinese leaders then decide that they
      had no choice but to prosecute a long-term war for unification, the CCP would face an even greater likelihood of
      U.S. intervention, military defeat, domestic humiliation, and collapse. Chinese missiles and aircraft may be a
      powerful deterrent, and a fait accompli strategy might be China’s only recourse should deterrence fail and Taiwan
      declare independence, but it is not a reliable instrument of coercive warfare. China faces a high expected cost
      of use of force that deters it from using a fait accompli strategy to challenge the status quo.
    


    






    
      Crisis instability and deterrence in the Taiwan
      Strait

    


    
      Deterrence could also fail if either the United States or China believed that it was vulnerable to a
      debilitating first strike. The danger of crisis instability in the Taiwan theater could involve a U.S. temptation
      to strike first if Washington believed that Beijing was preparing for a first strike against U.S. forces as a
      prelude to an attack on Taiwan. Given U.S. maritime superiority, however, a Chinese first strike could not
      determine the outcome of the war. Even if China were able to inflict costs on U.S. forces, it could not
      significantly weaken U.S. capabilities. The United States could still defend Taiwan against mainland air and
      naval capabilities and inflict punishing retaliation against Chinese military and economic targets.
    


    
      Thus, during periods of heightened tension in which Chinese forces mobilize for military exercises for
      diplomatic signaling, U.S. forces do not need to go on heightened alert, much less carry out a preemptive attack
      in response to a possible Chinese first strike. Rather Washington can monitor Chinese activities and reinforce
      U.S. defensive capabilities, enhancing its deterrence of a first strike. This was the case in March 1996, when
      China mobilized for its largest show of force against Taiwan since the 1950s. Although Chinese forces could
      conceivably  have been used against U.S. maritime forces, U.S. policymakers did not expect
      war and did not believe that there was a crisis. Secretary of Defense Perry explained that attacking Taiwan would
      be “a dumb thing” for China to do. China did “not have the capability” to invade Taiwan. Although Perry believed
      that China had the ability to “harass” Taiwan, he observed that “it does not make any sense. … I do not expect
      China to be attacking Taiwan.”88
      U.S. fear of a Chinese strike against U.S. forces was even more remote.
    


    
      Improved Chinese capabilities have not greatly increased the vulnerability of U.S. forces to a first
      strike. Although China’s short-range missiles and Russian aircraft have given it a much improved deterrent
      against a Taiwan declaration of independence, it is unlikely that China will develop first-strike capabilities
      well into the twenty-first century. In the offense-defense balance, the advantage will remain with the defensive
      capabilities of the maritime power, thus mitigating the security dilemma and the likelihood of unintended
      escalation. U.S. maritime forces enjoy overwhelming advantages that assure it of significant retaliatory
      capabilities, and geopolitical constraints pose a long-term impediment to Beijing’s ability to challenge U.S.
      maritime superiority. First, China’s land-power forces lack offshore offensive capabilities. Water provides a
      significant defensive “moat” for U.S. naval forces. Second, as a land power facing significant long-term
      challenges to border security from many potential adversaries, China will be hard-pressed to devote adequate
      financial resources to enable development of a significant maritime capability.89 Third, the U.S. lead in capabilities will enable
      the United States to maintain its advantages even as China modernizes.
    


    






    
      Conclusion: managing deterrence and U.S.–China
      cooperation

    


    
      The United States can continue to deter China from initiating war in the Taiwan Strait for many decades. In
      the absence of a Taiwan declaration of independence, China prefers to maintain the status quo and an
      international environment conducive to economic and military modernization. Moreover, Chinese analysts understand
      that China is vastly inferior to the United States in nearly all facets of international power and that it will
      remain so for a long time. One analyst estimated that Chinese military technology is fifteen to twenty years
      behind that of the United States.90
      More important, Chinese analyses of “comprehensive national power,” which takes into account the military,
      technological, educational, and economic bases of national strength, estimated in 2000 that China would catch up
      to the United States in 2043 if Chinese comprehensive national power grew at a rate of 6 percent per year and
      U.S. comprehensive national power grew at 3 percent per year.91
    


    
      During the Cold War, the most pessimistic U.S. civilian and government analysts insisted that only if the
      United States possessed war-winning capabilities and/or escalation dominance could it deter the Soviet use of
      force in Europe.92 In the
      twenty-first century, the United States possesses escalation dominance in the Taiwan Strait. At every level of
      escalation, from conventional to nuclear warfare,  the United States can engage and defeat
      Chinese forces. Moreover, it can do so with minimal casualties and rapid deployment, undermining any Chinese
      confidence in the utility of asymmetric and fait accompli strategies. Chinese military and civilian leaders have
      acknowledged both U.S. resolve and its superior war-winning capabilities.
    


    
      Confidence in its deterrence capabilities enables the United States to protect Taiwan while developing
      cooperative relations with China. This was post-Cold War U.S. policy toward China in both the George H.W. Bush
      and Clinton administrations. Maintaining this policy is both possible and necessary. On the one hand, the United
      States should continue to develop its capabilities in long-range precision-guided weaponry and in its
      command-and-control facilities. It should also continue to develop and forward deploy not only aircraft carriers
      but also Trident SSGNs and UAVs, platforms that enable the United States to deliver precision-guided weaponry and
      carry out surveillance with minimal risk of casualties, thus further reducing PRC expectations that asymmetric
      capabilities or a fait accompli strategy could deter U.S. defense of Taiwan.
    


    
      But instead of welcoming the benefits of deterrence, the George W. Bush administration has developed
      policies that contribute to conflict by unnecessarily challenging China’s interests in Taiwan. It has expanded
      arms sales to Taiwan, including reversing the twenty-year policy of refusing Taiwan’s requests for submarines.
      Its 2001 arms sales offer to Taiwan was the largest since 1992. U.S. officials have recently said that they were
      “eager to help” Taiwan’s military modernization effort and would welcome any requests for additional weaponry.
      They continue to consider the possible sale to Taiwan of missile defense technologies, including technology
      enabling Taiwan access to U.S. satellite-based intelligence.93 Working-level and high-level exchanges between
      U.S. and Taiwan military officials are expanding, and U.S. officers have provided advice during Taiwan’s military
      exercises and have discussed wartime coordination with its military officials. Interoperability of the U.S. and
      Taiwan militaries is also under consideration. Further, the administration has also enhanced its treatment of
      Taiwan civilian and defense officials by agreeing to a visit to the United States by Taiwan’s defense minister in
      March 2002.94
    


    
      The Bush administration’s Taiwan policy does not significantly contribute to Taiwan’s security or to
      deterrence. On the one hand, as the PRC modernizes, the Taiwan-mainland military balance will increasingly favor
      China. Taiwan can contribute to deterrence. Its air defense capability, including aircraft and improved hardening
      of targets against Chinese missiles, can lower Chinese confidence in a fait accompli strategy.95 But deterring China’s use of force has never
      depended on Taiwan’s capabilities; Taiwan alone cannot deter the mainland. Moreover, given overwhelming U.S.
      superiority, Taiwan’s contribution to the outcome of a U.S.–China war would be nominal, at best. Washington would
      ask Taipei to step aside, rather than try to cooperate with Taiwan and risk chaos and friendly fire in the
      complex Taiwan theater. During the Gulf War, the United States minimized Saudi involvement, despite Saudi
      Arabia’s large inventory of advanced U.S. weaponry. During the war in Afghanistan, the United States minimized
      involvement by its  NATO allies. The United States would be no more interested in
      cooperating with Taiwan in the event of a U.S.–China war in the Taiwan Strait.
    


    
      U.S. participation in a Taiwan missile defense program would be especially misguided. First, Taiwan is too
      close to the mainland, so that the launch-to-target time of Chinese DF-15 missiles does not allow sufficient
      opportunity for missile interceptors to target and intercept a Chinese missile. The exception would be a
      naval-based system in which a U.S. ship was deployed in the Taiwan Strait, dangerously close to China’s coast and
      its missiles. Second, even if U.S. missile defense could respond to Chinese offensive capabilities, it would also
      affect China’s ability to deter a Taiwan declaration of independence. Given the low cost of DF-15s, especially
      compared to the cost of missile defense systems, China can engage in an arms race rather than allow U.S. missile
      defense to undermine its deterrent capability. These issues in part explain Taiwan’s recent reluctance to
      continue acquisition of the Patriot III missile defense system.96
    


    
      Nor does deterrence significantly benefit from the Bush administration’s improved diplomatic treatment of
      Taiwan officials. By enhancing Taiwan’s diplomatic stature, the United States signals its security commitment to
      Taiwan. But by the end of the Clinton administration, the U.S. commitment to defend Taiwan was stronger than at
      any time since the late 1960s, and China possessed great respect for U.S. resolve. Since then, U.S. success in
      waging war in Afghanistan with minimal casualties has heightened Chinese perception of U.S. resolve, so that
      there is now even less imperative to use U.S.–Taiwan diplomatic relations to signal U.S. resolve.
    


    
      Whereas recent U.S. policy toward Taiwan does not enhance deterrence, it can significantly undermine
      U.S.–China cooperation. By moving toward integrated defense ties with Taiwan, the United States is extending its
      military power to China’s coastal frontiers. At some point Chinese leaders will resist U.S. strategic presence on
      Taiwan, causing heightened bilateral tension and reduced Chinese cooperation on a range of issues, including
      proliferation and stability in Central Asia and the Middle East and on the Korean Peninsula. Increased arms sales
      to Taiwan, consolidated defense cooperation, and closer U.S.–Taiwan diplomatic ties suggest greater U.S. support
      for formal Taiwan independence, similarly challenging a vital PRC interest. The Taiwan leadership talks of a
      “democratic alliance” between Taiwan and the United States. China has taken notice. Its military analysts argue
      that the United States seeks a “quasi-military alliance” with Taiwan to take advantage of its “special military
      value” and that the United States and Taiwan are moving toward joint exercises and a “coalition warfare”
      capability.97
    


    
      Rather than stress the military instruments of its Taiwan diplomacy and needlessly undermine regional
      stability, the United States can use its military advantages to support a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan
      conflict. As China’s modernization continues and economic and social integration between the mainland and Taiwan
      deepens, both sides may exercise greater caution and the impediments to a compromise solution will likely
      decrease. By the end of 2001, more than 300,000 Taiwanese were living in Shanghai and more than 30,000 Taiwan
      companies had manufacturing facilities there. In 2002, a Taiwan bank opened its first representative office in
      China, Chinese and Taiwanese state-owned energy corporations developed a joint venture for oil exploration, and
      Chinese firms began recruiting Taiwan financial and technology experts. There has also been progress toward
      establishing direct trade across the strait.98 Over the next decade, the cross-strait
      relationship will likely become more amenable to a diplomatic solution.
    


    
      The challenge for the United States is to maintain its deterrence of Chinese use of force against Taiwan,
      thus protecting Taiwan’s security, democracy, and prosperity, while not contesting Chinese security interests.
      During the first ten years of the post–Cold War era, the United States increased its superiority over China in
      naval power and high-technology weaponry, enhanced its forward presence through greater access to military
      facilities in Singapore and the Philippines, and consolidated its alliance with Japan. Simultaneously, it
      acknowledged PRC interests in Taiwan, pursued limited diplomatic and military ties with Taipei, and cautioned
      Taiwan from moving toward independence. Given long-term U.S. escalation dominance and China’s perception of U.S.
      resolve, this could be U.S. policy for the next ten years and beyond. Rather than needlessly challenge Chinese
      security, the United States should use its strategic advantage to expand cooperation with China and maintain the
      security of Taiwan.
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      U.S.–China relations since 1972
    


    






    
      Introduction

    


    
      THE interplay between domestic and international politics and the international behavior of states is a
      source of debate among scholars of comparative foreign policy. Often, the literature presents a skewed picture:
      one analytical perspective is overemphasized so that the explanatory value of the other is greatly
      underrepresented. Such is the case in much of the writing on Chinese policy toward the United States since 1972,
      particularly concerning the sources of conflict in the otherwise mutually beneficial U.S.–China relationship. The
      most difficult task has been to integrate our admittedly insufficient knowledge of Chinese domestic politics with
      the analytical conclusions suggested by the dynamics of U.S.–Soviet–P.R.C. triangular politics.
    


    
      Despite the dearth of knowledge of Beijing politics, a number of specialists have produced important
      scholarships and reached significant conclusions concerning the impact of domestic China on the P.R.C.’s foreign
      policy. Notwithstanding these important contributions to our knowledge of Chinese policy making, there has been a
      trend to give undue emphasis to Chinese domestic politics in explaining instability in U.S.–China relations,
      particularly concerning the recurring conflict over Taiwan. It has been argued that, because reunification of
      Taiwan with the mainland is such a nationalistic issue, any Chinese leadership that cooperates with the United
      States is subject to intense criticism. Thus, unless the U.S. respects Chinese sensitivities, Beijing will adopt
      a rigid and hostile policy, and Taiwan will remain a contentious issue in U.S.–China relations. It has even been
      said that Washington’s Taiwan policy could lead, or already has led, to a more conciliatory Chinese policy toward
      the Soviet Union due to the pressures of domestic politics on individual leaders such as Deng
      Xiaoping.1
    


    
      This approach carries implicit assumptions concerning the role of Taiwan in the foreign policy of the
      People’s Republic, the leadership’s attitudes toward the Taiwan issue, and the sources of Beijing’s U.S. policy,
      which fails to consider fully the restraints on P.R.C. policy imposed by the international environment. One
      fallacy is the assumption that the P.R.C. leadership is divided over the Taiwan issue—that if “rational” leaders
      such as Deng Xiaoping were free from domestic  political opposition, they would not let the
      Taiwan issue interfere with U.S.–China relations. Actually, Deng Xiaoping and his colleagues are no less
      interested in the reunification of Taiwan with the mainland than are other Chinese politicians. Second, excessive
      attention to domestic politics fails to recognize the P.R.C. as a goal-oriented actor. Taiwan is a strategically
      located island (at one time called by American statesmen an “unsinkable aircraft carrier”), which could pose a
      threat to China if it were allied with an adversary, or which could enhance China’s political position if it were
      controlled by the P.R.C. For this reason alone, Chinese leaders agree on the need to recover Taiwan. Finally, the
      importance of the international environment in Chinese policy making is suggested by the P.R.C.’s passivity
      concerning Taiwan from 1972 to 1978. Even though the United States was unwilling to compromise on its recognition
      of the Kuomintang as the government of China, and despite intense succession politics in Beijing, it was during
      this period that Chinese leaders assured Washington that Taiwan was not an important issue, and that the two
      sides should concentrate their attention on dealing with Soviet “hegemonism.”2
    


    
      In this paper, I explain the ups and downs in U.S.–China relations since the Shanghai Communiqué as
      primarily a function of shifting “patterns of relations” in the strategic triangle: the trilateral pattern of
      relations in a particular era has been the dominant influence on China’s U.S. policy. By affecting the bargaining
      relationship between the two countries, the pattern of relations also affected the strategy of China’s
      goal-oriented behavior—in this case, reunification of Taiwan with the mainland. This approach does not reject the
      role of domestic politics in the formation of the P.R.C.’s foreign policy. On the contrary, domestic politics are
      influential in the P.R.C.’s foreign policy formation. But it is important to isolate the role of domestic
      politics within the constraints of international politics and to examine how various triangular patterns of
      relations set the parameters of the policy debates and thus influence the shifting salience of the Taiwan issue
      in the domestic political arena.
    


    






    
      Triangular patterns of relations and bargaining among strategic
      partners

    


    
      Systems theory explains the impact of a particular political structure on the behavioral patterns of
      states. As Kenneth Waltz has argued, “systems theory explains changes across systems, not in
      them.…”3 Such theories have proved to be extremely powerful in explicating the long-term and
      fundamental dynamics of international politics, such as recurring balances, and in calling attention to
      differences in behavioral patterns of states under different international structures. Nevertheless, recurring
      patterns of behavior in international politics are the result of more variables than the “ordering principle” and
      the number of major powers in the system. Although he admits that alliance patterns may have a high explanatory
      value, Waltz argues that they have no place in a systems theory.4 He may be correct, but that
      does not free us from the task of determining the influence of alliance patterns on state behavior.
    


    
      When there are more than two major powers, the pattern of relations between them may vary
      considerably.5 The contemporary world is bipolar; only the United States and the Soviet Union
      have comparable nuclear capabilities. Nevertheless, since President Nixon traveled to China in 1972 and signed
      the Shanghai Communiqué, international politics have reflected many of the characteristics of a multipolar
      balance-of-power system. Although the P.R.C. lacks a comparable nuclear inventory, its population, size, and
      resource base compels the superpowers to consider it a significant actor affecting their vital interests. Some
      European nations may have similar attributes, but the flexibility and unpredictability of U.S.–Soviet-P.R.C.
      relations creates the multipolar dynamics of the strategic triangle.6
    


    
      Within this triangular relationship, there is a variety of possible forms of relations, depending upon
      “systemic patterns of exchange relationships” and the roles of the actors within each pattern. Three
      possible patterns have been identified. The most easily recognized of these is the “romantic triangle,” whereby a
      “pivot” or “swing” state has a détente relationship with both of the other actors in the
      triangle.7 The animosity between the two other actors makes them dependent upon friendship with
      the pivot for their security. The pivot is able to use to its advantage its suitors’ fear of the abandonment and
      isolation that would develop from improved relations between the pivot and a suitor’s adversary. Dependence is
      thus a function of the realignment alternatives of one’s partner.8 Put differently, dependence
      is a function of “asymmetrical strategic interests.” Where one actor is more concerned than the other that its
      partner’s strategic assets may enhance its adversary’s capabilities due to realignment, relative fears of
      abandonment are affected. As Glenn Snyder has observed, such asymmetry explains why the more powerful actor in a
      dyad often has little influence over its weaker partner.9 Détente generates uncertainty
      concerning the reliability of a partner and raises the possibility of a deeper, more cooperative relationship—a
      “stable marriage” in Dittmer’s terms—which would undermine the security of the isolated
      state.10
    


    
      There has been excellent work assessing the impact of such asymmetries in triangular relations on crisis
      behavior.11 There have also been studies of the impact of such asymmetries on relations between
      adversaries in the strategic triangle.12 Comparatively little work has been done, however, on
      the impact of shifts in the pattern of relations—“interaction change” in triangular politics—on relations between
      security partners. The existing studies on conflict between allies are primarily concerned with differences that
      arise on policy toward their common adversary.13 Little has been written concerning the
      bargaining process on conflicting “particular interests” in bilateral relations in the context both of shared
      “general interests” vis-à-vis an adversary and of the triangular pattern of relations in the particular
      era.14
    


    
      When there are shared general interests toward a common adversary as well as conflictual particular
      interests, as is the case in U.S.–China relations, each side must decide on a bargaining strategy concerning the
      conflictual issues. This strategy is, for the most part, a function of each state’s position in the  triangular pattern of relations. The changing pattern of relations establishes the range of
      choice, either severely restricting or expanding a state’s bargaining power. The general interest will dominate
      the course of the relationship along the amity/enmity continuum; the pattern of relations will determine the cost
      to each state in terms of the compromises it must make on the conflictual bilateral interests. Enhanced bilateral
      conflict raises the possibility that détente between one’s strategic partner and one’s adversary might occur
      during a crisis, leading to abandonment and reduced security of the isolated state.15 The
      likelihood of this, a function of the pattern of relations, affects a state’s bargaining strategy and its
      willingness to create conflict with its ally. In the case of China and the United States, that is the primary
      explanation for their changing relations since 1972 with regard to their most conflictual particular interest,
      Taiwan. Indeed, it is important to recognize that Taiwan has been an object of U.S.–China bargaining since the
      Shanghai Communiqué. The two governments have had different preferences for the diplomatic, political, and
      military relationship between the United States and Taiwan since 1972, and China’s bargaining strategy has
      changed over time.
    


    
      Emphasis on triangular patterns of relations allows for consideration of the role of domestic politics in
      U.S.–China relations. Domestic politics is part of the “internal setting” of the process of foreign policy
      making.16 The multiple roles of decision makers—as representatives of their states in
      international politics and as contestants for power in domestic politics—sometimes call for contradictory
      behavior. In extreme cases, a decision maker’s domestic interests may prevail to such an extent that the state
      will not adequately respond to international pressures. Within the P.R.C., politics may affect policy insofar as
      Taiwan is a politically sensitive issue. Alternatively, China’s leaders may simply have different perceptions of
      the relative bargaining strengths of the actors in the triangle or of their value as strategic
      allies.17 Domestic politics may thus shape foreign policy insofar as leadership instability and
      change leads to policy change. Scholars have identified competing policy alternatives among the Chinese
      elite.18
    


    
      Although domestic politics influences foreign policy formulation, the international strategic environment
      sets the “outside limits” of a state’s bargaining position.19 Chinese domestic politics may not
      have altered the fundamental character of China’s U.S. policy in terms of the value attached to either a
      cooperative or conflictual relationship, but it may affect the timing of policy changes, hastening or slowing a
      particular trend. Domestic politics may also affect the tenor of a relationship within the pattern of relations
      dominant during a particular era: leaders may say or do things which serve their domestic needs, but which are
      not intended to alter their foreign policy line. It is therefore important to consider the intended audience of a
      policy statement.
    


    
      Emphasis on triangular structures and range of choice suggests a “second image reversed” analysis of the
      interplay between international and domestic politics.20 The international environment
      establishes the range within which debate over foreign policy can take place. As the pattern of relations of the
      strategic triangle  has shifted since 1972, altering China’s bargaining relationship between
      the superpowers, the content of the Chinese debate—and, thus, the role of Chinese domestic politics in China’s
      foreign policy formulation—has changed.
    


    
      Triangular politics, bargaining, and domestic politics are the three elements essential to understanding
      China’s foreign policy toward the United States over Taiwan since 1972. Nevertheless, it is difficult to specify
      the exact mix of the international and domestic environment; during any particular era, the mix will be
      different. Still, the restraints can be generalized, delineating the range of choice, while the immediate
      situation is more susceptible to temporal political circumstances.
    


    






    
      The quiet years, 1972–1979: The impact of triangular
      relations

    


    
      In the early 1970s, the strategic triangle had yet to become salient in international politics. China’s
      “dual adversary policy,” entailing intense hostility toward both the superpowers, reinforced strategic bipolarity
      as both superpowers were denied the benefit of an alliance with the P.R.C. This situation proved untenable with
      regard to China’s security demands as the dangers of isolation became clear following the 1968 Soviet invasion of
      Czechoslovakia and during the P.R.C.’s brief, yet dangerous, border war with the Soviet Union in 1969. Isolation
      and the resulting escalated threat posed by the Soviet Union coincided with the U.S. retreat from Indochina,
      encouraging Chinese leaders to seek a rapprochement with the United States. Prime Minister Zhou Enlai reportedly
      recognized that a continuation of the dual adversary policy would “plunge new China … into international
      isolation.”21 The P.R.C.’s efforts culminated in the Shanghai Communiqué, signed during
      President Nixon’s visit to China in 1972.
    


    
      Diplomacy successfully reduced the leaders’ perception of isolation and their fear of Soviet
      pressure.22 The image of the leader of the United States traveling to China and meeting with
      Chairman Mao Zedong did much to reassure China that it no longer stood alone against the “polar bear” to the
      north. Nevertheless, reduced international isolation also brought into play triangular influences on China’s
      bilateral relations with the United States. Whereas Beijing had earlier simply refused to negotiate its
      differences with Washington, preferring to weaken the United States through a war of attrition by proxy in
      Indochina, it now became susceptible to the give-and-take of bargaining relationships in triangular
      politics.
    


    
      During this period, the pattern of relations was that of a “romantic triangle.” The United States held the
      pivot position, pursuing détente with the Soviet Union and China, while the latter two states were engaged in an
      unrelenting cold war. From the perspective of the P.R.C., the United States was on the defensive, nursing the
      wounds received from its involvement in the Vietnam War and its domestic instability, while the Soviet Union was
      on the offensive, seeking to “fill the vacuum” left by the American retrenchment. In late 1973, Mao feared that
      the Watergate disruptions might undermine Washington’s ability to resist  Soviet
      expansionism.23 Deng Xiaoping stated at the United Nations early in 1974 that of the two
      superpowers, the Soviet Union was “especially vicious.”24 In 1975, in the aftermath of the fall
      of Saigon, Mao characterized the United States as strategically overextended, “trying to catch ten fleas with
      ten fingers,” and told Henry Kissinger that China no longer considered the United States as a “paper tiger”
      but as a “wounded tiger”25—a conclusion that did not change during the first half of the Carter
      administration. In 1978, Chairman Hua Guofeng insisted that the Soviet Union was the “most dangerous source of a
      new world war” and Renmin Ribao (People’s Daily) reported that “The Soviet Union Is Bent on Utilizing
      America’s Lack of Will.”26
    


    
      Fearful of the Soviet threat, the P.R.C. attempted to offset Soviet power by associating itself with the
      United States. Various statements by Chinese leaders and the media explained that, due to the more dangerous
      nature of the Soviet Union, China must use the United States to reduce its own insecurity. In 1973, Premier Zhou
      quoted Mao’s statement that China “‘must not fight two-sided; it is better to fight
      one-sided.”’27 In late 1977, Renmin Ribao argued that if Chinese leaders
      “indiscriminately put the two superpowers on a par and fail to single out the Soviet Union as the more dangerous
      instigator of world war, we would only be blunting … revolutionary vigilance … and blurring the primary target in
      the struggle against hegemonism.”28
    


    
      Reliance on the United States put China in an extremely disadvantageous position. Because America held the
      pivot position in the romantic triangle, Chinese leaders lived under constant fear of abandonment by the U.S. and
      renewed isolation in the face of the dangerous Soviet Union. That apprehension was not without basis. In 1973,
      for example, Nixon and Brezhnev had signed an agreement stipulating that the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. enter into
      “urgent negotiations” if relations between both of them or between either side and a third party “appear to
      involve the risk of nuclear conflict.”29 The P.R.C. was a likely third party of such
      “collusion.”
    


    
      The fear of abandonment and isolation is clearly reflected in statements by the Chinese leadership. In
      1973, Premier Zhou Enlai reported that the superpowers were “colluding” and that “the West always wants to urge
      the Soviet revisionists eastward to divert the peril towards China.”30 In the same year,
      Chairman Mao and Premier Zhou met with Henry Kissinger on different occasions and expressed fear of a U.S.–Soviet
      condominium, and that détente might free Moscow to increase its pressure on China. Mao insisted that the U.S.
      “resist the temptation to ‘push the ill waters eastward.’ ”31 The Helsinki conference in 1976
      and the so-called Sonnenfeldt doctrine further deepened the P.R.C.’s apprehension. Chinese Foreign Minister Qiao
      Guanhua told the U.N. General Assembly that
    


    
      There are always some people in the West who want to urge social-imperialism eastward and divert this peril
      towards China, thinking it best if all is quiet in the West. The “European security conference” reflected such a
      Munich line of thinking…. Some people take the lead in appeasing and making concessions to the expansionists,
      attempting to shift this strategic focus by recognizing their sphere of influence. …32
    


    
      The P.R.C. was not encouraged by U.S. foreign policy in the first half of the Carter administration.
      Renmin Ribao, alluding to Carter, charged that “certain leading figures” in the U.S. ruling elite,
      similar to such “advocates of appeasement” as Neville Chamberlain, were trying to “divert the Soviet peril to the
      east, to China.”33 When the Soviet Union intensified its encirclement of China by increasing
      its influence in Vietnam and Cambodia, Hua Guofeng voiced similar fears.34
    


    
      Clearly, then, Chinese leaders were dependent upon the United States for security against the Soviet Union
      and feared that U.S.–Soviet détente might develop to China’s disadvantage. The fact that they regarded their
      security relationship with the United States as tenuous, at best, affected China’s bargaining position. Fear of
      abandonment and isolation undermined China’s ability to threaten the United States if Washington did not accede
      to the P.R.C.’s demands, for a break with the U.S. would mean a return to the isolation of the dual-adversary
      policy. The United States, on the other hand, could risk a break with China, because détente with the Soviet
      Union had minimized America’s isolation. This asymmetrical relationship so diminished China’s bargaining strength
      that Beijing preferred to shelve the disputed issues rather than have to bargain from a position of weakness.
      Geng Biao, head of the International Liaison Department of the Central Committee of the CCP, reportedly made just
      this point by arguing that if
    


    
      we put the two superpowers together and deal with them one after another, the outcome will be unthinkable.
      Therefore, for the sake of survival, we must, in the first place, give one up and win the other over. From the
      strategic point of view as a whole: if we shelve the China–U.S. controversy, we will be able to cope with one
      side [the Soviet Union] with all-out efforts. … Therefore, striving to foster good China–U.S. relations to
      diminish one enemy … [is] put forth in accordance with the requirements of the
      situation.35
    


    
      He explained that only when Chinese leaders regarded “the time as ripe” would the P.R.C. tell “Uncle Sam …
      [to] pack up your things and go.”36 Earlier, Qiao Guanhua had also argued for the necessity of
      conflict-free U.S.–China relations, urging that China should treat the two superpowers separately; “otherwise, if
      we push too hard, they may be forced to unite” and increase China’s foreign policy
      difficulties.37
    


    
      Such statements reflected actual Chinese policy toward the most conflictual issue in the relationship—the
      status of Taiwan. At no time between the Shanghai Communiqué and 1979 did the P.R.C.’s diplomats ever suggest
      that the U.S. downgrade its ties with Taiwan as a precondition of continued good relations. On the contrary,
      Chinese leaders emphasized again and again that the Taiwan issue was not crucial to stable relations; they
      repeatedly overlooked developments in U.S.–Taiwan relations.
    


    
      In February 1973, Zhou Enlai surprised Henry Kissinger when he accepted the latter’s casual suggestion that
      the United States establish a liaison office in Beijing and offered reciprocity. Washington had assumed that the
      P.R.C.’s  envoys would never appear where Taiwan officials served in an official capacity.
      But, because China wanted to move ahead in the relationship, it did not press for U.S. concessions on Taiwan.
      Later that year, Mao told Kissinger that “we can do without Taiwan for the time being, and let it come after one
      hundred years. … Why is there the need to be in such great haste?” He further offered, “As for your relations
      with us, I think they need not take a hundred years. … But that is to be decided by you. We will not rush
      you.”38
    


    
      In 1975, despite the absence of formal improvement in relations, the Chinese still wanted President Ford to
      visit the P.R.C. Fearful that the trip might be cancelled because of America’s desire to avoid the P.R.C.’s
      polemics, Beijing emphasized its patience regarding Taiwan and assured Washington that it wanted the President’s
      visit to take place regardless of the lack of progress toward normalization. When Ford arrived, Deng Xiaoping
      emphasized that normalization would have to take place “eventually.” Ford noted that Deng “seemed in no hurry to
      press for full diplomatic recognition or the termination of our long-standing commitments to
      Taiwan.”39 U.S. congressional delegations visiting the P.R.C. in 1975 reported similar
      attitudes.40 This situation also characterized the early years of the Carter administration. In
      1978, Hua Guofeng insisted on Chinese conditions for normalization, but suggested that in the absence of
      normalization the P.R.C. still hoped to “increase contacts … and promote mutual understanding” between the two
      countries.41
    


    
      The foreign policy makers’ avoidance of conflict is also reflected in P.R.C. media and Foreign Ministry
      materials. Xinhua’s attack on Senator Goldwater’s March 1976 statement of support for Taiwan was a rare
      exception, as was strident impatience over the Taiwan issue on the part of Chinese officials during Senator Hugh
      Scott’s visit to Beijing in July of that year. A low-level protest in 1975 against Washington’s cancellation of a
      visit by a Chinese singing group because of its selection of a song calling for the liberation of Taiwan was the
      first authoritative statement criticizing U.S. Taiwan policy since 1972. The only high-level criticism during
      this period—a Foreign Ministry attack on American “connivance” with Tibetan “traitors” residing in the
      United States42—only underscored the P.R.C.’s usual silence on the role of Taiwan in U.S.–China
      relations.
    


    
      Beijing’s patience on the Taiwan issue was not due to U.S. respect for Chinese sensitivities or progress in
      distancing itself from Taiwan. Although the United States had removed its last offensive weapons from the island
      by May 1975, other acts reaffirmed its commitment to Taiwan. Between 1973 and 1975, Washington appointed a senior
      diplomat to serve as ambassador to Taibei, permitted Taiwan to open two additional consulates in the United
      States, failed to complete the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Taiwan, and sold additional military hardware to
      Taiwan on credit. When Saigon fell to North Vietnamese forces in April 1975, President Ford, in a clear reference
      to the U.S.–Taiwan Mutual Defense Treaty, declared that it was his “aim” to “reaffirm our commitments to Taiwan.”
      Although the P.R.C. appeared unhappy with these developments, and U.S.–China relations remained stagnant, it
      failed to press the point.43 The one instance in which China did challenge the U.S. on the
      Taiwan issue occurred in 1977, in the aftermath of  Secretary of State Cyrus Vance’s visit
      to Beijing. Chinese leaders were angry, not because of lack of progress toward normalization, but because
      Washington gave the impression that China had compromised on its normalization
      conditions.44
    


    
      That its strategic vulnerability in the romantic triangle was Beijing’s primary concern is reflected in the
      actual focus of the P.R.C.’s diplomacy. Rather than harping on U.S.–Taiwan relations, Beijing relentlessly
      criticized U.S. policy toward the Soviet Union and the detriments of détente, seeking to encourage Washington to
      abandon détente in favor of a more aggressive global policy. If successful, the Chinese policy would reduce the
      probability that the U.S. would abandon the P.R.C., and thus would improve Beijing’s bargaining position in
      U.S.–China relations.
    


    
      When Kissinger met with Zhou Enlai in 1973, the Chinese Premier skirted the Taiwan issue and concentrated
      on Soviet policy. When he visited China in 1975, Kissinger was subjected to a long diatribe on America’s alleged
      lack of resolve in dealing with the Soviet Union. Mao insisted in his conversations with President Ford that
      Washington had to stand up to Moscow’s attempt to achieve hegemony, and that the U.S. had to maintain its
      strategic role in East Asia. Deng asserted that resistance to Soviet ambitions was “a more important question”
      than Taiwan. During the Carter administration, the P.R.C. continued to equate U.S.–Soviet détente with U.S.
      appeasement, and gave little attention to Taiwan.45 The common elements during this period were
      patience regarding bilateral conflicts and vociferous opposition to U.S.–Soviet détente. Once détente began to
      crumble and the United States lost the pivot position in the U.S.–Soviet–P.R.C. triangle, China shifted the focus
      of its criticism to more conflictual bilateral issues.
    


    






    
      The quiet years and Chinese domestic politics

    


    
      Although the international environment of foreign policy making explains a great deal of China’s U.S.
      policy, Chinese domestic politics also affected U.S.–China relations after the Shanghai Communiqué. Our problem
      lies in determining the influence of domestic politics in the context of the limits of choice imposed by the
      pattern of triangular politics.
    


    
      Zhou Enlai’s and Mao Zedong’s decision to seek rapprochement with the United States was not universally
      popular among the Chinese elite. Jiang Qing, Mao’s wife, believed that China’s U.S. policy was both unnecessary
      and too conciliatory; she insisted that “although we do not have ‘white friends,’ ‘big friends’ and ‘wealthy
      friends,’ we are not isolated.” She argued that China’s dual adversary policy was not dangerous and that the
      P.R.C.’s relations with Third World countries were sufficient to deter the Soviet Union from infringing upon
      Chinese interests. Hence, she saw little need to establish close relations with the American “imperialists”: “It
      is impossible to attain the final victory of the socialist revolution by departing from national independence and
      development of the national economy. It is on this point that we are different from the
      opportunists.”46 Zhou, however, did believe China was isolated and he thus sought “friends”
      whom  Jiang Qing considered unacceptable. When Jiang Qing and her colleagues, the so-called
      “Gang of Four,” were ousted following the death of Mao, elite opposition to China’s U.S. policy remained. In
      1977, the Chinese media reflected two foreign policy themes. One emphasized that the P.R.C. should lean to the
      West; the other emphasized self-reliance and unity with the Third World, in opposition to both the United States
      and the Soviet Union.47 Taiwan was often the focal point of the opposition, as some leaders
      were impatient with the lack of progress toward unification.48
    


    
      In the debate within the leadership, the political opposition used the Taiwan issue to criticize Beijing’s
      foreign policy makers. It also influenced the content of China’s media. In the midst of the 1973–1974
      anti-Confucius campaign which aimed to weaken Zhou Enlai’s political power, and for some time thereafter, the
      media intensely criticized Western and American societies. Implicit in this criticism was an attack on Zhou
      Enlai’s policy toward the United States.49
    


    
      It is suggestive, however, that both the media and Chinese leaders never directly attacked U.S.–Taiwan
      relations. The circumspect nature of the assault underscores the limited impact of the opposition and of its
      policy preferences. Indeed, there is no evidence that those opposed to China’s U.S. policy after the Shanghai
      Communiqué had any direct role at all in the policy-making process.50 It seems that the
      consensus among those actually involved in making foreign policy was that implicit Chinese alignment with the
      United States was essential given China’s international circumstances, and that the Taiwan issue should not be a
      subject of U.S.–China negotiations. The potential for conflict with the United States, and resultant isolation,
      effectively squelched the competing foreign policy options. The romantic triangle, with Washington holding the
      pivot position, shaped the debate in Beijing; dependence on the U.S. restricted the viability of alternative
      policy options, undermining the influence of those leaders who criticized existing policy.
    


    
      That international politics influenced domestic Chinese political interactions does not negate the role of
      domestic politics in foreign policy. Although Jiang Qing and her supporters were unable to bring about China’s
      detachment from the United States, the political impact of their criticisms was sufficient to deter Zhou Enlai
      from seeking compromise and made marginal incremental improvement politically difficult. Here we see the impact
      of Chinese domestic politics on U.S.–China relations between 1972 and 1978. Zhou Enlai made this quite clear to
      Henry Kissinger. Zhou understood that compromise on Taiwan would make U.S.–China ties unpopular in China, thus
      undermining the security relationship, and proposed that the two sides maintain the status quo on the Taiwan
      issue.51 Chinese domestic politics similarly affected President Ford’s visit to the P.R.C. in
      late 1975, obstructing further improvement in U.S.–China relations regardless of American intentions. According
      to Michel Oksenberg,
    


    
      from 1974 through 1976, as Zhou Enlai’s political position eroded under attacks from the radical “Gang of
      Four,” the Premier’s ability to protect and  advance the issues under his control weakened.
      By 1975, it was impossible for him or for Deng Ziaoping to bring fresh initiatives to the relationship with the
      United States.52
    


    
      When Secretary of State Cyrus Vance visited China in mid-1977, it was clear that Deng Xiaoping was in no
      mood to make concessions. He had lost his position in April 1975 and had yet to consolidate his power within the
      post-Mao leadership. Although he did not yield to domestic pressure to raise conflictual issues, neither could he
      appear willing to compromise. Thus, he challenged the U.S. position—that the visit was a success and that the
      P.R.C. was flexible on the Taiwan issue and the terms of normalization—declaring that Vance’s mission had caused
      a “setback” in U.S.–China relations.53
    


    
      Because of the impact of the international environment, domestic pressure did not succeed in bringing about
      the adoption of a hard line. A stable relationship was sufficient to avoid damaging domestic criticism. Perhaps
      most revealing was Hua Guofeng’s apparent shift in policy preference between the time he was first in power
      following the death of Mao and the purge of the “Gang of Four,” and the later period from mid- to late-1977, when
      Deng Xiaoping assumed greater responsibility for Chinese foreign policy. Initially, when Hua was responsible for
      Chinese foreign policy, he was quick to express support for maintaining the status quo in U.S.–China
      relations.54 Although there had been a transition in leadership, policy remained the same. As
      responsibility for policy shifted to Deng Xiaoping in 1977, policy also remained the same, but Hua Guofeng’s
      position shifted. He now called for P.R.C. equidistance between the superpowers and attacked Deng Xiaoping on the
      Taiwan issue.55
    


    
      U.S.–China politics during this period also reflected the problem of a dual audience. When Alexander Haig
      traveled to Beijing in January 1972, Zhou Enlai used the occasion to defend himself against domestic charges of
      weakness toward the “imperialists.” At a midnight meeting with Haig, in the presence of various Chinese “cabinet
      members,” the Chinese press, and television cameras, Zhou “launched into a vitriolic denunciation of the United
      States.” When Haig protested, Zhou “clapped his hands,” the cabinet and the journalists departed, and the two
      statesmen held a serious discussion until three o’clock that morning.56 Zhou had his footage
      for the domestic audience and could now talk business with the representative of “imperialism.” Other government
      and media statements undoubtedly served similar purposes; they certainly did not reflect a new challenge to the
      status quo in U.S.–Taiwan relations.
    


    
      It thus appears that from 1972 to 1978, the P.R.C.’s leaders consistently adopted their predecessors’
      foreign policy, while those out of power—regardless of their preference when in power—consistently criticized the
      established policy. Demands for a less aligned policy toward the United States apparently had domestic political
      purposes which inhibited new initiatives, but which did not promote initiatives that sought to force the Taiwan
      issue or to distance the P.R.C. from the United States. The consistency of policy, the lack of initiative, and
      the role of the domestic opposition were the result of the limits of choice imposed  by
      China’s weak bargaining position in the U.S.–Soviet–P.R.C. triangle, which was in turn a product of the era’s
      pattern of relations.
    


    






    
      The collapse of détente and the new era in U.S.–China
      relations

    


    
      The pattern of the triangular relations of the 1970’s began to change in the middle of the Carter
      administration. The first steps had occurred in 1975, following Soviet-Cuban cooperation in Angola and the fall
      of Saigon. Later developments in Ethiopia aggravated Washington’s suspicions that even minimal cooperation with
      the Soviet Union might not be possible. Although the Carter administration initially pursued cooperation between
      the United States and the Soviet Union, it gradually became less sanguine about Moscow’s intentions. Deployment
      of Cuban troops in the Horn of Africa in mid-1977 and difficulties of reaching an arms control agreement with
      Moscow encouraged a more confrontational policy. The discovery of Soviet combat troops in Cuba and the Soviet
      invasion of Afghanistan ultimately changed Washington’s policy.57 U.S.–Soviet détente died on
      the battlefields of Afghanistan.
    


    
      As the Soviet Union came to appear more ominous, China grew more valuable to the United States as a
      strategic ally. National Security Advisor Brzezinski’s visit to China in May 1978 was impelled by his belief that
      the Soviets’ “misuse of détente” had made a “strategic response … necessary.”58 Normalization
      of relations in late 1978 merged with other aspects of U.S. China policy to cause a strategic tilt toward China.
      It was clear that the United States now sought a “stable marriage” so as to better contend with Soviet U.S.
      policy. In August 1979, when Vice President Mondale visited Beijing, the P.R.C. received most-favored-nation
      status, Export-Import Bank credits, investment guarantees, and access to U.S. technical services, none of which
      were available to the Soviet Union.59 In January 1980, in response to the Soviet invasion of
      Afghanistan, President Carter instructed Secretary of Defense Harold Brown that during his visit to Beijing he
      should propose U.S. sales of nonlethal military equipment to the P.R.C., including ground telecommunication
      stations that could receive data (with military uses) from U.S. satellites. These developments reflected the end
      of American even-handedness between Moscow and Beijing and the beginning of a U.S.–China military relationship
      that was “traceable to the rapidly growing Soviet military might … and to Soviet intervention in southern Africa,
      the Horn of Africa, Indochina and Afghanistan.”60
    


    
      In response to these changes in U.S. policy, the Chinese media increasingly depicted the United States as
      rising to the challenge of Soviet “hegemonism” and abandoning appeasement. In 1979, before the Soviet Union
      invaded Afghanistan, Shijie Zhishi (World Affairs) observed that the United States had begun to carry
      out “certain adjustments in its strategy toward the Soviet Union.” In U.S. Soviet policy, “the trend of taking
      the ‘offensive while being on the defensive’ is gradually increasing.”61 Zhuang Qubing of the
      Foreign Ministry’s Institute of International Studies argued in Shijie Zhishi that the supporters of
      appeasement  are decreasing and that there are “more and more people who advocate that the
      U.S. administration should ‘change course,’ revise its strategy … and ‘seek peace through strength,’ [and]
      increase the military budget … in order to … realistically and effectively deal with Soviet ‘global’ expansion.”
      Nevertheless, it was too early to determine the course of U.S. policy, for “there is still so much debate in the
      U.S. that no concensus can be reached, and recently this debate has further
      sharpened.”62
    


    
      Washington’s response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan reinforced the Chinese leaders’ perception of a
      new anti-Soviet direction in U.S. policy. Zhuang Qubing now wrote that there was a clear change in U.S. Soviet
      policy and that the United States had “adopted several measures to resist the Soviet Union which it had not
      previously adopted,” including establishing strategic relations with China. He also predicted that “from now on,
      the United States and the Soviet Union will unavoidably open a new round of the arms race, and the global rivalry
      between the two sides will further sharpen.”63 Renmin Ribao maintained that the
      increase in the U.S. defense budget “marks a major change in U.S. defense policy.” Moreover, Washington “altered
      its position of avoiding military involvement in ‘regional conflicts’ and has put forward … the ‘Carter Doctrine’
      … with a view to protecting U.S. interests in the Middle East and the Persian Gulf. …” Overall, Renmin
      Ribao was pleased that the United States now held a “realistic appraisal” of the Soviet Union. Détente was
      now a thing of the past, as
    


    
      it is quite impossible to return to the bygone situation of East-West relations. Antagonism will be the
      main feature in the relations between the two countries in the foreseeable future. … the tendency toward
      intensive contention … is irreversible.”64
    


    
      Similar analyses appeared throughout the year—to the effect that the Soviet Union had “fallen into
      unprecedented isolation,” that superpower contention in the Mediterranean was “still sharpening,” and that future
      Soviet-American arms control agreements were highly unlikely.65
    


    
      Chinese leaders were no longer so concerned about the prospects of expanded Soviet-American détente and
      anti-P.R.C. collusion, or afraid of U.S. abandonment of China. Despite its implications of Soviet “encirclement”
      of China, Moscow’s invasion of Afghanistan was a clear plus for Chinese interests, for it altered U.S.–China
      dependency relations. In late 1980, Deng Xiaoping maintained that Washington “alone is not in a position to deal
      with Soviet hegemonism. The Soviet challenge can only be coped with if the United States strengthens unity with
      its allies and unites its strength with all the forces that are resisting the Soviet challenge.
      …”66 In view of Washington’s intentions, it was ironic that the U.S. quest for a stable
      marriage reduced the P.R.C.’s dependence and altered the U.S.–China bargaining relationship so that Beijing no
      longer feared the implications of conflict with the United States. But such was the nearly inevitable outcome of
      the shift in the triangular pattern of relations. The result was actually increased instability in U.S.–China
      relations, as Deng Xiaoping and other Chinese  leaders emphasized independence from the
      United States and pressed China’s interest in reducing the cost to Beijing of good U.S.–China relations in terms
      of Taiwan’s relationship with the United States.
    


    
      Chinese policy toward the Taiwan issue was further influenced by Beijing’s involvement in negotiations with
      the Soviet Union. No longer so fearful of abandonment by the U.S. and of Soviet expansion, Beijing had greater
      confidence in talking with Moscow. Chinese leaders had flirted with the idea of conducting serious negotiations
      with the Soviet Union before 1979,67 but they were unable to turn such ideas into policy, for
      their fear of isolation weakened their bargaining position vis-à-vis the Soviet Union. Now that America had
      committed itself to China, the P.R.C. could seek a reduction in Sino-Soviet tensions from a strengthened
      position.68
    


    
      In early April 1979, China informed the Soviet Union that it would not renew the 30-year Sino-Soviet treaty
      of 1950. Simultaneously, it offered to open negotiations with Soviet leaders. A short time later, Beijing
      suggested that the two sides conduct general negotiations with no preconditions. Through October 17, there were
      five preliminary meetings and six sessions at the deputy foreign ministerial level. Although the talks did not
      yield any concrete achievements, they were the first serious Sino-Soviet negotiations in 15
      years.69 Even though the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan obstructed progress, Chinese leaders
      continued to signal their interest in moderated Sino-Soviet tension. They waited nearly three weeks after the
      invasion to suspend negotiations, feebly arguing that the new circumstances were “apparently” inappropriate. In
      early February 1980, Chinese leaders met as scheduled with their Soviet counterparts to discuss arrangements for
      river navigation.70 Thus, in 1979, concurrent with the deterioration of Soviet-U.S. détente and
      the Carter administration’s quest for a stable marriage with China, a small but significant change took place in
      relations between Beijing and Moscow. The contrast is striking between these developments and the situation a
      mere three years earlier, when Moscow sought improved relations after Mao’s death and was rebuffed by Chinese
      leaders.71
    


    
      Under these conditions, progress toward the unification of Taiwan and the mainland now became a major
      component of the P.R.C.’s policy. China was no longer content to wait indefinitely, but initiated a policy
      designed to expedite the process. The change was evident in Deng Xiaoping’s speeches. In January 1980, in an
      important speech, Deng announced that in the 1980s, “we must work hard to achieve” reunification of Taiwan with
      the motherland, and “even though there will still be complications of various sorts, … from [the] beginning it is
      a great issue that will be placed on our agenda.”72 In May of the same year, he stated that
      peace in Asia would be served if Taiwan “returned to the motherland at an earlier date.
      …”73
    


    
      The first Chinese initiative followed President Carter’s decision of June 1980 to allow U.S. companies to
      discuss the sale of the so-called FX jet fighter to Taiwan.74 Although the United States had
      sold advanced weapons to Taiwan in the mid-1970s and had made clear that it would continue to sell defensive
      weapons to Taiwan after normalization,75 the P.R.C.’s leaders, for the first time  since the Shanghai Communiqué, strongly challenged U.S. policy. A Xinhua commentary
      criticized the decision, as well as transfers of large amounts of military equipment to Taiwan in 1979 and 1980,
      warning that U.S. arms sales to Taiwan were “harmful” to U.S.–China relations and were “bound to aggravate
      tension in the Taiwan Strait.…” It issued a “strong demand” that the United States “stop forthwith its arms sales
      to Taiwan.”76 Such forceful language concerning Taiwan had not been heard since 1972.
    


    
      A similar situation occurred later in 1980 when Washington granted diplomatic immunities and privileges to
      representatives of the Taiwan government. U.S. Ambassador Woodcock was summoned to Beijing’s Foreign Ministry,
      where he received a protest note expressing the P.R.C.’s “unhappiness and concern” regarding U.S.–Taiwan
      relations. An authoritative Commentator article in Renmin Ribao insisted that this policy was
      “completely unacceptable” because it reflected a “two-China” policy. The paper suggested that U.S. failure to
      accept the P.R.C.’s demands might lead to greater U.S.–China conflict and would be harmful to cooperation against
      Moscow. The decision of whether or not to pursue continued development of U.S.–China relations or “reverse them”
      was said to be of “major strategic importance” to U.S. leaders.77 For the first time since
      rapprochement, the P.R.C. was threatening the U.S. with a “reversal” of relations if Washington did not alter its
      policy.
    


    
      During the 1980 presidential campaign, Beijing criticized Ronald Reagan’s promise to resume official
      relations with Taiwan. Renmin Ribao, reflecting China’s heightened confidence that it was no longer
      dependent on the U.S. and that U.S. abandonment of the P.R.C. was less likely than before, declared that “those
      who think that China is willing to develop ties with the United States because China needs its help, or that
      China, in order to maintain its relations with the United States, will eventually swallow the bitter pill
      prepared by Reagan are daydreaming and miscalculating.”78 A Renmin Ribao commentary
      added that if Reagan’s proposals were carried out, there would be a “grave retrogression in Sino-U.S. relations”
      and his policy would have a “serious harmful effect on the struggle against hegemonism. …”79
      Although these and similar articles were directed at Reagan, together with P.R.C. objections to U.S. arms sales
      to Taiwan and to the granting of diplomatic immunities and privileges to Taiwan representatives, they conveyed to
      both Reagan and President Carter Beijing’s new strategic outlook and the new aggressiveness in China’s Taiwan
      policy.80
    


    
      Thus, the P.R.C. adopted a more aggressive U.S. policy during the latter part of the Carter administration
      in response to changes in the triangular pattern of relations and in U.S.–China relations. The Reagan
      administration’s policies furthered these changes and led Beijing to increase its pressure on the United States
      to weaken its relationship with Taiwan. As in 1979 and 1980, it was U.S. Soviet policy and its implications for
      triangular politics that most affected China’s bargaining position and its attitude toward the Taiwan
      issue.
    


    
      Ronald Reagan entered office with a record of hostility for the Soviet Union, and his arms control position
      and proposed defense budget indicated an intention  to challenge, rather than to appease,
      Moscow’s alleged ambitions. Chinese leaders were keenly aware of the shift in policy. In From Hollywood to
      the White House, one analyst observed that Reagan “criticizes the past few administrations … , emphasizing
      that détente is only a ‘fantasy,’ that the cold war never ended, and that peace cannot be achieved through
      concession and compromise.” He “takes practically every problem as part of the U.S.–Soviet struggle for hegemony”
      and believes that East-West competition is “unavoidable” and “continually intensifing.”81
      Shijie Zhishi observed that the new administration “clearly states that it takes resistance to
      Soviet expansion as the central link of its foreign policy.” Although the Carter administration responded to
      the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan with a “new policy of containment, … it did not put forward a set of new
      strategic concepts.” By contrast, Reagan and his associates “stress that the Soviet Union is ‘the root cause of
      all troubles.’ …” In all, “an important change” had taken place.82 In 1981, Xiandai Guoji
      Guanxi (Contemporary International Relations) maintained that, compared to Carter, Reagan “has paid greater
      attention to increasing … military strength to engage in global struggle with the Soviet Union” and that he
      believes that the United States “must speed up military preparation” to deal with increased Soviet
      power.83 Reagan’s electoral victory was explained as America’s response to the “new low” in its
      international position and to the possibility that it would become a “second-class power, militarily inferior to
      the Soviet Union.” Americans sought a “new leader” to end the “trend of their country’s declining position in the
      world.” Reagan’s victory was a result of this “historical setting.”84
    


    
      By the middle of 1981, Chinese leaders were convinced that there was no possibility that U.S.–Soviet
      relations would improve. When Reagan expressed a desire to open discussions with Moscow on theater nuclear forces
      in Europe, Renmin Ribao saw it as a mere propaganda ploy: “It makes no difference” whether or not the
      two sides hold talks, “since the struggle is in any case going to continue.”85 In November, on
      the eve of the talks, a Renmin Ribao News Analysis noted that the Reagan administration “has not acted
      with weakness” in response to Soviet deployments of the SS-20 missile; rather, its plans to deploy the Pershing
      II missile in Europe “dealt a heavy blow” to the Soviet Union.86 China’s confidence in
      continued U.S.–Soviet hostility and its skepticism of Reagan’s calls for negotiations continued throughout 1982.
      By June of that year, a Renmin Ribao Special Commentary declared that an arms race was well underway and
      that “it cannot be stopped even if both sides wished to” stop it. The superpowers’ arms race and their
      “tit-for-tat war preparation activities have become increasingly more intense and dangerous.”87
      Chinese leaders, who had once been preoccupied with détente and with an alleged U.S. plan to divert the Soviet
      threat eastward, were now confident that the new Soviet–U.S. cold war would continue unabated.
    


    
      Thus, the changes in Soviet–U.S. relations in 1979 and 1980 intensified under the Reagan administration.
      The U.S. had irrevocably lost the pivot seat in the strategic triangle; there was no longer any possibility of
      restoring détente with the Soviet Union, and there was even less possibility of isolating the P.R.C.  because the U.S. needed China as an ally. Moreover, Beijing’s growing sense of independence was
      enhanced by the Soviet Union’s foreign policy. Its occupation of Afghanistan and military and economic support
      for Cuba and Vietnam, instability in Eastern Europe, and domestic economic troubles weakened Soviet expansionist
      capability. Although the struggle against hegemonism could not be abandoned, the threat was less
      immediate.88
    


    
      Chinese confidence was reflected in Beijing’s changing global posture. In the 1970s and during most of the
      Carter administration, Chinese leaders had stressed the importance of close relations with the United States in
      order to resist Soviet hegemonism; beginning in 1980 and increasingly in 1981, Beijing de-emphasized its
      strategic relationship with Washington, accentuated the evils of both the superpowers, and stressed China’s
      common interests with Third World countries in opposing superpower hegemonism.89 China now
      perceived itself as less dependent on the United States for its security vis-à-vis the Soviet Union, and
      therefore ended its almost total support for U.S. foreign policy.
    


    
      Beijing’s increasing independence encouraged Chinese leaders to attempt once again to alleviate Sino-Soviet
      hostility, further improving China’s position in the U.S.–Soviet–P.R.C. triangle. In June 1981, Renmin
      Ribao suggested a resumption of border talks. Later in the year, in a favorable response to Moscow’s
      overtures, China and the Soviet Union signed a railway transport agreement.90 Progress was slow
      but unmistakable. In April 1982, the two sides agreed to resume border trade and to increase the value of two-way
      trade by 45 percent, thus reaching the highest level since 1967. Moreover, Chinese propaganda ceased referring to
      Soviet leaders as “revisionists,” thereby making compromise less of an ideological
      heresy.91
    


    
      After 1979, the issue of arms sales to Taiwan was the primary source of the P.R.C.’s discontent with the
      United States. China now no longer simply opposed the sale of the FX warplane, but all arms sales to Taiwan.
      Beijing basically insisted that Washington relinquish its position that it alone would determine the nature of
      U.S.–Taiwan military relations; it sought to participate in defining and limiting the terms of U.S. arms sales to
      Taiwan. The negotiations reveal the impact of the triangular pattern of relations on Beijing’s bargaining
      strength, on its U.S. policy, and on the nature of the U.S.–China relationship.
    


    
      Beijing started by indicating that it did not fear isolation or U.S. abandonment. Guoji Wenti
      Yanjiu (International Affairs), the journal of the Foreign Ministry’s Institute of International Studies,
      noted that China’s dependency on the U.S. had changed in recent years. It declared that members of the U.S. elite
      held an
    


    
      old outlook: so long as the United States opposes Soviet expansionism, China will not care very much about
      the Taiwan issue. … If some people still believe that Sino-U.S. relations can only be based on opposition to
      other countries’ hegemonic acts, if this is not a retreat, then what is? If they believe that China will agree to
      this retreat, if this is not a dream, then what is?92
    


    
      Because the P.R.C.’s Soviet policy is beneficial to U.S. strategic interests, “it is especially ridiculous
      to say that China has more reason to look to the  United States for
      help.”93 Beijing and Washington no longer experienced “asymmetrical strategic interests,” and
      Chinese leaders were confident that the new administration, due to its own preoccupations with the “Soviet
      threat,” would seek to avoid a deterioration in U.S.–China relations.
    


    
      This confidence helped to shape an aggressive policy toward U.S.–Taiwan relations. For the first time since
      the Shanghai Communiqué, Chinese leaders threatened to withhold their cooperation if Washington did not comply
      with the P.R.C.’s demands. Guoji Wenti Yanjiu pointed out that in the 1950s, Moscow mistakenly believed
      that China’s dependence on the Soviet Union meant that Beijing would have to tolerate Soviet demands; the result
      was the Sino-Soviet conflict. In suggesting that such a situation might develop in U.S.–China relations, the
      article warned that, for those who have made similar miscalculations concerning Chinese policy toward the U.S.,
      “this history should have educational significance.”94
    


    
      When Washington attempted to moderate Beijing’s stand by balancing arms sales to Taiwan with arms sales to
      the P.R.C., Chinese leaders refused to buy U.S. arms and threatened further hostile action. During Secretary of
      State Haig’s visit to Beijing in June 1981, Foreign Minister Huang Hua mentioned the possibility of a “rupture”
      in the relationship, and Deng pointed out that Chinese patience was limited. U.S.–China relations, he warned,
      might deteriorate if Washington failed to moderate its stand on the issue. Moreover, during Haig’s stay in
      Beijing, Renmin Ribao proposed a Sino-Soviet border agreement. The day after he left China, the P.R.C.
      media threatened to downgrade relations if the arms sales issue was not resolved, repeating the analogy between
      the Sino-Soviet conflict and the current instability in U.S.–China relations.95 When the U.S.
      persisted in trying to offset arms sales to Taiwan with arms sales to the P.R.C, Chinese leaders reinforced their
      warnings.96
    


    
      China increased the pressure in late October, when Premier Zhao Ziyang met with President Reagan in Cancun.
      Zhao pointed out that the arms sales issue obstructed developing strategic relations. Huang Hua was more
      explicit. In a meeting with Haig, he demanded that the U.S. “specify the period of time over which it intended to
      sell arms to Taiwan, undertake that sales in any given year would not exceed the level of the Carter years, and
      indicate that sales would decline year by year and then cease.” On a visit to Washington a short time later, he
      issued an “ultimatum”: that the U.S. specify the date when arms sales to Taiwan would cease. He suggested that
      high-level talks be conducted to work out an agreement.97 For the first time since U.S.–China
      rapprochement, China was on the offensive and the United States was on the defensive.
    


    
      Negotiations began that December. They often involved strident exchanges and escalated pressure tactics as
      neither side compromised quickly. When the Netherlands ignored the P.R.C.’s warnings and sold two submarines to
      Taiwan, the P.R.C. downgraded Sino-Dutch relations to the liaison level. In so doing, Beijing appeared to back
      itself into a corner, leaving itself no choice but to respond similarly to U.S. arms sales to Taiwan. A
      commentary in Guoji Wenti Yanjiu noted that the Sino-Dutch situation was “not without a relationship
       to U.S. arms sales to Taiwan” and warned, “whether or not China-U.S. relations also
      retrogress depends on … [U.S.] determination to resolve the issue of arms sales to Taiwan.” Moreover, Chinese
      “tolerance has a definite limit. … China-U.S. relations are currently seriously threatened. This is completely
      caused by the United States.” The commentary also recalled the Sino-Soviet split and ended with the ominous
      declaration that “the Chinese side strives for a good future, but it is also prepared for a bad
      outcome.”98 Eventually, the two sides signed the August 17 Communiqué. Although China backed
      away from its original negotiating position which had called for a precise date when arms sales would terminate,
      the new agreement restricted U.S. arms sales to Taiwan, bringing China closer to its goal of completely severing
      the military relationship between the U.S. and Taiwan.
    


    
      The negotiating process revealed China’s confidence in its ability to threaten the United States, as well
      as Washington’s fear that China would carry out its threat, thereby undermining the strategic relationship with
      China. When Reagan altered U.S. Taiwan policy with provocative and contentious pronouncements, China countered
      with more than mere diplomatic ripostes—a response that was too aggressive if it merely sought to pressure Reagan
      to return to the policy of the Carter administration. While the first signs of tension had appeared during the
      Carter administration, Reagan’s statements provided the diplomatic justification for the P.R.C. to seek an
      ambitious change in the U.S.–Taiwan relationship. Beijing calculated that its greater independence made its
      threats credible, and that the Reagan administration’s concern for Soviet expansionism would lead it to protect
      strategic cooperation with China at the expense of a compromise in U.S. Taiwan policy. This proved to be a
      correct evaluation.99
    


    






    
      Chinese domestic politics and U.S.–China conflict

    


    
      What was the role of Chinese domestic politics in the P.R.C.’s new policy toward relations between the
      United States and Taiwan? As had been the case between 1972 and 1978, there were leadership differences over U.S.
      policy. Some Chinese leaders were opposed to Deng Xiaoping’s policy of strategic alignment with the U.S. and
      believed that Deng, like Premier Zhou before him, had unnecessarily compromised China’s position on
      Taiwan.100 In January 1982, Vice Premier Li Xiannian, for example, denied that there could be
      close relations between China and the U.S., declaring that the Chinese people “know very well that the United
      States is still an imperialist country.”101
    


    
      It is significant that the new policy debate apparently had a different impact from that of the earlier
      period. While domestic opposition between 1972 and 1978 led to a lack of policy initiative, policy has become
      more aggressive since 1979, as preferred by Deng Xiaoping’s critics. It has been persuasively argued that Deng
      was inclined to play down the Taiwan issue rather than press the U.S. to accommodate itself to the P.R.C.’s
      interests, but that he reluctantly took a hard line in response to criticism from his political
      adversaries.103 Why did domestic politics have such a strong impact during this period?
    


    
      It is not sufficient to argue that Deng adopted a hard line toward the U.S. because his political power was
      vulnerable to charges of being “soft” on the Taiwan issue.103 Zhou Enlai pursued a similar
      policy and was exposed to similar criticism, yet he did not change his line. Zhou’s steadfastness is significant
      because, for practically the entire period from 1973 to his death in January 1976, he was the focus of one
      anti-rightist campaign after another. Deng Xiaoping, on the other hand, though he did not have complete freedom
      of choice, was less susceptible to the threats of the opposition in the post-normalization period. In view of
      Deng’s relative political security in contrast to Zhou’s somewhat more precarious position, more than the
      existence of political opposition must be considered in order to adequately explain Deng’s apparent willingness
      to pursue the policy option preferred by his rivals.
    


    
      As in the situation before 1979, the “second image reversed” perspective makes clear that international
      politics after the romantic triangle period influenced the role of domestic debates on Chinese policy. As Chinese
      leaders realized the evolution of the pattern of relations, the viability of adopting a hard stance toward the
      United States undermined the policy makers’ ability to maintain the status quo, especially on a topic such as
      Taiwan. On a less emotional issue, criticism might be rebuffed. But once change in policy was an option, Taiwan
      became a vulnerable point for Deng despite his relative political stability.
    


    
      That is what explains the shift in Deng’s attitude. While he called for reunification with Taiwan in 1979
      and 1980, he also promoted closer U.S.–China relations and an anti-Soviet alliance on the part of the Western
      powers, China, and the third world; he was a reluctant spokesman for China’s Taiwan policy.104
      In mid-1981, however, he dropped his pro-U.S. stance and forcefully threatened the U.S. with downgraded relations
      if the two sides failed to resolve the Taiwan issue.105 His ultimate commitment to a hard-line
      policy reflected more than mere domestic political pressure; Deng was no longer responding to domestic politics
      when he spoke on Taiwan, but expressed a new policy preference.
    


    
      This also explains the continuity in Chinese policy after the immediate crisis was resolved with the August
      17 Communiqué, and after Reagan moderated his language so as to stop supplying ammunition to Deng’s domestic
      adversaries. The logic of the primacy of domestic politics suggests that relations should now have resembled
      those of the more placid 1970s. Yet this was not the case, as China continued to emphasize its dissatisfaction
      with various aspects of U.S. foreign policy through 1982 and into 1983. Rather than simply find a new explanation
      for such continuity in policy,106 it is best to see continuity in cause: conflict in U.S.–China
      relations was caused by the leadership’s recognition of China’s new bargaining power. China’s passivity was the
      product of one era; its ambition was the product of the era that followed.
    


    
      During the earlier period, Chinese domestic politics may have slowed the process of consolidating
      relations; after normalization, it speeded the process of developing conflict. In response to domestic opposition
      in 1979 and 1980, Deng and his colleagues apparently initiated the diplomatic offensive toward America’s Taiwan
      policy before they recognized its international political validity. Deng did not actively participate in China’s
      new U.S. policy until 1981. Had the P.R.C.’s leadership been free of domestic constraints, it might not have
      changed China’s U.S. policy so quickly; Deng’s learning process might have taken longer to develop.
    


    
      Deng’s acceptance of his adversaries’ general policy preference did not end the significance of Taiwan as a
      political football. Reagan’s often extreme statements demanded a response from China’s leaders regardless of
      their policy preferences; no Chinese leader could at that time appear to acquiesce to American statements that
      suggested a “two-China” policy. Hence, many of Deng’s sharp attacks on the United States may have served his
      domestic needs rather than fit into a well-thought-out tactical plan for bringing about U.S. pliability. That
      does not mean that Deng did not seek to pressure Washington or that he accepted the status quo in U.S.–Taiwan
      relations; it does mean that the appearance of China’s day-to-day tactics may have been skewed by domestic
      influences.107
    


    
      Thus, during the period of the new U.S.–Soviet cold war, Chinese domestic politics was an important factor
      shaping the character of U.S.–China relations. Although domestic politics cannot adequately explain why China’s
      policy changed, it does explain why policy changed at a particular time, and why China appeared to be more
      bellicose at one time than at another. The particular pattern of triangular relations defined the nature of the
      U.S.–China relationship, set the parameters of the Chinese domestic debate over its foreign policy, and
      established the limits of the influence of Chinese politics on Beijing’s policy toward the United States.
    


    






    
      Conclusion

    


    
      The changing nature of both the pattern of relations of the strategic triangle and China’s domestic
      situation has brought about changes in the P.R.C.’s policy toward the United States since the Shanghai
      Communiqué. Within the context of shared general interests, China has developed different strategies for dealing
      with the conflictual particular interest of Taiwan and for seeking to alter the status quo in U.S.–Taiwan
      relations. Changes in the pattern of relations in the strategic triangle have been the determining factor in
      shaping the P.R.C.’s policy. China preferred to ignore U.S.–Chinese differences over Taiwan for most of the
      1970s; but when the United States lost the pivot position in the triangle as the new cold war developed in
      U.S.–Soviet relations, China gained the confidence required to bring the Taiwan issue to the negotiating table in
      a forceful and sometimes belligerent manner.
    


    
      These conclusions suggest that one key to the P.R.C.’s compliance with Washington’s preferences in
      U.S.–Chinese relations lies in moderate U.S.–Soviet relations. When relations between Moscow and Washington
      deteriorated, China went on the diplomatic offensive. China is likely to continue to emphasize its independence
      from the United States as long as the superpowers are unable to moderate the nuclear arms race and their global
      conflict. The August 17 Communiqué did not signal an immediate end to China’s aggressive U.S. policy, to its
      effort to ameliorate Sino-Soviet relations, or to its diplomatic emphasis on the Third
      World.108
    


    
      The implication of this approach is that there is a secondary role for Washington’s bilateral China policy
      in efforts aimed at affecting the character of U.S.–Chinese relations. Once the U.S. lost the pivot position,
      efforts to placate the P.R.C. were likely to encourage Chinese leaders to believe in the efficacy of their
      bargaining power, to believe that “the U.S. needs China more than China needs the U.S.” Nevertheless, there was
      probably little the United States could do to prevent the shift in U.S.–China relations and the attendant
      compromises over Taiwan. The decline in U.S.–Soviet relations, which began during the Carter administration,
      could not be prevented by Washington alone, and it was this end of détente that changed the U.S.–Chinese
      bargaining relationship.109
    


    
      Since mid-1983 the tension in U.S.–China relations has been reduced despite continued differences and lack
      of new compromises over Taiwan, trade, and security relations. What explains this apparent shift to a third
      period in U.S.–China relations? Apparently President Reagan’s confidence in U.S. strength vis-à-vis the Soviet
      Union after increased U.S. military spending and his emphasis of the role of Japan over the P.R.C. in U.S.
      security policy in the Pacific have reduced China’s bargaining leverage.110 Nevertheless,
      continued U.S.–Soviet conflict and a reduction in Sino-Soviet tension still result in the P.R.C.’s independence
      from the U.S. Recent U.S.–Chinese relations therefore appear to be characterized by a more equal bargaining
      relationship.
    


    
      Chinese domestic politics have played an important role in the P.R.C.’s policy toward the U.S. Both during
      the period when China’s bargaining position was weak because of Washington’s pivot position and later, when the
      demise of détente encouraged P.R.C. initiatives on the Taiwan question, China’s leaders were under the constraint
      of domestic political exigencies. The relative importance of domestic politics has been a function of the range
      of choice allowed by the pattern of triangular politics. When the range of choice was narrow, domestic politics
      had a small impact on China’s U.S. policy. When the choices expanded, domestic critics wielded greater influence
      on foreign policy making. Patterns of triangular relations explain why changes occurred in China’s U.S.
      policy; domestic politics explain why those changes occurred when they did.
    


    
      On some occasions, Chinese leaders were compelled to respond publicly to their critics on the Taiwan issue
      in order to protect their political power. The dual audience problem was thus a factor in U.S.–China relations.
      Understanding the immediate short-term relationship between China’s domestic politics and its U.S. policy is
      crucial to Washington officials concerned with formulating policy toward the P.R.C.; they must determine whether
      the fundamental direction of China’s foreign policy is undergoing change in response to changes in its bargaining
      power, or whether belligerent statements arise primarily from domestic pressures and do not suggest a policy
      change. The potential for unnecessary but significant conflict lies in the possibility of misperceiving hostile
      Chinese statements as aimed at Washington, when in fact both triangular and Chinese politics suggest that such
      statements may be aimed at domestic constituencies.
    


    
      Theories of the connection between alternative patterns of triangular relations and relative bargaining
      strengths in bilateral relations have proved valuable in understanding the sources of conflict and cooperation
      since the Shanghai Communiqué. The present essay is merely a first cut at a complex multilateral phenomenon. A
      complete study of the dynamics of triangular politics requires a full analysis of the P.R.C.’s Soviet policy and
      of Soviet and U.S. foreign policy toward China and toward each other. The relationship between domestic political
      dynamics in the Soviet Union and the United States and their respective foreign policy making processes must also
      be investigated.
    


    
      Only brief mention has been made here of the role of diplomacy in determining the course of bilateral
      politics under any given pattern of triangular relations. There has been a tendency in the international politics
      literature to stress structure at the expense of overlooking the crucial role of diplomatic ingenuity—a tendency
      similiar to that of emphasizing domestic politics over structure in the literature on Chinese foreign policy. The
      problems of generalizing on the role of diplomacy in mitigating the impact of structure are significant. But the
      potential rewards are just as significant. Knowledge of how U.S. and P.R.C. diplomatic behavior—such as
      provocative American statements suggesting a two-China policy—has shaped conflict and bargaining under a given
      triangular pattern of relations would provide a more complete analysis of the politics of the strategic triangle.
      The present study, however, has been confined to an analysis of the interplay of domestic Chinese politics with
      the bargaining restraints imposed by various patterns of triangular relations. Building on theories of structure
      and bargaining in international politics and our knowledge of Chinese foreign policy and domestic politics, it
      represents one step in the process of fully explaining the dynamics of the strategic triangle.
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    From Lin Biao to Deng Xiaoping


    
      Elite instability and China’s U.S. policy
    


    
      In the field of Chinese foreign policy, the debate continues over the importance of domestic and
      international factors in policy-making. Scholars arguing in favor of the special importance of domestic politics
      in the formulation of policy point to the existence of elite differences over foreign policy and contend that the
      shifting fortunes of individual leaders and the leadership turnover associated with succession politics can
      significantly shape China’s security policy. Other scholars stress the importance of such international factors
      as shifting global balances of power, changing alliance patterns, and relative bargaining strengths in Beijing’s
      foreign policy.
    


    
      It is clear that there have been differences between Chinese leaders.1 Partly on the
      basis of such leadership differences, scholars have explained shifts in foreign policy as being the consequence
      of the changing fortunes of Chinese leaders. It has been argued that in the 1970s China’s opening to the United
      States was only possible after Lin Biao had been defeated as a powerful force in Chinese
      politics.2 Similarly, China’s friendly overtures to the Soviet Union in the early and mid 1970s
      have been assessed as the initiatives of politicians favoring moderated Sino-Soviet conflict. Reversals of such
      initiatives were the result of efforts by China’s more radical, anti-Soviet politicians.3
      Scholars have interpreted China’s “independent foreign policy” and Beijing’s limited rapprochement with the
      Soviet Union under Deng Xiaoping as a compromise reflecting domestic political forces.4
    


    
      An alternative perspective emphasizes that China’s policy towards the superpowers has been a function of
      Chinese participation in a bipolar world. Under such circumstances, it has been argued that an understanding of
      the influence of international bipolarity explains China’s various policy initiatives since 1949, including the
      timing of the Sino-Soviet split and the emergence of China’s dual adversary policy in the mid 1960s. Essentially,
      superpower bipolarity frames China’s resolution of its security dilemmas.5
    


    
      Clearly, both perspectives have merit. The international system influences policy choice because Chinese
      foreign policy-makers must contend with super-power partners and adversaries possessing far greater national
      power, especially military power. Lacking the unchallenged authority they possess in the domestic political
      arena, in foreign policy Chinese leaders are less free to pursue personal policy preferences, facing the
      necessity of responding to international security threats.  Thus, the major turning points
      in Chinese security policy, including Beijing’s post-1949 pro-Soviet alignment and its later rapprochement with
      the United States, reflected strategic imperatives resulting from fundamental changes in China’s international
      environment. Furthermore, strategic imperatives can shape China’s policy towards more specific issues in China’s
      relations with the superpowers. Thus, during periods of heightened Sino-Soviet tension, Beijing has often tried
      to minimize U.S.–China conflict over Taiwan. Stable U.S.–China relations contribute to China’s effort to deter
      Soviet “adventurism.”6
    


    
      Nevertheless, the international environment cannot fully explain developments in Chinese foreign policy. It
      can explain the parameters of policy development, but it cannot explain a particular policy response to the
      opportunities and demands offered by international politics. The timing and content of particular initiatives,
      including major decisions, such as U.S.–China rapprochement, and the handling of particularly sensitive bilateral
      conflicts of interest, such as the Taiwan issue in U.S.–China relations, are susceptible to domestic influence. A
      full understanding of Chinese foreign policy requires an examination of the dynamics of China’s domestic
      political system.
    


    
      It would be a mistake, however, to equate domestic politics with factional instability, for any analysis of
      the interplay of Chinese politics and foreign policy-making must deal with the unusual power of the pre-eminent
      leader in China. Clearly, in contrast to domestic policy-making, the foreign policy-making role of the chief
      executive of democratic countries experiences relatively fewer constraints from government and societal
      institutions. This is even more the case in communist states where the strong leader exercises far greater
      authority. Stalin and Mao exemplify this pattern. If they were inordinately influential in shaping the domestic
      agenda, they were more influential in forging their countries’ respective foreign policies. Mao in particular
      considered foreign policy his personal domain.7 From this perspective, the primary domestic
      aspect of Chinese security policy is the pre-eminent leader’s personal view of China’s appropriate response to
      the opportunities and constraints presented by the international political system.
    


    
      In this article, I address the role of domestic instability and the role of the pre-eminent leader in
      China’s U.S. policy by examining four distinct changes in the Chinese Politburo from the early 1970s to the
      1980s. The defeat of Lin Biao through late 1970 through 1971 led to a realignment as both Lin and his colleagues
      were ousted from the Politburo, but were not replaced by similarly inclined leaders. In 1975 and 1976 Deng
      Xiaoping first assumed responsibility for managing the government. Then, a radical upsurge occurred as Zhou
      Enlai’s health weakened and he died, Deng was demoted, and Mao’s health deteriorated. A short time later the
      political winds shifted for the third time. On 8 September Mao died and in early October Hua Guofeng and his
      allies ousted the “gang of four,” thereby eliminating radical influence from the upper-most reaches of the Party.
      The final shift occurred between 1977 and 1978 with the eclipse of Hua and the re-emergence of Deng.
    


    
      Two of these cases entail successions, as from Mao to Hua and from Hua to Deng. Two involve dramatic
      changes in Politburo balances of power under the  same leader. Together they permit an
      evaluation of the role of leadership instability in China’s U.S. policy.
    


    
      I will argue that despite Chinese domestic instability, there has been great continuity in U.S.–China
      strategic relations over the past 15 years because China’s international circumstances have established its
      strategic orientation. Within this context, policy evolution has primarily been a function of the preeminent
      leader’s evaluation of China’s appropriate response to international circumstances. Nevertheless, when the leader
      is incapacitated or when there is no strong pre-eminent leader, as at the height of a succession crisis,
      parochial political considerations will influence the weak leader’s choices. Even these circumscribed changes
      occurring in the midst of leadership change diminish when a pre-eminent leader emerges and establishes authority
      over the foreign policy-making process.
    


    






    
      The fall of Lin Biao and the 1971 Kissinger visit to
      China

    


    
      By early 1970 the issue before Chinese policy-makers was well defined. In the summer of the previous year
      China had engaged in serious border hostilities with the Soviet Union. In the context of the Soviet 1968 invasion
      of Czechoslovakia and the “Brezhnev Doctrine” entailing “limited sovereignty” of socialist countries, China could
      not be confident that Moscow had limited objectives vis-à-vis its wayward ally. Chinese fears were heightened in
      summer 1969 by Moscow’s thinly veiled threat to use nuclear weapons should China fail to succumb to Soviet
      pressure to moderate tensions.8 The Soviet Union had long ago become an adversary; in 1969 it
      became an immediate threat. The Chinese leadership had to decide whether or not to offset the Soviet threat by
      improving relations with the United States.
    


    
      As early as 1968 Lin Biao had differed with Zhou Enlai over the nature of the U.S.–Soviet relationship and
      China’s corresponding U.S. policy. Drawing support from radical politicians led by Mao’s wife, Jiang Qing, Lin
      and his allies in the army argued that both superpowers posed a dangerous threat and colluded against China,
      which necessitated unrelenting opposition to the United States. Zhou, on the other hand, believed that
      U.S.–Soviet contention and declining U.S. power created opportunities for China to use the United States to
      offset the Soviet threat. This debate continued into the early 1970s when, despite the growing media emphasis on
      opportunities for Chinese diplomacy and developments in U.S.–China relations, some analyses continued to stress
      U.S.–Soviet collusion. As late as the summer of 1971 Lin’s ally, General Huang Yongsheng, strongly suggested
      opposition to improved U.S.–China relations.9 Indeed, later Chinese accounts point to Lin’s
      interference with Mao’s foreign policy line and his criticism of the decision to improve U.S.–China relations
      since it constituted an abandonment of “proletarian internationalism” thereby undermining Chinese support for
      Vietnam.10
    


    
      For Lin Biao, resistance to reduced U.S.–China tension may not have only reflected his personal
      understanding of China’s strategic environment, but may  have also been one element of a
      larger policy package aimed at maximizing his position vis-à-vis Zhou, his only contender in the post-Mao
      succession. In foreign policy, should Zhou succeed in improving U.S.–China relations, he would achieve a
      diplomatic victory as well as undermine the urgency of high military budgets and the influential societal role
      for the military, important components of Lin’s authority. Thus, these considerations may have encouraged Lin to
      try to obstruct U.S.–China rapprochement and to argue that a strong Chinese military was sufficient to cope with
      the Soviet Union.11
    


    
      Whether the policy disagreement between Lin and Zhou reflected different conceptions of the strategic
      environment and China’s appropriate response or competing strategies of coalition building cannot be determined
      with any degree of certainty. But, in either case, the critical issue in Beijing’s decision to seek improved
      U.S.–China relations was not the outcome of the contest between competing domestic coalitions but Mao’s personal
      view of China’s international position and of U.S. foreign policy. This is clear from an examination of both the
      available documents and from the timing of the developments in the struggle between Mao and Lin Biao and of the
      steps towards U.S.–China rapprochement.
    


    
      In the Politburo balance of power, Lin was clearly second only to Mao and he remained the Chairman’s choice
      as his successor. The Party Constitution ratified at the Ninth Central Committee declared that Lin “most loyally
      and resolutely carried out and defended Comrade Mao Zedong’s proletarian revolutionary line. Comrade Lin Biao is
      Comrade Mao Zedong’s close comrade-in-arms and successor.”12 Of the 21 full Politburo members,
      Lin’s committed allies included Generals Huang Yongsheng, Wu Faxian, Li Zuopeng and Qiu Huizo, Lin’s wife, Ye
      Qun, and the ideologue Chen Boda, who emerged as Lin’s ally as the power struggle ensued. In the Politburo Lin
      and his supporters were far more powerful than Zhou Enlai and his meagre support from Li Xiannian and the aged
      Dong Biwu. Although the radicals could claim the support of six full Politburo members, as Mao’s chosen successor
      and the minister of defence in a government heavily influenced by the military, Lin held unquestioned dominance
      over all but Mao.13
    


    
      Lin’s strength and his opposition to improved U.S.–China relations is clear. What effect did his opposition
      and his eventual demise have on Chinese policy? The pace of Beijing’s early but non-committal steps towards
      improving relations with Washington picked up speed in late 1969 and early 1970, in the aftermath of Moscow’s
      August 1969 nuclear threat. Twice in 1969 Beijing released Americans held in China for entering Chinese waters.
      In December Chinese diplomats in Warsaw for the first time invited the U.S. ambassador to visit the Chinese
      embassy. Such signals continued through early 1970 at the ambassadorial talks in Warsaw. A turning-point occurred
      at the 136th Warsaw meeting on 20 February when Chinese Ambassador Lei Yang accepted the U.S. proposal that an
      American presidential emissary should visit China.14 Nevertheless, insofar as the exchanges
      remained low-level and non-committal, it was still unclear as to whether China was actually prepared to move
      forward in the short term. The Chinese may not yet have made the final decision, content rather to probe for
      Washington’s intentions before formulating their policy.
    


    
      At this time Lin retained Mao’s confidence as his worthy successor and his authority remained unchallenged.
      Nevertheless, he was unable to prevent these initial Chinese signals and probes, laden with the possibility of
      improved U.S.– China relations.
    


    
      But as had occurred to Liu Shaoqi, the earlier designated successor, the Chairman came to believe that his
      new number two man had also accumulated too much independent authority and that his power base needed to be
      pruned. This was all the more the case because Lin’s power base was in the military. Over 45 per cent of the
      Ninth Central Committe were soldiers and the military dominated the Politburo. Moreover, military authority was
      far more pervasive in the provinces.15 Thus, it was only a matter of time before Mao would seek
      to reestablish civilian control over the administration of the country, which necessarily implied a weakening of
      Lin’s power base.
    


    
      The process began in 1969 as Mao emphasized the importance of Party building and directed that Party
      committees should be re-established in the provinces, thus grasping power from the three-way revolutionary
      committees which had been dominated by the military, despite the formal participation of worker and Party
      representatives. At the same time, Mao initiated campaigns against the military’s “bureaucratic” and “subjective”
      work-style.16 Moreover, Zhou Enlai rehabilitated numerous civilian leaders who had been purged
      during the Cultural Revolution. As Lin and his allies later discussed, since the Ninth Party Congress the country
      “had been basically stable, and during peacetime the activities and influence of the ‘civilians’ are bound to
      expand.” They were apprehensive that the re-emergence of civilian authority would undermine Lin’s power and
      imperil his future.17
    


    
      In this context, Lin began to take measures to stabilize and consolidate his authority in Chinese politics.
      In so doing, he started down the road towards an eventual confrontation with the Chairman. In March 1970 Mao
      ordered preparations to be made for the Fourth National People’s Congress. He also directed that the position of
      state chairman should not be included in the new constitution. For Lin, this meant he could not be sure of his
      position in the succession, insofar as Zhou Enlai, the premier, would maintain his separate power base in the
      government. As Lin’s wife described it, “If there were no state chairman, what could Lin Biao do, what would
      become of him?”18Hence, Lin strove to restore the position of state chairman, proposing that
      Mao fill the role, knowing that it would fall to him, the chosen successor, after Mao’s death.
    


    
      Lin’s offensive occurred at the second plenum of the Ninth Central Committee convened in late August 1970
      in Lushan. Not a particularly subtle politician, Lin and his allies surprised the participants, including Mao,
      with secretly prepared speeches advocating that Mao assume the position of chairman of the state. Despite Mao’s
      immediate opposition, Lin’s supporters continued their pressure tactics for the next two and a half days. Mao
      charged that Lin and his allies had acted contrary to his explicit orders, using “surprise attacks and
      underground activities” to coerce him to change his position on the state chairmanship. It had become a “struggle
      between two headquarters”: Lin was challenging Mao’s authority from an independent power
      base.19
    


    
      These tactics led Mao to “see through” Lin Biao’s counter-revolutionary behaviour and begin his efforts to
      alter the succession arrangements and weaken Lin Biao’s authority.20 Nevertheless, with his
      political base in the military still intact, Lin remained second only to Mao and a formidable foe. In order to
      oust Lin, Mao had gradually to weaken his position.21
    


    
      Despite Lin’s continued authority, it was during this time that Beijing and Washington were consolidating
      their efforts to send an American envoy to China. On 1 October, China’s National Day, Edgar Snow stood with Mao
      on the podium reviewing the parade.22This was a clear signal that Mao was personally committed
      to pursuing improved relations with the United States. Then, in mid November, Zhou gave to the Pakistan
      president, Yahya Kahn, then in Beijing, a personal message for President Nixon, in which he spoke for both Mao
      and Lin, declaring that China would welcome a high-level U.S. envoy to Beijing to discuss the withdrawal
      of U.S. forces from Taiwan.23 This was the critical turning-point in the U.S.–China
      rapprochement. Although Lin Biao remained very powerful, Mao was able to overrule him because he was seeking
      improved U.S.–China relations in the context of advancing Soviet power.
    


    
      Mao removed the “cornerstone” from Lin’s power base shortly after Zhou’s crucial meeting with Yahya Kahn.
      At the enlarged North China Politburo conference held at Beidaihe in December, and acting under Mao’s directions,
      Zhou led the criticism of Chen Boda and of two of Lin’s military allies for their efforts on Lin’s behalf at the
      second plenum. He also announced the reorganization of the Beijing Military Region command, the forces most
      immediately affecting the security of Chinese leaders in Beijing. This “momentous measure, carried out in late
      January,” transferred the 38th Army and its commander Zhang Weishan, who was loyal to Lin, out of Beijing, thus
      neutralizing Lin’s control over the security of Beijing and diminishing his threat to
      Mao.24
    


    
      Lin had been severely weakened and he was now clearly on the defensive. Lin Liguo, his son, feared, with
      some justification, that Mao was “a paranoid and sadist. His philosophy of liquidating people is either don’t do
      it or do it thoroughly. Every time he liquidates someone, he will put them to death before he desists; once he
      hurts you, he will hurt you all the way.”25 It is no wonder then that at this time Lin Biao
      began to consider the possibility of a coup. Concerned about his personal safety and on the defensive vis-à-vis
      Mao, he could no longer challenge Zhou Enlai’s influence over foreign policy. Zhou’s emerging authority and Lin’s
      rapid decline were underscored when the Party Centre convened on 15 April the conference of nearly 450 civilian
      and military cadres (including 99 leading cadres from the centre, localities and the military), to criticize Chen
      Boda and hear the self-criticisms of Lin’s closest military and civilian associates. Mao personally carried out a
      “sharp criticism” of Lin’s allies. On the last day of the meeting Zhou delivered the summary speech. He charged
      that Huang Yongsheng, Wu Faxian, Ye Qun and Li Zuopeng had committed “serious errors” in “line” and “orientation”
      and were guilty of “factionalism.” He also announced that Li Desheng, who had been appointed director of the
      army’s General Political Department in the previous September, would assume command of the Beijing  regional forces, thus further augmenting the authority of Mao and Zhou in the capital. The
      premier was now presiding over the political demise of Lin’s military allies. Shortly thereafter, Lin reportedly
      quickened the pace of his plans to oust the chairman.26
    


    
      Developments in U.S.–China relations during this period accelerated the trend first established when Lin
      still remained a dominant force in Chinese politics. The most dramatic event was the early April 1971 invitation
      to the U.S. table tennis team to visit China. The timing of the invitation suggests it was associated with the
      conference of 99 leading cadres in which Zhou established his authority over Lin’s colleagues. Nevertheless, the
      conference began a full week after Beijing had issued the invitation. Moreover, it is now clear that Zhou did not
      recommend to Mao that China should issue the invitation to the U.S. table tennis team. Indeed, most of Zhou’s
      advisers argued that the time was not “ripe” and that “it may not be in China’s interest” to receive the team.
      Zhou was “prepared to agree” with this negative analysis, but on 7 April Mao overruled the Foreign Ministry
      report. He believed that this was a “golden opportunity” to receive the U.S. players and directed Zhou to issue
      the invitation “immediately,” before the American team’s return to the United States the following
      day.27
    


    
      Thus, China’s invitation to the U.S. table tennis team did not reflect a recent improvement in Zhou’s
      position vis-à-vis Lin Biao. On the contrary, Zhou was reluctant to extend the invitation, which suggests that
      his political insecurity regarding Lin and perhaps his preparation for the coming conference may have influenced
      his personal policy preference. But China’s foreign policy was not affected by Zhou’s political considerations.
      Rather, Mao’s authority permitted him to take advantage of the “golden opportunity” to issue the invitation
      relatively free of the political pressures of the Lin Biao affair.
    


    
      Nevertheless, in two ways the Lin Biao affair may have influenced the course of China’s policy towards the
      United States. First, from April until early July 1970, as the United States and China first probed each other’s
      intentions and before Lin was weakened, Beijing temporarily interrupted the behind the scenes progress towards
      rapprochement and cancelled a meeting of the Warsaw talks scheduled for 20 May.28 Lin had been
      arguing that despite the inevitable decline of imperialism, the U.S. remained dangerous. The ouster of Prince
      Sihanouk in late March and U.S. incursions into Cambodia in late April seemed to substantiate Lin’s prognosis. As
      Zhou Enlai later reported, the Cambodia crisis created a “temporary interruption” in developing U.S.–China
      contacts.29 The crisis had clearly strengthened Lin Biao’s policy position and put Zhou on the
      defensive. Not only did the Chinese media and Lin Biao and his associates adopt a much more bellicose stand
      regarding the United States, but Zhou, for the first time since the initiation of U.S.–China contacts, made a
      hasty retreat from his forward position as the advocate of U.S.–China rapprochement. In early April, shortly
      after the U.S. incursion into Cambodia, Zhou led a delegation to North Korea, where in bellicose terms he
      insisted: “The Chinese people are determined to liberate Taiwan, and this is the Chinese people’s sacred and
      inviolable right!” Zhou also seemed to oppose rapprochement:
    


    
      Some people talk about opposing imperialism, but are actually conducting an ardent flirtation with the
      U.S.… reactionaries. This will only inflate the aggression and arrogance of the U.S.…
      reactionaries.30
    


    
      Similarly, in June, at a banquet for a visiting North Korean delegation, Zhou declared that the United
      States “is not reconciled to its defeat” and
    


    
      Whether one exposes, condemns and fights against the criminal activities of the U.S.… reactionaries or
      shields, encourages and connives at them is the principle criterion … to judge … who are truly anti-imperialist,
      who are revolutionaries and who are sham revolutionaries … and who are the enemies.”31
    


    
      In the context of Washington’s Indo-China policy, it was politically untenable for Zhou or any other leader
      under Mao to downplay the Taiwan issue and promote improved U.S.–China relations.
    


    
      It is important to recognize, however, that the disruption of the behind the scenes negotiations also
      reflected Mao’s personal pique at the U.S. invasion of Cambodia. The Chairman, through Zhou Enlai, had been
      conducting sensitive negotiations with Washington and believed that President Nixon understood China’s delicate
      position in opening relations with the United States. Yet, the invasion suggested that Washington had been taking
      Mao for granted; that it believed that he was prepared to welcome a presidential emissary to Beijing despite U.S.
      disregard for Chinese interests in Indo-China. Mao personally expressed his anger in his 20 May statement on
      Indo-China. By making the statement on the original date of the cancelled Warsaw meeting between U.S. and Chinese
      officials, he clearly signalled that his anti-U.S. invective was not only a response to events in Indo-China but
      also to the fact that the U.S. incursions into Cambodia had coincided with his efforts to improve U.S.–China
      relations. For the first time Mao personally associated himself with the civil rights movement in the United
      States, charging that “U.S. imperialism is slaughtering the white and black people in its own country.” He also
      attacked the president, assailing “Nixon’s fascist atrocities.” He wrote that “I am convinced that the … fascist
      rule in the United States will inevitably be defeated.”32
    


    
      Mao was angry, but his commitment to building an anti-Soviet united front was more important than both his
      personal pride and Chinese interests in Indo-China. This ensured that any impact of the Cambodia incursion on the
      political conflict between Zhou and Lin remained insulated from China’s U.S. policy. Moreover, the failure of
      U.S. forces to accomplish their objective of destroying the Vietnamese headquarters in Cambodia and the intense
      U.S. domestic opposition to the incursion must have supported Zhou’s assertion that Washington no longer posed a
      threat to China. Thus, in July China once again signalled its readiness to improve relations; U.S.–China
      rapprochement was back on track. And by September, with Mao once again promoting rapprochement, Zhou was
      comparably  restrained in his attacks on the evils of the United States and the necessity
      for “opposing” and “condemning” imperialism.33
    


    
      Secondly, the coincidence of the fall of Lin Biao and subsequent progress in U.S.–China relations seems to
      indicate that Chinese domestic politics had a decisive impact on China’s U.S. policy. In the immediate aftermath
      of Lin’s death and in a time of national crisis, Zhou emerged as China’s clear number two leader under Mao. In
      this political context, the radicals, with their power base limited to their control over the media and cultural
      fields, could not challenge his authority. Under these circumstances, he may have been able to advocate further
      development of relations and promote a high profile and a greater leadership commitment to China’s U.S. policy.
      Thus, upon his return to Beijing from Shanghai after signing the Shanghai Communiqué with President Nixon, Zhou
      was accorded an unusual hero’s welcome with a reception of more than 50,000 people at the
      airport.34 More important, in February 1973 Beijing agreed that the United States and China
      should open liaison offices in each other’s country, despite the presence of the Taiwan ambassador in
      Washington.
    


    
      A powerful Lin Biao would have tried vigorously to block this politically sensitive arrangement.
      Nevertheless, previous developments, including Mao’s handling of the November 1970 invitation to President Nixon
      to send a presidential envoy to Beijing and his personal intervention in “ping-pong diplomacy,” strongly suggest
      that the decision to open liaison offices was taken by the Chairman and that he would not have been significantly
      inhibited by opposition from his lieutenants.
    


    
      Soon, however, U.S.–China relations stabilized and no new initiatives emerged from China. This stability
      coincided with domestic political change. Although Mao continued to recognize Zhou’s importance to management of
      the government, in 1973 he began to reduce his autonomy. In the period following Beijing’s decision to open a
      liaison office in Washington, Mao became increasingly dissatisfied with Zhou’s management of the Foreign
      Ministry. He told Wang Hongwen and Zhang Chunqiao that “great matters are not discussed, minor matters are
      attended to daily.” He said that if the situation did not improve, he would make corrections. In November Mao
      believed that Zhou had made a foreign policy “mistake” and on this basis the Politburo criticized Zhou’s conduct.
      Later in the year the Chairman acquiesced to the opening of the “pilin pikong” campaign at Peking and
      Qinghua Universities, which the radicals used to weaken Zhou and obstruct his efforts to rehabilitate cadres
      purged during the Cultural Revolution. Then in January 1974 Mao approved the radicals’ proposal that the campaign
      should spread throughout the entire country.35 The decline in Zhou Enlai’s fortunes and
      stagnation in U.S.– China relations suggest that China’s politics influenced its U.S. policy. Indeed, it was
      difficult for the Foreign Ministry to propose new initiatives, because any proposal which did not receive Mao’s
      full endorsement could precipitate potentially highly damaging criticism which would further undermine Zhou’s
      authority and his efforts to pursue his moderate political programme.36
    


    
      Nevertheless, even more important than Zhou’s political predicament was Mao’s personal perspective on
      U.S.–China relations. Mao appeared content with the status quo. The dangerous immediacy of the Soviet threat had
      diminished  and he apparently believed that there was little reason to advance U.S.–China
      relations without resolving the Taiwan issue on Chinese terms. If Mao had sought consolidated U.S.–China
      relations, domestic considerations would certainly not have been an obstacle. He was permitting the radicals’
      attack on Zhou and could have ended them. After the death of Lin Biao there was no other leader who could even
      presume to challenge Mao’s authority. Although the changes in Zhou Enlai’s political circumstances were
      important, Mao’s foreign policy preferences primarily established the stability in China’s U.S. policy.
    


    






    
      The death of Zhou Enlai and the rise and fall of Deng
      Xiaoping

    


    
      If both the period between 1970 and 1971 and the year 1973 were unstable, so too was the period from
      January 1975 to early 1976. It was in this latter period that the radicals’ position first declined, as Deng
      Xiaoping became China’s number two leader replacing the severely ill Zhou Enlai in running the government. As the
      year progressed, however, and Mao’s mortality became increasingly evident, the Chairman once again grew concerned
      that China’s second most powerful politician had accumulated too much power and might not “continue the
      revolution” in the post-Mao era. Thus, he began using the radicals to undermine Deng’s authority. When Zhou died
      in January 1976 Mao demoted Deng and appointed the relative neophyte Hua Guofeng to lead the government. The
      radicals, who had been held in check by Deng, experienced their greatest authority under Mao since the Cultural
      Revolution. This transition became official in April, when Deng was officially stripped of his authority and
      ousted from the leadership.
    


    
      The strategic issue during this period remained what it had been in 1971–72–how to deal with the Soviet
      threat? Although the border had stabilized and the likelihood of war had significantly diminished, Chinese
      leaders across the political spectrum were acutely aware that Soviet “global expansionism” continued unabated.
      Not only was Moscow making advances in the U.S.–Soviet nuclear balance and in Africa, but the North Vietnamese
      and Cambodian communist victories in April 1975 created opportunities for Soviet expansion on China’s southen
      border.37 Moreover, since the first steps towards rapprochement a new element had been
      introduced in China’s strategic environment – U.S.–Soviet détente. Beginning in 1973 Mao and Zhou grew
      increasingly apprehensive about the implications of détente for Sino-Soviet relations. At a minimum, stability in
      Europe gave the Soviet Union added confidence to increase even further its pressure on China’s periphery. More
      threatening was the prospect that Moscow would use détente to promote U.S.–Soviet collusion against China. Under
      such circumstances, a stable relationship with the United States was at least as important as it had been in
      1971–72, for renewed U.S.–China tension might only serve to isolate China from the superpowers and encourage
      further Soviet “adventurism.”38
    


    
      Nevertheless, having opened relations and exchanged liaison offices with the United States, Washington had
      yet to indicate any immediate willingness to  abrogate the U.S.–Taiwan defence treaty, end
      U.S.–Taiwan diplomatic relations, or remove all of its military forces from the island. China had opened
      relations with the United States for strategic reasons, yet more narrow national interest considerations had yet
      to be resolved. Thus, relations between Washington and Taiwan remained a sensitive issue in both U.S.–China
      relations and in Chinese domestic politics.39
    


    
      In this context, the policy debate between the radicals and the moderates continued. The moderates argued
      that the Soviet Union was a military threat and that it was imperative that China tilt towards the United States,
      despite continued U.S. control over Taiwan. Moreover, Deng’s foreign economic programme entailed expanding
      Chinese trade with western countries in order to attract advanced technology. This foreign policy package
      attacked the base of radical power. A stable international environment and a pragmatic development policy
      minimized the importance of ideology and mobilization strategies. Thus, the radicals were compelled to promote a
      dual adversary foreign policy. Although the 1973 Paris Peace Agreement and the fall of Saigon in April 1975
      pointedly revealed the accuracy of the moderates’ contention that the United States no longer posed a military
      threat to China, through allegorical articles the radicals argued that association with the United States
      undermined the development of socialism. Only by relying on the strength of the masses and ties with Third World
      revolutionaries could China ensure the security of its socialist system.40
    


    
      In January 1975, after the Fourth National People’s Congress, with Zhou Enlai gravely ill, Deng, with Mao’s
      support, took over the daily work of the government and represented Zhou in directing State Council work and
      managing foreign affairs.41 Since early 1974 Mao had been critical of Jiang Qing, and in the
      autumn Mao had several meetings in Changsha with various radical leaders whom he reprimanded for their alleged
      conspiratorial activities and their opposition to Deng Xiaoping.42 On 23 December, just a few
      days before Deng’s official appointment, Mao met with Wang Hongwen and Zhou Enlai in Changsha. He warned Wang “do
      not organize a ‘gang of four’ ”, pointed out that Jiang Qing held “wild ambitions,” and criticized her and her
      supporters for charging that moderate politicians had committed the “11th error in line” in Party history. Mao
      also pointedly remarked that Deng’s political thought was “strong.” With Zhou’s full support, he wanted Deng to
      take the position of first vice-premier and chairman of the Military Affairs Commission. The next day he told
      Zhou and Wang to return to Beijing and ask Deng Xiaoping to take over these positions.43 Then
      in May 1975, in the presence of their Politburo colleagues, Mao criticized all four members of the “gang,” once
      again warning them not to “organize a ‘gang of four’ ” and that “to organize a few people is not good, it is
      always not good.” The Politburo also criticized the radicals’ excessive efforts to “oppose empiricism,” an attack
      on the policies of Zhou and Deng. At this same meeting, Mao expressed his support for Deng’s management of the
      daily work of the government. At subsequent Politburo meetings in May and June, Deng personally criticized the
      radicals, forcing them to refute charges of forming a “gang of four.” Chinese historians report that during this
      period the radicals “restrained their arrogance,” creating  “beneficial conditions” for
      improving the work of the government.44 Deng could also count on the support of important
      military leaders. A short time after the May Politburo meeting, Minister of Defence Ye Jianying discussed with
      high-ranking cadres Mao’s criticism of the radicals, revealed their “plots” to interfere in the army, and
      redeployed “large military units.” Ye’s efforts allegedly “smashed Jiang Qing’s counter-revolutionary clique,
      creating the conditions for stabilizing the situation in the army and the entire
      country.”45
    


    
      With the support of Mao, Zhou and the military leadership, Deng was at the height of his influence.
      Nevertheless, the improved fortunes of China’s moderate leaders did not lead to any new initiatives in China’s
      U.S. policy. Rather, while expressing little hostility towards the U.S., Beijing expressed no interest in moving
      relations beyond the 1973 status quo so long as the Taiwan issue remained unresolved. Just as the decline of
      Zhou’s influence following the agreement on liaison offices in early 1973 did not significantly influence China’s
      U.S. policy, Deng’s later political ascendancy did not foreshadow any further development in U.S.–China
      relations.
    


    
      In his early 1975 report at the Fourth National People’s Congress, Zhou clearly singled out Moscow as the
      most serious threat to Chinese security. Although critical of U.S. policy, he indicated that the status quo in
      U.S.–China relations was acceptable, arguing that relations could only “continue to improve” if Washington
      “carried out in earnest” its obligations in the Shanghai Communiqué.46 When President Ford
      visited Beijing late in the year, Deng assured him that normalization would take place “eventually.” President
      Ford believed that Deng “was in no hurry to press for full diplomatic recognition or the termination of our
      long-standing commitments to Taiwan.” Rather, resistance to Soviet ambitions was the “more important question.”
      Mao left Ford with a similar impression, skirting the Taiwan issue yet insisting that Washington stand up to
      Soviet hegemonism.47 A U.S. Congressional delegation which met Deng in mid August concluded
      that China “is not pressing for a rapid solution” to the Taiwan issue, and, “in spite of occasional rhetoric,
      appears content to await the developments of time.” Moreover, “the subject … was not brought up by Chinese
      officials …, nor did [the] delegation broach the issue.…”48
    


    
      With Mao holding the reins of foreign policy and with little change in China’s international environment
      since 1973, particularly in U.S. policy towards China, U.S.–Soviet détente, and Sine-Soviet hostility, China’s
      U.S. policy remained stable, despite the resurgence of moderate politicians. Yet, as the year progressed and as
      the balance of Politburo power changed in favour of the radicals, Jiang Qing and her colleagues did briefly carry
      out marginal changes in Chinese foreign policy. The source of even this limited politicization of foreign policy
      was not, however, Deng Xiaoping’s decline, but the Chairman’s failing health and his resulting diminished
      political authority.
    


    
      The height of Deng Xiaoping’s confidence was in August 1975, when he ordered the drafting of three reports
      for the reform of Party work, the Academy of Sciences, and industrial development. These reports, the so-called
      “three poisonous weeds,” if implemented, would have been disastrous for the  radical
      politicians. They called for overthrowing the policies of the Cultural Revolution, emphasizing modernization
      through expertise, development of the bureaucracies and scientific institutions, and expanded foreign trade –
      policies inimical to radical power, which rested on the cultural and propaganda arms of the Chinese Communist
      Party.49 Yet, just as Deng reached out for the “brass ring,” the Chairman decided, as he had
      with Liu Shaoqi and Lin Biao, that his likely successor was deviating too far from the correct line and that he
      had accumulated too much power. Thus, with Zhou Enlai confined to his hospital bed, the Chairman, realizing his
      own life was quickly drawing to an end, tried for the last time to influence his own succession by weakening the
      current number two man, namely Deng Xiaoping. Then, when Zhou died, Mao replaced him with a leader apparently
      more amenable to his policy preferences – Hua Guofeng.
    


    
      The beginning of Deng’s fall occurred in August 1975, when Mao indicated his opposition to the reversal of
      verdicts of leaders purged during the Cultural Revolution by concurring with Yao Wenyuan’s proposal to begin a
      campaign to criticize the ancient Chinese novel Water Margin, on the grounds that it legitimized
      “capitulationism” and amnesty to corrupt officials. The Party Central Committee issued a document transmitting
      Mao’s conversation with Yao, thus indicating that the campaign was under way.50 Subsequently,
      on 13 September Jiang Qing attacked Deng at the National Conference on Dazhai, when she asked if there was now
      anyone who sought to “make a figurehead of the Chairman.” She replied, in an allusion to Deng, that she thought
      there were such people.51 The onslaught grew more serious in the autumn when the campaign to
      criticize Water Margin melded into the campaign against the “right deviationist wind of reversal of
      verdicts.” When Deng’s colleague Liu Bing, vice-Party secretary of Qinghua University, wrote to Mao complaining
      of the deleterious effects of leftism at the university, Mao criticized Deng’s effort to promote a reversal of
      verdicts in education. Mao criticized the “rightist deviationist wind” and those people who were dissatisfied
      with the Cultural Revolution and who “always want to reverse verdicts.” On 14 December the Central Committee
      issued a report charging that during the months of July, August and September, just when Deng was initiating his
      major reform programmes and when further “reversal of verdicts” had taken place, there were attempts to “split
      the Chairman as the head of the Central Committee,” “negate the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution” and
      “reverse the verdicts” and “settle the accounts” of the Cultural Revolution.52
    


    
      The Chairman and the Party’s Central Committee had thus attacked Deng’s programme and his efforts to
      establish unchallenged political control over the government. The leadership transition was under way as Deng,
      rather than the radicals, was now on the defensive. Then, on 8 January 1976, Zhou Enlai died. Mao appointed Hua
      Guofeng as acting premier with responsibility for running the daily work of the government, and directed General
      Chen Xilian, an adversary of Deng’s colleagues in the military, to assume responsibility for running the daily
      work of the CCP’s Military Affairs Committee.53 Soon the criticize Deng campaign was under way.
      Although Deng did not officially lose his position until after the 5 April Tiananmen expressions of support and
      the attacks on Jiang Qing,  as of late December 1975 the radicals were the principal movers
      in Chinese politics, despite Hua Guofeng’s official responsibilities as premier.
    


    
      What was the effect of this transition on foreign policy? Clearly, without the protection of Zhou and Deng,
      diplomats responsible for implementing strategic and trade policies with the West were vulnerable to attack and
      might be expected to retreat from soft-peddling the Taiwan issue and maintaining stable relations with the United
      States. Similarly, Hua Guofeng, a novice in foreign affairs, new to his leadership position, and lacking a
      substantial following, would be expected to adopt a low profile on foreign policy issues, thus creating an
      opportunity for radical initiatives.
    


    
      Initially, however, there was no policy impact. Although Mao had opened the domestic policy process to
      greater radical input, he still controlled foreign policymaking and he wanted stable U.S.–China relations. In
      early January the Chairman met Julie and David Eisenhower during their visit to Beijing. A photograph of the
      meeting received front-page prominence in the People’s Daily.54 Then, in late
      February, just as the anti-Deng campaign was gaining steam, Chinese leaders welcomed Ex-president Richard Nixon
      to Beijing. Hua Guofeng, China’s new acting premier, met him at the airport and later hosted a banquet, at which
      he praised the ex-president’s “historic” 1972 visit to China and argued that in the “new phase,” U.S. China
      relations were strong and developing. Moreover, Richard Nixon held a “friendly conversation” with Chairman
      Mao.55 In April, shortly after Deng’s official dismissal, a Congressional delegation met
      Foreign Minister Qiao Guanhua and Vice-premier Zhang Chunqiao, the highest-ranking radical politician and the
      most senior vice-premier in the government. Despite the great instability preceding its visit and meeting China’s
      most powerful radical politician, the delegation reported nothing to suggest a shift in Chinese policy in the
      post-Deng period.56
    


    
      The radical input only occurred when domestic politics were further transformed in June when Mao’s health
      significantly deteriorated and he stopped seeing foreign dignitaries. Mao’s inability to participate in politics
      not only undermined his influence over the conflict between radical leaders and Hua Guofeng but also his ability
      to protect his preferred foreign policy. The radicals used this opportunity to alter China’s U.S. policy.
      Although there was no apparent change in U.S. foreign policy or in Sino-Soviet relations during this period,
      China’s U.S. policy hardened.
    


    
      When Senator Hugh Scott led a Congressional delegation to Beijing in July 1976 he met Vice-premier Zhang.
      Scott reported that Chinese officials initiated discussion on Taiwan and, with most unusual “vehemence,” asserted
      that there was still a civil war and that the Taiwan issue was China’s unconditional domestic affair. The senator
      also held rare “frank and friendly” discussions with Foreign Minister Qiao Guanhua.57 The
      contrast with previous U.S.–China diplomatic exchanges is striking. Succession politics and Mao’s imminent death
      created a chill in U.S.–China relations.
    


    
      Nevertheless, the radical-influenced media did not attack U.S. policy towards Taiwan nor even American
      society, as they had done in 1974. Even during this period of heightened influence, the radicals were reluctant
      to commit themselves  to a reorientation of Chinese security policy, declining publicly to
      signal their dissatisfaction with U.S.–China relations. Moreover, the friction in China’s reception for the Scott
      delegation did not challenge the basis of U.S.–China cooperation. Clearly, leadership instability loosened policy
      constraints on radical politicians, but only within the strict parameters requiring continued stability in
      U.S.–China relations to offset the momentum in Soviety “hegemonism.”
    


    
      Jiang Qing and her colleagues also had a similarly narrow opportunity to influence Chinese trade policy.
      Chinese trade relations with the United States, a highly contentious issue between the radicals and the
      moderates, shifted significantly in 1976. Compared to 1975, in 1976 Chinese imports from the United States
      dropped by over 50 per cent. And as Deng’s authority rapidly declined in early 1976, the radicals actively
      attacked advocates of Chinese trade with capitalist countries. In February 1976, in a conversation with
      provincial, municipal and military leaders, Zhang Chunqiao criticized China for importing of whole plants, and
      its export of petroleum, and attacked Deng for being a “bourgeois comprador,” charging that he was even more
      dangerous than Chiang Kai-shek. In March Jiang Qing charged that exports of petroleum, coal and textiles were
      “acts of national betrayal.” She further alleged that various “traitors” staffed the Ministry of Foreign Trade.
      Such attacks as these continued into June.58
    


    
      Clearly, under such circumstances, Chinese trade officials would be hesitant to conclude commercial
      negotiations with U.S. corporations. Nevertheless, it does not appear that the reduction in U.S.–China trade was
      primarily the result of the enhanced authority of leftists in Chinese politics. Indeed, the downturn in U.S.–
      China trade began in 1975, at the height of Deng’s power, when Chinese imports decreased to just over one-third
      of the 1974 amount. Furthermore, between 1973 and 1974 China’s trade deficit rapidly increased from $150 million
      to $760 million. This factor alone undoubtedly influenced Chinese leaders to scale down imports from all their
      trading partners. Regarding the decline in the volume of U.S.–China trade, this was chiefly due to Beijing’s
      virtual end to purchases of U.S. grain, the result of an improvement in China’s domestic grain
      supply.59 Sound conservative trade policy, rather than shifts in the Politburo balance of
      power, best explains the reversal in U.S.–China trade relations during the period of resurgence of radical
      influence.
    


    
      Nonetheless, the leadership transition did permit the radicals marginally to influence trade policy.
      Following Deng’s formal ouster in April Chinese officials suddenly stopped negotiating new contracts for whole
      plant imports from Japan. In this case, the concern of the officials was undoubtedly fear of reprisal from
      radical politicians.60 But the primary source of the more fundamental shift in Chinese trade
      patterns clearly lay in developments that occurred prior to this surge in radical influence.
    


    






    
      From Mao Zedong to Hua Guofeng

    


    
      The radicals had only a brief opportunity to influence foreign policy. The next stage in the Chinese
      succession occurred on 9 September when Chairman  Mao died. Confusion reigned as the
      factions jockeyed for position. Then, on 6 October, Prime Minister Hua Guofeng, with the support of the military,
      the public security apparatus, and moderate politicians, ordered the arrest of the four radical politicians
      subsequently labelled the “gang of four.” Soon, Hua and his colleagues began to purge “gang of four” followers
      from all levels of the political system, eliminating radical influence from the upper echelons of the Party. To
      the extent that Chinese leaders had been constrained by the radicals in shaping foreign policy, they now
      possessed much greater flexibility. There were no longer any Chinese high-level politicians advocating a dual
      adversary strategic policy. What was the effect of this shift on U.S.–China relations?
    


    
      The issue for Hua Guofeng and his colleagues was whether to use their new political security to push
      U.S.–China relations in a new direction, either to distance China from U.S. policy or to move towards a closer
      political relationship. The strategic situation remained what it had been under Mao, insofar as Moscow showed no
      inclination to slow its advance into the Third World. This was especially the case in Indo-China, where it was
      clear that since April Moscow was trying to entice Hanoi to join it in opposing the People’s
      Republic.61 Moreover, in November, the U.S. electorate chose the relative neophyte Jimmy Carter
      as president. China was apprehensive that President Carter’s ethics might undermine his ability to contain Soviet
      hegemonism. It certainly did not expect him to abandon détente and adopt a hard line towards the Soviet
      Union.62 Although this strategic situation might have encouraged Beijing to promote U.S.–China
      co-operation, Washington had yet to accept Chinese conditions regarding normalization. Rather, the United States
      remained unwilling to compromise on the Taiwan issue.63 Thus, the dilemma for Hua, as it had
      been for all Chinese policy-makers since 1969, both radicals and moderates, was what role the United States
      should play in China’s response to the unrelenting Soviet threat.
    


    
      The period of Hua’s dominance over foreign policy-making ranged from early October, when he and Ye Jianying
      and Li Xiannian led the coalition of leaders that arrested the “gang of four,” until the re-emergence of Deng
      Xiaoping in late 1977. The timing is crucial. While it is clear when Hua’s predominance commenced, there is
      ambiguity surrounding the transfer of power from Hua to Deng Xiaoping. At the November 1978 Party work conference
      Hua yielded authority over the Chinese economy, which led to the decisive Third Plenum of the Eleventh Central
      Committee in December 1978 and the Party’s adoption of Deng’s “seek truth from facts” programme. Nevertheless,
      Deng established his authority in foreign policy at a far earlier point in the post-Mao era.
    


    
      Hua’s initial decline began soon after the purge of the “gang of four,” when the coalition formed in
      opposition to the radicals began to fragment. Early steps occurred not long after the ouster of the “gang of
      four” when Ye Jianying and Li Xiannian, Hua’s anti-radical allies, frequently called for him to allow Deng to
      return to work. In February 1977, while Hua was calling for the continuation of the campaign to criticize Deng
      and oppose the reversal of verdicts, Deng first criticized the “two whatevers” and Chen Yun and other senior
      politicians assumed increased responsibility at the Party centre. At a Party work conference in March, Chen and
       Wang Zhen added their support to the mounting pressure on Hua to approve Deng’s
      rehabilitation.64 Deng brought the issue to the fore on 10 April by writing a letter to the
      Party centre. Although the letter probably included a self-criticism, it also challenged the policy of the “two
      whatevers,” which amounted to a direct criticism of Hua. Deng’s effort drew support from, among others, Ye
      Jianying and Li Xiannian, and in early May the Party centre approved and disseminated Deng’s letter and formally
      considered Deng’s return to the leadership. On 6 May, more than two months prior to the third plenum of the 10th
      Central Committee which officially reinstated him to his former leadership positions, Deng returned to
      work.65
    


    
      Although Hua only gradually ceded primary responsibility over the economy to Deng, he quickly lost
      responsibility for foreign policy-making. Unlike in the economic sphere, the death of Mao Zedong and Zhou Enlai
      left a dearth of foreign policy expertise in the elite. Hua had no experience in this area and although Li
      Xiannian became increasingly active after Mao’s death in greeting foreign dignitaries, his value lay in his
      seniority in the Chinese elite, rather than in his experience in international affairs. In such circumstances,
      Deng quickly filled the void. He had been involved in diplomacy in the 1950s and was increasingly active after
      his return to the leadership in 1973, assuming primary responsibility for policy-making throughout most of 1975.
      Hua’s diminished stature was evident when Secretary of State Vance visited China in late August 1977. Deng had
      just been officially restored to the leadership positions he held prior to his formal dismissal in April 1976,
      and it was clear to the U.S. delegation that Deng, and not Hua Guofeng or Li Xiannian, was primarily responsible
      for making Chinese foreign policy.66 This trend became even more apparent in early 1978 when
      Deng took the lead in attempting to negotiate the hazards of Cambodian–Vietnamese conflict and then in condemning
      Vietnam’s policy towards the overseas Chinese and its occupation of Cambodia.67
    


    
      Thus, for the purposes of identifying the impact of the immediate succession to Mao on Chinese policy, Hua
      Guofeng’s leadership of foreign policy-making lasted from 6 October 1976 until no later than the summer of
      1977.68 What was the foreign policy of Hua Guofeng and his colleagues in the immediate
      transition to the post-Mao era and how did it differ from the foreign policy of the preceding period of radical
      ascendancy?
    


    
      After Mao died enhanced manoeuvrability was readily apparent as Beijing cast off its radical influence and
      made tentative efforts to enhance U.S.–China relations. Hua’s first opportunity to signal Chinese intentions
      occurred on 18 September in his eulogy for Mao. Although calling for a united front against “superpower
      hegemonism,” he deviated from past practice by placing the Soviet Union ahead of the United States when
      mentioning the superpowers, indicating interest in reducing conflict in U.S.–China relations.69
      A U.S. Congressional delegation offered the post-Mao leadership an early opportunity to communicate with U.S.
      officials. Whereas in July Senator Hugh Scott conducted “friendly and frank” conversations with Foreign Minister
      Qiao Guanhua, in November Senators Carl Curtis and Birch Bayh held “friendly” conversations with Li
      Xiannian.70 Curtis reported that “the  Chinese primary concern is the fear
      of the Soviets and that they will continue cooperation with the United States in all things that protect them
      from the … Soviets.” Also in contrast to the experience of Senator Scott, Chinese officials did not raise the
      Taiwan issue in conversations with the Curtis delegation. Senator Theodore Stevens reported that for Chinese
      leaders Taiwan was a minor issue in U.S.–China relations.71 The most authoritative article on
      Chinese foreign policy during this period was a January 1977 analysis of the role of Zhou Enlai in Chinese
      diplomacy. The article portrayed U.S.–China reconciliation and the Shanghai Communiqué as one of Zhou and Mao’s
      most important foreign policy achievements. Such media praise for China’s U.S. policy had never occurred during
      the preceding period. Moreover, the article went so far as to make the unusually conciliatory assertion that
      Beijing “has consistently held” that the Taiwan issue “be solved through negotiations and not by resorting to
      armed force.”72
    


    
      Clearly, Hua and his colleagues abandoned China’s previous confrontational approach towards the U.S. and
      suggested interest in a more conciliatory policy. Domestic events permitted this development. Relatively moderate
      leaders such as Hua and his colleagues experienced enhanced political flexibility in the aftermath of Mao’s death
      and the ouster of the radical leadership. As in the domestic circumstances surrounding radical foreign policy
      initiatives preceding Mao’s death, however, equally influential in these developments was the absence of a
      pre-eminent leader. Although radical politicians had been purged and Hua experienced enhanced policy flexibility,
      he lacked Mao’s authority. Moreover, his political base was inadequate to dismiss the inevitable challenge from
      Deng Xiaoping, who maintained high prestige and great support among China’s elite. Hua thus had to consider his
      political agenda when making policy. In particular, his career path undermined his authority in the post-radical
      era. Because he was a beneficiary of the Cultural Revolution and Mao’s choice to replace Zhou as premier and to
      manage the criticize Deng campaign, Hua had to overcome his reputation as a “Maoist.” It was incumbent on him to
      demonstrate to moderate politicians his qualifications to lead China. His more moderate U.S. policy served this
      end.
    


    
      Yet, China’s international circumstances also promoted this trend. Since January, Mao Zedong, Zhou Enlai,
      Zhu De and Kang Sheng had passed away, Deng Xiaoping had been removed from the leadership, and Hua Guofeng and
      his allies had purged the “gang of four.” Chinese leaders were undoubtedly concerned that such instability might
      invite Soviet “adventurism.”73 This was particularly the case insofar as tentative efforts to
      moderate Sino-Soviet conflict floundered. After Mao died Soviet signals were unmistakable. Moscow nearly silenced
      its media coverage of China and a major Soviet review of Sino-Soviet relations by O.B. Rakhmanin conveniently
      skipped over the period of Sino-Soviet conflict, stressing Soviet goodwill for China. A non-polemical 1 October
      article under the authoritative Aleksandrov pseudonym called for improved Sino-Soviet relations in the post-Mao
      era. Although the Hua leadership responded by reducing its polemics when Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Illychev
      visited Beijing in late November for the first border talks since early 1975, the lull quickly evaporated  as neither side compromised and the negotiations broke off without any
      progress.74 In December, at the national conference on learning from Dazhai, Hua maintained
      that the new leadership would uphold Mao’s Soviet policy, thus “exploding” and “bringing to naught” Moscow’s
      “dreams” of improved relations. In the context of internal instability and continued Sino-Soviet conflict, the
      Soviet threat appeared especially ominous.75
    


    
      International circumstances and domestic politics encouraged Beijing to reduce the friction in U.S.–China
      relations. Nevertheless, such change must also be seen in the context of China’s basic policy established in the
      aftermath of the Cultural Revolution and continuing through the summer of 1976. There may have been relatively
      conciliatory undertones in its policy, but the shift was incremental, reflecting a marginal change within
      established policy, rather than the adoption of a new policy seeking a different U.S. role in the Sino-Soviet
      conflict.
    


    
      Equally revealing was the post-Mao leadership’s rapid retreat from its tentative conciliatory posture as
      Deng Xiaoping re-emerged in early 1977 to challenge Hua’s leadership. Even Deng, a pragmatist, might not be
      adverse to using the Taiwan issue to weaken his political adversaries. Thus, for the same domestic political
      reasons that Hua and his colleagues had originally adopted a conciliatory U.S. policy, they were now compelled to
      change direction. Insofar as there was no Chinese pre-eminent leader – Hua had certainly not established his
      authority – foreign policy remained sensitive to the political considerations of policy-makers.
    


    
      Deng’s re-emergence transformed Hua’s conciliatory U.S. policy into a liability. Under these new political
      circumstances, Hua in particular no longer strayed from conventional policy statements when publicly addressing
      Chinese policy towards the superpowers, choosing to minimize his exposure to criticism. The media also suggested
      a less conciliatory attitude. In late February Xinhua expressed opposition to U.S. diplomatic and military ties
      with Taiwan, then, in early July, after Deng’s return to work, Xinhua reported Li Xiannian’s emphatic
      reaffirmation to retired Admiral Zumwalt of China’s three conditions for normalization.76 Li
      had been more conciliatory in late 1976, but political considerations most likely persuaded him to retreat from
      such a vulnerable position. Succession politics and Hua’s developing political weakness even inhibited more
      moderate leaders in the immediate post-Mao leadership from appearing conciliatory towards the United
      States.
    


    






    
      Deng Xiaoping and contemporary Chinese foreign policy

    


    
      When Deng Xiaoping assumed responsibility for Chinese policy-making in mid 1977, he faced the very same
      dilemmas that had faced Hua Guofeng – Soviet expansion on China’s periphery in the context of a continued United
      States desire to remain disengaged from developments in South East Asia. In 1978 the problem was compounded in
      that Moscow was making particular headway towards bringing Vietnam into the Soviet bloc while Hanoi showed  increasing determination as the dry season approached forcefully to replace the pro-China Pol Pot
      leadership in Phnom Penh with Cambodian leaders controlled by Hanoi. China’s backyard – its houyuan –
      was steadily becoming a Soviet sphere of influence. Soviet efforts culminated in late 1978 when Hanoi signed a
      security treaty with Moscow and then occupied Kampuchea. Moreover, the trend in Soviet policy showed no sign of
      easing. One year after the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia, Soviet forces invaded Afghanistan. Meanwhile, the
      Carter Administration continued actively to promote U.S.–Soviet détente, culminating in the 1979 U.S.–Soviet arms
      control agreement. The U.S.–Soviet détente elicited from Beijing shrill protests of détente’s pernicious effect
      on Soviet policy in Asia. Deng personally complained to Secretary of State Cyrus Vance that Washington was too
      soft on the Soviet Union and that it was failing to maintain the nuclear balance.77 Clearly,
      security concerns which had first prompted Mao to open relations with the United States and play down the Taiwan
      issue continued to influence Beijing’s international outlook.
    


    
      Although this worsening international context left little room for change in China’s Soviet policy, it
      might have encouraged China to pursue friendlier U.S.– China relations. However, in 1977 Deng could be no more
      flexible than Hua had previously been in appearing conciliatory over Taiwan. Although he may have returned to the
      centre and assumed responsibility for foreign policy, he was still engaged in a struggle for control of the
      government bureaucracies and the management of the economy. Despite his credentials, he could not afford any
      criticism. Deng’s foreign policy vulnerability and his resulting caution was underscored in August 1977 during
      and following Secretary of State Vance’s visit to Beijing. Deng revealed little willingness to negotiate on
      Taiwan, adopting a tough stance apparently designed to avoid substantive discussions. When the White House later
      mistakenly reported that Vance’s efforts had yielded progress towards U.S.–China normalization and that China
      expressed flexibility on normalization conditions, Deng bluntly retorted that Vance’s proposal was a retreat from
      the position of the Ford Administration and that the visit had actually created a setback in U.S.–China
      relations. In the context of heightened domestic political struggle, not only could Deng not compromise on the
      Taiwan issue, but neither could he even appear conciliatory.78
    


    
      On the other hand, U.S.–China relations clearly improved in late 1978 when China agreed to normalize
      relations with the United States and during the ensuing two years as the two sides institutionalized their
      cultural and economic relationships and took the first steps towards military co-operation. Similar to
      developments in Hua’s foreign policy, international developments encouraged this trend. The immediate impetus for
      U.S.–China normalization negotiations came from the United States and Deng’s positive response was promoted by
      both Washington’s willingness to compromise and by the worsening situation in Sino-Soviet relations. Concerning
      the U.S. offer, Washington met Chinese demands that the U.S. withdraw all troops from Taiwan and sever diplomatic
      relations and its defence treaty with Taipei, although it insisted that it would  continue
      to sell arms to Taipei. This was the first time that such an offer had been presented to China. Sino-Soviet
      relations also shaped China’s response. Deng’s first indication of his personal interest in the normalization
      negotiations occurred less than a month after the signing of the Soviet–Vietnamese treaty and shortly before the
      coming dry season in Indo-China. Soviet–Vietnamese security co-operation and China’s preparations for a possible
      military response encouraged Deng to accentuate common U.S.–China interests by accepting the U.S. proposal for
      establishing diplomatic relations and by visiting the United States shortly thereafter.79
      Subsequently, the Soviet-backed Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia in December 1978 provided the strategic context
      for the further consolidation of relations during the last years of the Carter Administration.
    


    
      Nevertheless, the leadership transition also had an impact on China’s response to these circumstances. Deng
      Xiaoping’s victory over Hua Guofeng led to his emergence as China’s new pre-eminent leader, thereby minimizing
      the role of domestic politics in the formulation of China’s U.S. policy. The extent to which Deng committed China
      to a pro-U.S. tilt is striking. During his visit to the United States he portrayed himself as an Americanphile,
      clearly enjoying his cowboy hat and the Texas barbecue. Indeed, just prior to his departure for Washington Deng
      proposed that China, Japan and the United States “must further develop the relationship in a deepening way. If we
      really want to place curbs on the polar bear, the only realistic thing is for us to unite.”80
      No Chinese leader had ever openly suggested such a strong strategic association with Washington. Similarly, Deng
      carried China’s anti-Soviet posture to a level not seen since the Cultural Revolution, thus starkly depicting
      China’s pro-NATO alignment against Soviet hegemonism.
    


    
      The culmination of the succession to Mao was a critical factor permitting momentum in China’s U.S. policy.
      By late 1978 Deng had not only established his authority in foreign policy, but he was also China’s new
      pre-eminent leader sitting on top of a coalition firmly united in its opposition to Hua Guofeng’s leadership. The
      coalition had recently scored a major victory by establishing Hua’s inability to manage the economy, reflected in
      the acceptance of Deng’s “seek truth from facts” platform at the third plenum of the Eleventh Central Committee.
      Thus, U.S. initiatives and developments in Indo-China coincided with the opportunity for Chinese foreign policy
      flexibility created by Deng’s emergence as the successor to Mao.
    


    
      In the aftermath of victory, however, as his anti-Hua coalition splintered, and new opposition leaders
      emerged, Deng, although still the pre-eminent leader, experienced political opposition. Although the radicals and
      Hua had been critically weakened, such conservative leaders as Li Xiannian and Chen Yun, who had supported Deng’s
      re-emergence, and Chinese leaders who re-emerged in the late 1970s and early 1980s after having been purged
      during the Cultural Revolution, ceased offering Deng unquestioned support. Indeed, the original source of
      cohesion among these leaders was opposition to radical politicians. Having defeated the radicals, cleavages
      developed in the coalition and new opposition coalitions formed.
    


    
      As Carol Hamrin has shown, Deng was reluctant to move Chinese policy away from its anti-Soviet direction,
      but beginning in 1979 and increasing in the early 1980s pressure for change came from a coalition of politicians
      dissatisfied with what they alleged was China’s excessive alignment with the United States and unnecessary
      animosity towards the Soviet Union.81 In contrast to Deng’s advocacy of improved relations, Li
      Xiannian, for example, alleged that the United States was “still an imperialist country” and that it practises
      “hegemonism,” particularly in its Taiwan policy.82 Other politicians, such as Chen Yun and
      leaders who had been recently absolved of Cultural Revolution accusations, seemed to speak for conservative
      elements in the Party and various industrial ministries when they advocated diminished hostility towards the
      Soviet Union and reduced Western cultural influence.83 Under such circumstances, Deng may well
      have decided to moderate both China’s evident pro-U.S. policy and its anti-Soviet posture, leaving Washington
      embarrassingly alone in calling for opposition to “Soviet hegemonism.”84
    


    
      Nevertheless, what is especially striking about China’s policy evolution is that the policy adjustment did
      not re-establish China’s previous course established before the succession. Rather, a fundamental policy revision
      evolved which reflected much more than the exigencies of domestic politics. Most revealing was Beijing’s dramatic
      abandonment of its tolerance for Washington’s security relationship with Taiwan. The shift in China’s Taiwan
      policy first occurred during the last year of the Carter Administration and matured during the Reagan
      Administration in the context of President Reagan’s often contentious remarks concerning U.S.–Taiwan relations.
      From the outset of the Reagan Administration China relentlessly and stridently objected to U.S. arms sales to
      Taiwan and threatened to downgrade U.S.–China relations should Washington not acquiesce to Chinese demands. The
      contrast to China’s willingness to overlook U.S.–Taiwan relations during the Maoist era in the interest of
      resisting the Soviet Union is extraordinary.85
    


    
      Although Washington and Beijing settled the arms sales controversy, as part of its “independent foreign
      policy” China continued to minimize its diplomatic association with the United States. While maintaining solid
      strategic relations with Washington to offset Soviet power and to promote economic development, as reflected in
      the U.S. naval visit to China, exchanges of military delegations, and U.S. arms transfers to China, Beijing
      ceased calling for U.S.–China co-operation against Soviet “hegemonism” and significantly reduced its support for
      U.S. policy worldwide. On the contrary, China tended to adopt a Third World stance on U.S. policy in all regions
      but Asia, where its most vital security interests were at stake.
    


    
      The Soviet component of the independent foreign policy was similarly a departure from China’s previous
      rigidity. As early as 1979, and more so since the early 1980s, Sino-Soviet border tension, the potential for
      hostilities, and the polemics, diminished, and political, economic and cultural relations have significantly
      improved. The Soviet Union publicly agreed to accept the deepest part of the Ussuri/Amur river as the demarcation
      line and China dropped its demand that Moscow recognize that there are grounds for disputing the demarcation of
       the border and that the border treaties between dynastic China and Czarist Russia are
      unequal and thus invalid. On this basis, the two sides agreed to demarcate the border on the basis of the
      pre-existing treaties. Moreover, in 1989 they agreed to hold a Sino-Soviet summit in Beijing.
    


    
      This policy transformation cannot be adequately explained by the emergence of post-Mao political and policy
      differences among Chinese leaders. Rather, China’s policy change reflected Deng Xiaoping’s political pre-eminence
      and his personal recognition of the implications for Chinese policy of recent changes in international
      politics.86 The re-emergence in the early 1980s of heightened superpower cold war tensions and
      Washington’s disenchantment with détente and its apprehension over the trends in Moscow’s military policy and
      Third World initiatives yielded Beijing enhanced strategic value to the United States. Tension-free U.S.–China
      relations were no longer necessary because the United States was unilaterally containing Soviet power. This
      provided Beijing with the opportunity to challenge the status quo in U.S.–Taiwan relations and to distance China
      from Washington’s policy positions.87
    


    
      China’s reassessment of its U.S. policy was further encouraged by significant changes in Sino-Soviet
      relations. Renewed U.S. resistance to expanded Soviet influence in the Third World and the Soviet Union’s later
      preoccupation with Afghanistan and its leadership succession and economic problems reduced the prospects for
      continued Soviet expansionism. The Soviet threat had begun to diminish. As early as 1979 this trend encouraged
      China to seek to ameliorate Sino-Soviet tension, thus reducing its dependence on stable U.S.–China relations for
      minimizing the prospects for further Soviet advances at China’s expense.88
    


    
      China’s retreat from its overt U.S. alignment occurred because Deng recognized that changes in China’s
      international environment created opportunities for a more assertive pursuit of Chinese interests. The
      international parameters of Chinese foreign policy had changed, permitting a strong leader to take
      initiatives.
    


    
      Yet, U.S. policy is still a sensitive issue in Beijing, if not as controversial as it was under Mao. This
      may not be the case for Deng, who confronts no politician of stature or political base comparable to his, but for
      his lieutenants, as had been the case for Mao’s lieutenants, including Zhou Enlai, U.S.–China relations can make
      them vulnerable. Not only is the Taiwan issue not fully resolved, but various coalitions are suspicious of
      Western cultural influence and would welcome improved Sino-Soviet diplomatic and economic relations. Thus,
      politicians who appear too friendly with the United States risk the charge of undermining China’s independent
      foreign policy and pursuing excessive friendship with the superpower which continues to thwart the unification of
      Taiwan with the mainland.
    


    
      The role of such political constraints on foreign policy-making can be seen in China’s policy regarding a
      visit by U.S. naval vessels to China. In 1985 China issued an invitation for U.S. warships to visit Qingdao. This
      high-profile invitation could not have been made without Deng’s approval. But when Party Secretary Hu Yaobang
      publicly insisted at a news conference with Australian and New Zealand reporters that China would not allow U.S.
      vessels to enter Chinese waters unless  Beijing was assured that they did not carry nuclear
      weapons, it became politically difficult for him to retract this condition without appearing “soft” on the United
      States. Given Washington’s well-known and firm insistence neither to confirm nor deny the existence of nuclear
      weapons on its naval vessels, the Chinese invitation was temporarily withdrawn until the political heat on Hu
      Yaobang had diminished.89
    


    






    
      Conclusion

    


    
      The leadership transitions examined here reveal the continuities running through the Chinese foreign
      policy-making process. The first point is the apparent marginality of leadership instability below the
      pre-eminent leader to fundamental revisions in China’s U.S. policy. China’s opening to the U.S. in 1971 was only
      minimally related to the fate of Lin Biao. Lin may have been opposed to rapprochement, but the important
      decisions were taken by Mao while Lin remained a highly influential actor. A second major reorientation occurred
      in late 1979 and the early 1980s when Beijing adopted its assertive Taiwan policy and distanced itself from overt
      strategic co-operation with Washington as part of its “independent foreign policy.” Although opposition leaders
      may have sought just these changes in China’s U.S. policy, explaining the policy change on the basis of such
      demands ascribes too much power to Deng’s less powerful senior colleagues. As with U.S.– China rapprochement,
      policy reorientation stemmed from the pre-eminent leader’s evaluation of China’s shifting strategic environment.
      Deng Xiaoping recognized the opportunities for Chinese foreign policy and this explains both the force behind
      China’s threat to downgrade U.S.–China relations if agreement were not reached on the Taiwan issue and the
      continuity in policy since the independent foreign policy was first enunciated.
    


    
      China’s 1978 decision to normalize relations with the United States was a major step forward in the
      post-1971 trend towards U.S.–China co-operation, but the domestic explanation is the same as that for the
      decisions to seek U.S.–China rapprochement and to initiate an independent foreign policy. Normalization and the
      rapid consolidation of U.S.–China relations reflected Deng’s ascendancy as Mao’s successor as a strong
      pre-eminent leader and his resulting ability to pursue his personal conception of Chinese interests in the
      context of Soviet foreign policy, particularly developments in Soviet–Vietnamese co-operation towards
      Cambodia.
    


    
      Thus, rather than policy change reflecting domestic instability, such instability has often been associated
      with policy continuity. Despite the decline of Zhou’s authority and the surge in radical domestic influence in
      1973 and into 1974, China’s U.S. policy remained stable. Although Deng established his influence in early 1975,
      policy remained at the plateau established after the 1973 agreement to open liaison offices. Deng’s fall in late
      1975 also had a minimal impact on U.S.–China security relations, insofar as through mid 1976 radical foreign
      policy influence was imperceptible. And in the post-Mao era, Hua’s brief ascendancy permitted movement only
      incrementally beyond restoring the status quo previously established by Mao.
    


    
      Nevertheless, both the radical initiatives during Mao’s final months and Hua’s succeeding effort to signal
      a more conciliatory U.S. policy indicate that at the height of a succession crisis, when the leadership struggle
      remains unresolved and politicians are most susceptible to the demands of potential supporters, foreign policy
      will reflect political imperatives.90 Yet these examples also underscore that initiatives taken
      during such periods occur within the narrow parameters imposed by international constraints. In addition, when a
      new pre-eminent leader emerges, the domestic political content of foreign policy will quickly diminish. The
      height of the post-Mao succession was followed by stability under China’s new pre-eminent leader, Deng Xiaoping,
      and reflected his personal conception of China’s national interest, rather than the competing demands of
      political coalitions.
    


    
      During periods when the pre-eminent leader’s decision-making authority is well established, foreign policy
      can nonetheless be a sensitive political issue in the jockeying for power among the leader’s principal
      lieutenants. Thus, after the 1970 U.S. incursion into Cambodia Zhou Enlai was obliged to adopt a non-conciliatory
      posture on U.S. foreign policy in order to minimize his vulnerability to criticism from Lin Biao. Similarly, Hu
      Yaobang’s shifting attitude on a U.S. naval visit to China reflected his interest in minimizing his
      susceptibility to criticism from his domestic adversaries. Such parochial behaviour should not, however, obscure
      the primary role of the pre-eminent leader in making Chinese foreign policy. The latitude of the leader’s
      subordinates in formulating policy is minimal, which is reflected in the minimal impact parochial political
      considerations have had on China’s U.S. policy since 1971.
    


    
      Thus, Politburo transitions and leadership successions influence China’s foreign policy-making process.
      Nevertheless, the role of politics in policy-making in China must be considered in the context of both China’s
      international strategic circumstances and its domestic political system. The international system has created the
      parameters of policy in which the pre-eminent leader makes decisions. It first set the security conditions
      promoting Mao’s decision to seek U.S.–China rapprochement and stable U.S.–China relations – the Soviet threat and
      U.S.– Soviet détente. Since 1979 and the emergence of the “new cold war” and Soviet attention to its domestic
      problems, the international system has permitted Deng Xiaoping to develop a flexible foreign policy for China. It
      is revealing that these major developments in China’s U.S. policy occurred in the midst of the leader’s tenure,
      rather than at its commencement. The leader’s personal conception of China national interest was important, but
      it was subordinate to international change.
    


    
      Strategic imperatives have also influenced China’s U.S. policy when the strong leader has been absent.
      During the last months of Mao’s life and before Deng’s ultimate ascendancy in 1978, policy has shown greater
      sensitivity to domestic politics. Yet the extent of policy manipulation has been severely constrained by the
      limits imposed by China’s strategic circumstances.
    


    
      The foreign policy-making process in China results from and underscores the significant difference between
      the susceptibility of domestic policy and strategic  policy to leadership instability. In
      both the Soviet case and the Chinese case, leadership change has had far-reaching implications for domestic
      policy because of the relative importance of two factors. First, unlike foreign policy-making, domestic
      policy-making is much less constrained by structural factors. The government’s monopoly on domestic collective
      political action guarantees that leadership preferences, no matter how diverse, are more pertinent to domestic
      policy outcome. Secondly, because the domestic agenda, such as policy on the economy, the Party and political
      participation, directly affect the immediate welfare of numerous constituencies, powerful institutional interests
      represented by influential politicians are brought to bear on the policy-making process.91 The
      pre-eminent leader’s policy flexibility is, thus, greatly restricted by the personal preferences of
      elites.
    


    
      In foreign policy-making, not only are there other states with independent sources of power which severely
      curtail the policy discretion of individual leaders, but also in China there have been few constituencies or
      institutional interests directly and fundamentally affected by strategic policy. Thus, the policy-making process
      experiences less interference from extraneous domestic factors. This was particularly the case under Mao when
      Beijing pursued a relatively autarkic economic and military development policy. In the post-Mao era, the Chinese
      military and economic institutions have developed an interest in China’s relations with other countries and some
      economic institutions have benefited and others have been hurt from close ties with the United States. This has
      complicated the policy-making process, especially foreign economic policy.92
    


    
      Nevertheless, the current extent of both U.S.–China military co-operation and China’s economic openness
      remains relatively minimal. In contrast to strategically and economically dependent Third World countries and to
      Japan’s economic dependence on trade, for example, China’s strategic power and its controlled and large domestic
      market yield it significant international independence. Even its exports are well dispersed among the advanced
      market economies, so that unlike Japan and various other export-dependent countries, China’s dependence on any
      one foreign market is marginal. Thus, China’s superpower policy remains well insulated from competing domestic
      interests. The result of such foreign policy autonomy from the domestic agenda is that the strong leader in China
      wields immense direction to shape policy in accordance with international circumstances. This has been reflected
      in both the continuity and the evolution of policy towards the United States since the early 1970s.
    


    
      These conclusions also bear on an assessment of the likely impact of current elite instability and the
      coming succession to Deng Xiaoping and his octogenarian colleagues on U.S.–China relations. Although there are
      differences among the elite over foreign policy, particularly over the extent to which China should pursue broad
      co-operation with Washington and improved relations with Moscow, leadership change under Deng is apt to have only
      marginal impact on policy. As for the succession to Deng, until a strong leader emerges, policy will most likely
      reflect the parochial political considerations of unestablished younger leaders, rather than actual foreign
      policy preference. Yet, the extent of domestic-related foreign policy change will be limited by strategic
      imperatives. After a strong pre-eminent leader has emerged, domestic political considerations will be less
      prevalent in policy-making and U.S. policy will reflect the personal imprint of the new leader. Nevertheless,
      basic policy reorientation will occur only when international circumstances allow for change.
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    The diplomacy of Tiananmen


    
      Two-level bargaining and great-power cooperation
    


    
      The importance of international structure and domestic politics in great power relations has been a source
      of ongoing debate in the international politics literature. On the one hand, realist scholars argue that
      international circumstances determine a country’s security policy and are the primary determinants of great power
      conflict and war.1 On the other hand, other scholars argue that domestic political change and
      leaders’ political interests are the primary sources of policy belligerence and heightened tension and that
      domestic politics is the primary determinant of the course of great power conflict.2 This
      article joins the debate with a case study of U.S.–China relations following the June 1989 Beijing
      massacre.
    


    
      By analyzing post-Tiananmen U.S.–China negotiations from a two-level perspective, this article establishes
      that domestic political conflict in China and then in the United States was a primary determinant of U.S.–China
      relations from 1989 to 1992. Hardliners in each country created political conditions requiring policymakers to
      adopt more belligerent policies than they had wanted and than international circumstances would have
      predicted.3 Nonetheless, this article also establishes that despite domestically driven policy
      belligerence, negotiations can lead to realist outcomes characterized by great power cooperation, even when
      international political circumstances suggest that compromise should be difficult. When confronted by an
      intransigent negotiating position, first U.S. leaders and then Chinese leaders recognized the domestic sources of
      their counterpart’s belligerence and assumed an unexpectedly disproportionate share of the responsibility for
      maintaining cooperation to achieve their respective realist objectives. Thus, the outcome of U.S.–China conflict,
      rather than reflecting the international sources of leverage in post–cold war international politics, reflected
      the impact of domestic politics on the management of conflict and the pursuit of national interests.
    


    
      The U.S.–China case study is particularly well-suited to examine the impact of domestic politics on great
      power cooperation. It is a hard test of the proposition that cooperation can continue despite domestically driven
      great power belligerence. On 4 June 1989, the Chinese military suppressed the Chinese student reform movement and
      killed hundreds and possibly thousands of unarmed civilians. Because the two months of peaceful student
      demonstrations and their violent denouement had been broadcast on televisions throughout the  United States, the Beijing massacre transformed overnight the domestic context of U.S.–China
      policy. It undermined the broad consensus in the United States for unquestioned U.S.–China cooperation by
      transforming China into America’s foremost ideological adversary. Congressional leaders and many other Americans
      called for sanctions that would have caused escalated U.S.–China political conflict. The events of spring 1989
      similarly persuaded many Chinese that the United States was China’s foremost ideological adversary. They believed
      that China’s “open door” policy and contact with the United States had turned Chinese students against their
      government, creating the conditions for social unrest and political instability, and they called for extensive
      curtailment of U.S.–China economic cooperation and an end to cultural, education, and journalistic ties.
    


    
      At stake in the Tiananmen diplomacy was the post–cold war U.S.–China strategic relationship; the United
      States and China were negotiating cooperation. Policymakers in both countries, however, faced domestic
      policy-making environments in which the U.S.–China relationship was the most ideologically controversial foreign
      policy issue and a highly contentious political issue. They were compelled to negotiate with both their
      international counterparts and their domestic adversaries. If U.S.–China cooperation based on realist objectives
      could be maintained in these extreme circumstances, it suggests that domestic politics may not be an impediment
      to great power cooperation more generally.
    


    
      This case study not only contributes to the literature on the impact of domestic politics on great power
      cooperation, but also engages the literature on U.S.–China relations more specifically. The conventional
      understanding of post-Tiananmen U.S.–China relations is that while President George Bush’s preoccupation with the
      strategic importance of U.S.–China cooperation led him to minimize concern for human rights, Chinese leaders,
      seeking to maximize their domestic political power, pursued policies harmful to U.S.–Chinese cooperation. From
      this perspective, the combination of Chinese politics and outdated U.S. strategic conceptions was a reversal of
      conventional post–cold war expectations of U.S.–China relations. The collapse of the Warsaw Pact in 1989 and the
      end of the cold war had diminished China’s strategic importance to U.S. security, while the 4 June incident had
      isolated China from the Western countries and its major trading partners. Given the combination of U.S. strategic
      superiority and China’s strategic isolation and economic dependency, Washington should have extracted significant
      Chinese compromises on a wide range of issues, including human rights. The critics, however, argue that, owing to
      Chinese obstinance and U.S. preoccupation with outdated strategic objectives, Washington made the
      compromises.4
    


    
      This article argues that this conventional perspective is premised on a misunderstanding of the foreign
      policy motivations of both countries. On the American side, both the president and his advisors understood the
      significance of the end of the cold war for U.S. interests in U.S.–China relations. Despite their experience in
      building U.S.–China cooperation in the 1970s and the importance they attached to relations with China, they
      recognized that the end of the cold war had significantly reduced the immediate strategic imperative for
      U.S.–China  cooperation and that regional and economic issues had become the focus of
      relations. Similarly, notwithstanding the atavistic nature of the Chinese regime, Chinese leaders understood the
      importance of the United States to Chinese interests.5
    


    
      By shifting the analytical focus to U.S.–China two-level negotiations, this article reveals that the
      interplay of domestic politics and international politics was instrumental in transforming the bargaining
      relationship between the United States and China. Whereas international circumstances yielded the United States a
      superior bargaining position, evolving domestic circumstances in both Beijing and Washington changed the balance
      of leverage so that the burden of compromise shifted in the three and a half years after the Beijing massacre.
      These shifts explain how the United States, despite its superior strategic and economic position in the post–cold
      war world, made a succession of compromises in the face of initial Chinese intransigence. It also explains why
      China became the more compliant state in 1991 and 1992.
    


    
      The first section of this article examines the dynamics of two-level negotiations and their implications
      for U.S.–China relations. The second section examines the strategic environment of U.S.–China relations from June
      1989 through the end of 1992. It analyzes the strategic implications of the collapse of the Warsaw Pact in 1989
      and of the Soviet Union in 1991 for U.S. leverage over China. The third section establishes that from June 1989
      to late 1991 China refused to cooperate and Washington bore the burden of cooperation. It explains this
      unexpected outcome by showing that whereas Chinese policymakers were deterred by domestic politics from
      cooperating with the United States, Bush enjoyed foreign policy flexibility, understood the domestic constraints
      on Chinese leaders, and recognized that he had to make the concessions necessary to sustain U.S.–China
      cooperation and achieve U.S. security interests. The fourth section argues that the negotiating dynamics from
      late 1991 until the end of 1992 reversed. It shows that China, rather than the United States, bore the burden of
      cooperation. It explains this outcome by showing that whereas Bush’s difficult domestic circumstances now
      deterred him from cooperating with China, Chinese policymakers now enjoyed significant domestic flexibility,
      understood the domestic political constraints on Bush, and thus assumed disproportionate responsibility for
      sustaining U.S.–China cooperation. The conclusion considers the implications of the diplomacy of Tiananmen for
      our understanding of great power cooperation and for post–cold war U.S.–China relations and U.S. foreign
      policy.
    


    






    
      Domestic politics and international bargaining

    


    
      International bilateral bargaining entails an effort by two states to reduce conflict and increase
      cooperation by reaching agreement on the distribution of the burden of cooperation. The nature of the final
      agreement—the extent of the compromises and the balance of compromises between the two parties—reflects the
      relative bargaining strength of the two sides. If both sides have an interest in cooperation, then quid pro quos
      are often part of the process. Mutual interest in cooperation,  however, does not determine
      how the costs of cooperation will be distributed. From this realist perspective, the relative bargaining strength
      of the parties will reflect the value each side places on the resolution of the issues and on avoidance of
      escalated conflict. In a situation characterized by perfect information on both sides and complete bargaining
      flexibility on the part of the negotiators, the “who needs whom more” and “by how much” equations will determine
      the outcome of the negotiations. In these circumstances, the international environment determines leverage so
      that bargaining strategies will reflect each state’s interest in the bilateral relationship and the issue in
      negotiation and their relative ability to cope with heightened conflict. This ability will be determined by the
      opportunities afforded by their respective positions in international politics.6
    


    
      This situation characterizes a wide range of negotiations during periods of heightened tensions, including
      U.S.–China negotiations during the cold war, in which their common interest in cooperation against the Soviet
      Union dominated the management of conflicts of interest.7 In the absence of international
      imperatives of cooperation, however, as in the post–cold war era, policy debates expand and opposition
      politicians are more able to politicize foreign policy decisions that had been considered high policy and the
      exclusive purview of foreign policy makers during the cold war. This was the case in the United States and China
      following the June 1989 Beijing massacre.
    


    
      During such periods of low threat perception, domestic politics can have a significant impact on
      negotiating policy, whatever the national interest preferences of the principal policymaker. Ultimately, even
      when two countries have a strong mutual interest in cooperation, the domestic circumstances of the two countries,
      rather than the intrinsic interests of the countries, can determine the outcome of negotiations. What first
      appears as unexpected and suboptimal policy, such as the Bush administration’s failure to extract Chinese
      compromises, reflects the observer’s focus on the international bilateral game, the game in the “principal
      arena.” Consideration of the policy implications of other arenas, particularly the domestic arena of the chief
      policymakers in both countries, presents the same policy as optimal.8 In the international
      arena optimal strategies are determined by the distribution of leverage, but the ability to use that leverage is
      a function of the game in the secondary arena.
    


    
      Research on two-level games in international bargaining focuses on the impact of the domestic game in
      one country on the negotiating strategies of both countries’ chief decisionmakers. Opposition
      politicians, for example, can narrow or widen the range of agreements acceptable in the domestic political
      environment, thus affecting the range of possible international agreements.9 Following Thomas
      C. Schelling’s work, the possibility that domestic politicians may sabotage international cooperation by refusing
      to ratify agreements establishes a credible threat of “involuntary defection” from international agreements
      negotiated by chief executives.10 Ultimately, the negotiator with greater domestic authority
      may pay the higher price for cooperation, despite possessing greater bargaining leverage in the international
      arena, in order to achieve national interest objectives and maintain cooperation. The focus of this article is
      the role of domestic politics  in creating threats of involuntary defection by U.S. and
      Chinese leaders, the impact on the other’s policy, and the implications for the outcome of bilateral
      negotiations.
    


    
      In U.S.–China relations, the primary issue in contention was China’s most-favored-nation (MFN) trade status
      and the resulting extent of cooperative U.S.–China relations. As an up-or-down issue, however, it was not subject
      to negotiations. Rather the key issues in negotiation were the “side payments” the United States demanded of
      China to maintain a cooperative U.S. policy.11 Between 1989 and 1992 negotiations were
      conducted over human rights, cultural relations, missile proliferation, and various trade issues. These
      side-payment issues were politicized in each country’s domestic political system. Thus, negotiations over these
      issues were part of the two-level game over MFN and went to the heart of the redistributive negotiations
      regarding the burden of cooperation in post–4 June U.S.–China relations. This process was expressed in trade
      relations based on most-favored-nation treatment, as the sole remaining cooperative
      element.12
    


    
      This article uses simple formal games to express the shifting characteristics of U.S.–China negotiations.
      When the burden of compromise is distributed unevenly, as in U.S.–China relations after 4 June 1989, asymmetric
      games display the broad outlines of the negotiators’ choices and characterize the outcome derived from their
      respective preference ranking.13 In such negotiations, the interesting two-level question is
      how the domestic game can transform the internationally derived preference ordering of both negotiators, altering
      both the game and the outcome of the negotiations. This is especially the case when a dominant strategy of
      cooperation in the domestic game, resulting from the domestic vulnerability of the chief decisionmaker, creates a
      dominant strategy of defection in the international game, made credible by the prospect of involuntary defection
      due to the possibility of domestically-imposed policy or of transformation in the decision-making elite. In these
      circumstances, involuntary defection can transform the leverage relationship. The game remains asymmetric, but
      the source of leverage is derived from asymmetric domestic circumstances rather than from asymmetric
      international circumstances.14
    


    
      Transfer of the burden of cooperation to the country with stable domestic politics requires that
      policymakers in this country possess “perfect information” regarding their counterpart’s domestic situation. This
      enables the policymakers in the more stable country to take their counterpart’s domestic constraints into
      consideration during their own policy-making process and to understand the necessity for
      compromise.15 This paper establishes that leaders in the United States and China possessed such
      perfect information. They understood that domestic circumstances prevented their counterparts from cooperating
      and that therefore they must bear the burden of compromise themselves.
    


    
      The outcome of U.S.–China negotiations following the violence in Tiananmen Square reveals the impact of
      internally derived dominant strategies of defection on negotiating outcomes between realist actors. At different
      times one of the states developed a dominant strategy of defection due to domestic exigencies.  In the case of China, involuntary defection entailed the threat that concessions to U.S. pressure
      would contribute to the emergence of leaders intrinsically hostile to U.S. interests. Concerning the United
      States, involuntary defection entailed congressional denial of MFN to China in response to the perceived
      “weakness” of the White House’s China policy. When one side possessed a dominant strategy of defection, its
      counterpart’s domestic circumstances and its accurate understanding of the other’s domestic circumstances
      (perfect information) encouraged it to adopt a dominant policy of defection toward its own domestic adversaries
      to achieve its security interests.
    


    






    
      International asymmetries and the distribution of leverage:
      1989–92

    


    
      Policymakers in both Beijing and Washington perceived value in maintaining cooperative U.S.–China relations
      after June 1989. China’s most immediate concern was its reliance on the U.S. consumer goods market. In 1989 the
      United States became China’s largest export market. Chinese exports of textiles, toys, shoes, and inexpensive
      electronics had been a major source of employment and growth for the Chinese economy and a major source of the
      hard currency China used to purchase the high technology necessary to modernize its economy. Moreover, a crisis
      in trade relations would have economic and political reverberations in China’s relations with all of the advanced
      industrial economies. Although they might not fully follow Washington’s lead, there would be considerable
      pressure on them to limit Chinese access to their own advanced technology and to limit China’s access to soft
      loans and international financial assistance.
    


    
      China also had a political interest in maintaining U.S.–China cooperation. In the immediate aftermath of
      the cold war, East Asian countries were concerned about the possibility of renewed instability and heightened
      tension among the great powers. During this period, China’s foremost strategic concern was the potential for a
      resurgent and militarized Japan. The combination of Japanese wealth and technological prowess created a military
      potential without rival throughout East Asia. China’s response to this possibility was diplomacy aimed at
      maximizing the opportunities for developing alignments to offset Japanese power. Thus, at this early stage of the
      post–cold war era, Chinese leaders favored continued U.S. military presence in the region. They understood that
      cooperative relations between China and the United States provided Beijing with insurance against a renewed
      Japanese challenge to East Asian security. They also understood that deteriorated U.S.–China relations would
      weaken China’s political position in East Asia and undermine China’s ability to consolidate relations with other
      East Asian countries.
    


    
      In contrast to China’s stake in U.S.–China relations, the U.S. stake in the relationship was less vital to
      U.S. economic and political interests. American benefits from trade with China were limited to well-defined
      sectors of the American economy. Between 1989 and 1991 American aircraft manufacturers, wheat producers,
      fertilizer companies, and their employees benefitted considerably from  their exports to
      China. On the import side, U.S. retailers of shoes, textiles, toys, and inexpensive electronics profited from
      access to inexpensive Chinese products.16 While these gains to local communities, such as the
      farm states and the cities of Seattle and Kansas City, created an interest in cooperation, U.S. trade with China
      represented a small portion of overall trade so that disruption of trade would have had a minimal impact on the
      U.S. economy.
    


    
      There also was asymmetry in political relations. In the immediate aftermath of the cold war, U.S.
      objectives were limited to resolving regional conflicts, controlling proliferation of sensitive weaponry, and
      long-term interests in regional stability. Chinese cooperation contributed to maintaining stability on the Korean
      peninsula. Similarly, during this period Chinese policy contributed to the withdrawal of Vietnamese forces from
      Cambodia and to the signing of the Cambodian peace agreement in October 1991. Chinese participation in
      nonproliferation regimes also has been important to U.S. interests. Bei-jing’s relative forbearance after 1988
      regarding missile sales to Middle East countries supported U.S. interests, and its 1991 accession to the Nuclear
      Non-Proliferation Treaty was a significant achievement for U.S. interests. In the future, additional Chinese
      cooperation would be necessary to strengthen nonpro-liferation regimes. Finally, stability in East Asia required
      Chinese cooperation. Because China is a regional great power, there could be no peace without its
      cooperation.
    


    
      Nonetheless, in the early 1990s U.S. interests in cooperation with China were not immediate and vital
      strategic interests. They were regional or world order interests. Even regarding regional stability, insofar as
      the United States possessed strategic superiority over China, was welcomed throughout the region, and viewed
      Japan as a force of political stability in East Asia and a partner in global issues, China valued U.S.–China
      cooperation, including trade cooperation, more than the United States.
    


    
      This asymmetry in U.S. and Chinese interests in cooperation set the international conditions for the post–4
      June negotiations. These negotiations commenced when the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) fired on Chinese
      civilians and suppressed the Chinese student movement on 3–4 June 1989. Chinese policy had offended American
      values and undermined America’s willingness to countenance continued U.S. contribution to Chinese economic
      development. In this context, the immediate question was which side would pay the cost of Chinese domestic
      policy—the United States by simply pursuing the pre–4 June status quo or China by making heretofore unnecessary
      concessions to maintain cooperation.
    


    
      In the aftermath of the Beijing massacre, each side took steps that undermined the other’s objectives.
      China refused to allow the dissident Fang Lizhi to leave China and it suspended a host of U.S. programs designed
      to disseminate American values, including the Fulbright and Peace Corps programs. It also continued martial law
      and held political prisoners. Moreover, resurgent Chinese hardliners threatened to restrict China’s opening to
      the West, curtail its economic liberalization program, and increase political repression, all of which would
      further harm the relationship. For its part, the United States suspended exchanges  between
      U.S. and Chinese government officials at and above the level of assistant secretary, military cooperation with
      China, including ongoing technology-transfer programs and U.S. government Export-Import Bank loans to U.S.
      businesses investing in China. It also blocked loans to China from international financial
      institutions.17 In this context, a strong anti-China contingent in the United States Congress
      threatened to override the president and deny China most-favored-nation trade status, thereby ending Chinese
      exports to the United States and precipitating a new crisis, if the White House did not impose harsher sanctions
      on China.
    


    
      Faced with a crisis in relations and seeking, at minimum, to arrest the downward slide and hoping to
      restore a more stable relationship, the two leaderships bargained over which side would make the necessary
      compromises. During the first year after the Beijing massacre, the negotiations concentrated on Chinese
      concessions on human rights and the lifting of U.S. sanctions. In later years the negotiations also focused on
      Chinese economic and proliferation policies and on whether the United States would continue to grant China
      unconditional most-favored-nation trade status.
    


    
      Throughout the negotiations during the Bush administration, this asymmetrical nature of U.S. and Chinese
      interests in stable relations did not change. In the months following the Beijing massacre the evolution of
      international politics fully consolidated Washington’s post–cold war superior negotiating position. The 1989
      collapse of the Warsaw Pact and the international reaction to the Beijing massacre created near total Chinese
      isolation from the advanced industrial countries. For the first year after the massacre only Third World
      countries’ leaders visited China. Meanwhile, the number of socialist countries had dwindled to a mere handful and
      the Soviet Union was undergoing far-reaching political reforms inimical to “democratic centralism.” The
      subsequent collapse of the Soviet Union in August 1991 affected PRC ideological isolation, but by the end of 1989
      the new strategic environment of U.S.–China relations had been established.
    


    
      In these circumstances, from 1989 to 1992 China had more to gain from cooperation than the United States
      and stood to lose far more should the relationship deteriorate further. The expected realist outcome of the
      negotiations based on international asymmetries was that China would succumb to the logic of leverage and
      conciliate. The United States would also compromise, but it could use its leverage to extract the weight of the
      concessions. Depicted as a formal game, the negotiators were in an international game of “called bluff,” in which
      each side prefers cooperation to mutual defection, but due to the asymmetries the United States would extract
      asymmetric concessions from China, which would be forced to cooperate regardless of the U.S. posture because it
      faced greater costs from mutual defection (Figure
      10.1 below).
    


    
      Nevertheless, the negotiating dynamics changed considerably during these three years. The key variable was
      not the strategic environment but each side’s respective domestic circumstances. In the two-level negotiations,
      the evolving domestic political situations in the United States and China transformed in succession the
      policy-making environment within each country, which, in turn, shifted the 
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        Figure 10.1
      

    


    
      responsibility for cooperation between the parties. As long as both sides sought cooperation and were
      negotiating over cost, the issue was not whether cooperation would continue, but who would pay the cost.
      Ultimately, realism required that the burden fell on the leadership with the most domestic political latitude,
      regardless of its internationally derived bargaining strength.
    


    






    
      America as conciliator: strategic logic turned upside
      down

    


    
      During the first eighteen months after the 4 June incident, the United States bore the heavier burden of
      cooperation. The Bush administration made a series of unilateral compromises before China begrudgingly
      reciprocated with limited gestures. The explanation for this pattern lies in Deng Xiaoping’s inability to deliver
      Chinese concessions and the Bush administration’s recognition of Deng’s predicament and its ability and
      willingness to assume China’s burden to maintain cooperation.
    


    






    
      The negotiating record

    


    
      After the imposition of U.S. sanctions, China continued to adopt measures detrimental to U.S.–China
      relations. In late June and early July it postponed the inauguration of the Peace Corps program, expelled U.S.
      reporters, including the director of Voice of America in China, and executed protesters. It also refused to allow
      Fang Lizhi, the prominent dissident who had sought refuge in the U.S. Embassy in Beijing, to leave China.
    


    
      In Washington, the president encountered harsh criticism of his China policy. Democratic leaders, including
      Senate Majority Leader George Mitchell, and many Republicans called for harsher sanctions and Democrats
      introduced legislation challenging China’s MFN status. Nonetheless, the president took the initiative to stem the
      downward spiral of relations. He wrote a letter to Deng Xiaoping, whom he addressed as his “old friend.” The
      president suggested that Deng receive a “special emissary” to represent his “heartfelt convictions” that China
      and the United States needed to find a way to resolve their differences. Deng accepted the president’s suggestion
      and in early July, risking domestic criticism by seemingly violating his sanction on exchanges between U.S. and
      Chinese officials, Bush secretly sent National Security Advisor Brent Scowcroft and  Deputy
      Secretary of State Lawrence Eagleburger to Beijing to seek Chinese cooperation.18
    


    
      Chinese leaders gave Scowcroft and Eagleburger a frosty welcome and insisted that China bore no
      responsibility for restoring cooperation. Moreover, during the next three months China canceled the Fulbright
      program for the coming year, expelled another Voice of America reporter, continued to arrest democracy activists,
      placed restrictions on Chinese seeking to study abroad, and launched a propaganda campaign against U.S. efforts
      to overthrow socialism through a policy of “peaceful evolution.”
    


    
      Washington, however, continued to conciliate. In early July Secretary of State James A. Baker III met with
      Foreign Minister Qian Qichen in Paris. Bush then wrote a second letter to his friend Deng Xiaoping, this time
      addressing him as his “dear friend.” He explained that whereas China believed that the United States had “tied
      the knot,” “we believe that China ‘tied the knot’.” Bush hoped that Deng would not be angry should he be
      interfering in China’s domestic affairs, but he asked China to “untie the knot” in U.S.–China relations by
      forgiving the demonstrators and by allowing Fang Lizhi to leave the country. To promote progress, the president
      suggested that he could send another personal emissary to China. Deng responded that these issues were indeed
      China’s internal affairs and he offered no concessions.19 Nonetheless, in October Baker agreed
      to meet with Qian Qichen at the United Nations. The administration also approved preliminary licenses for Chinese
      launching of U.S. satellites, allowed Chinese to return to work on a military technology-transfer program in the
      United States, and held discussions with China concerning Chinese accession to the General Agreement on Tariffs
      and Trade (GATT). Then, in late November Bush vetoed a bill formally enabling Chinese students to remain in the
      United States after their visas had expired, despite widespread support for the measure. Democrats criticized the
      veto as “servile” and a “kow tow” to the Chinese leadership.20
    


    
      China responded that it might reciprocate additional U.S. concessions. Deng Xiaoping asked Richard Nixon
      and Henry Kissinger to tell Bush that China was prepared to restore cooperation if America took the
      “initiative,”21 Thus, in December Bush again sent Scowcroft and Eagleburger to Beijing,
      announcing the visit after their arrival and again subjecting himself to widespread criticism. This second
      Scowcroft mission seemed successful, however. The discussions were not nearly as “frank” as the July discussions
      and Chinese leaders privately affirmed that Beijing would not export missiles to the Middle
      East.22 After the mission returned to Washington, China opened discussions on restoring the
      Fulbright program. In January 1990 it lifted martial law and released over five-hundred participants in the 1989
      democracy demonstrations.
    


    
      China had finally moved off its initial position, but it had yet to make a public commitment regarding
      missile sales, continued to jam Voice of America, and, most important, Fang Lizhi remained in the U.S. Embassy in
      Beijing, unable to leave China. Moreover, Chinese concessions neither offset the price Bush paid for sending a
      second Scowcroft mission to China and the near simultaneous announcement of the secret first mission nor eased
      the obstacles Bush faced in  retaining China’s most-favored-nation status. On the contrary,
      criticism of Bush and of his China policy continued to mount. The White House, however, continued to make
      concessions. In February it announced an Export-Import Bank loan for investment in China and the World Bank
      approved its first loan for China since June 1989. But China still expected additional U.S. concessions. Qian
      Qichen insisted that the United States take the “initiative” to resolve the Fang Lizhi issue. Other than the
      release of dissidents, Beijing’s primary attention to the MFN issue consisted of threats to retaliate should its
      MFN status not be renewed.23
    


    
      After the president’s May announcement of his intention to extend China most-favored-nation trade status
      and the World Bank’s approval of a second human-needs loan for China, Beijing finally allowed Fang Lizhi to leave
      China, and made additional concessions regarding U.S. cultural programs in China. During the preceding twelve
      months, the overwhelming burden of the concessions had been borne by Bush. He paid a high price in terms of his
      domestic political standing and in terms of the amount of concessions required to elicit China’s piecemeal
      response.
    


    
      Nonetheless, conflict over MFN did not end. It became an annual ritual in U.S. politics so that each year
      the White House sought concessions from Beijing in exchange for renewing its MFN status. Over the next twelve
      months the Bush administration resisted congressional opposition to Chinese MFN status. In June 1991 Bush would
      have to decide whether or not to extend MFN for China. He would also need the support of two-thirds of the
      senators or representatives to uphold his veto of a congressional override of his decision. As in the preceding
      twelve months, however, China made minimal concessions. This was the case for the ongoing issues of political
      prisoners and human rights as well as for new conflicts over trade and proliferation, which were also closely
      linked to congressional opposition to China’s MFN status.
    


    
      As the new round of bargaining started in the fall, Chinese leaders signaled that it was up to the United
      States to restore cooperative relations. Qian called for joint efforts, but he said that he hoped that the United
      States would “take bigger and quicker steps, and concrete measures to speed up the process of resuming
      relations…” In October he stressed that China had “taken the initiative in adopting some positive measures to
      show a high level of sincerity. One hand alone, however, cannot clap. China’s efforts are not enough—a
      reconciliation will depend on the efforts of both sides.”24 On human rights issues, China began
      and concluded the trials of the 1989 democracy activists. Although it allowed Assistant Secretary of State for
      Human Rights Richard Schifter to visit Beijing, it greeted him with a hard-hitting Renmin Ribao
      editorial slamming the crimes of U.S. imperialism in China and by opening the trial of leading Chinese
      participants in the democracy demonstrations, some of whom received especially long prison terms. China also
      refused to acknowledge responsibility for exports to the United States of prison-made goods. It first suggested
      such exports had not occurred and then suggested resolution required U.S. efforts.25
    


    
      China was equally rigid on arms sales issues. Despite Beijing’s December 1989 assurances, reports surfaced
      of Chinese plans to sell missiles to Pakistan  and Syria. The White House sought Beijing’s
      assurances that it would abide by the terms of the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). Qian insisted,
      however, that because China was not a signatory to the MTCR, it “is not committed to implementing the agreement”
      Shortly thereafter intelligence photos revealed that China had shipped launch vehicles to Pakistan for the
      proscribed missiles. China remained intransigent when Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs Robert M.
      Kimmitt visited Beijing in early May. Even after Bush imposed sanctions on technology transfer to China, Beijing
      refused to bend when Undersecretary of State for Coordinating Security Assistance Programs Reginald Bartholomew
      visited Beijing in June. The most China offered was assurances that it would act in a “prudent and responsible
      manner,” while demanding that negotiations on this issue also consider U.S. arms exports to the
      region.26
    


    
      Finally, China was unyielding on trade issues. The U.S. trade deficit with China reached $10.4 billion in
      1990, ranking China third behind Japan and Taiwan. The estimated deficit for 1991 was $15 billion. In March 1991
      Assistant Trade Representative Joseph A. Massey held negotiations in Beijing with Chinese officials. Through
      mid-May, however, Chinese trade officials continued to insist that it was the Chinese side that had incurred the
      deficit. Similarly, Chinese officials refused to negotiate Chinese protection of intellectual property rights,
      leading the White House in late April to start a special 301 investigation of Chinese patent
      violations.27
    


    
      China’s sole cooperative effort in the twelve months from June 1990 through June 1991 was its abstention on
      the November 1990 UN resolution approving U.S. use of force against Iraq. Beijing’s abstention required
      considerable sacrifice of ideological principles, insofar as it permitted UN legitimation of a U.S. invasion of a
      Third World country. Moreover, it required political will on the part of Chinese policymakers because the United
      States remained China’s primary ideological and political enemy in 1990 and the scapegoat for China’s 1989
      instability. China’s abstention, however, is the exception that proves the rule of Chinese resistance to
      compromise. Unlike the situation regarding the side issues in U.S.–China relations, this was a multilateral
      issue—abstention served Beijing’s interests vis-à-vis a wide range of countries. If China had aligned with Iraq,
      it would have undermined its relations with all of its major international partners, including the major
      powers—Britain, France, Germany, the Soviet Union, and the United States—and the regional powers in the Middle
      East that it had been courting, particularly Saudi Arabia. Chinese leaders did not abstain from the Security
      Council vote in response only to pressure from the United States, but because they wanted to protect important
      relationships with many countries and to promote China’s position throughout the Middle East.
    


    
      Despite ongoing PRC intransigence, the Bush administration continued its unilateral efforts to improve
      relations. In late November 1990, after the Chinese abstention on the UN resolution, Bush met Qian Qichen at the
      White House, compromising the administration’s sanction on high-level exchanges. In December the administration
      did not block the World Bank’s first non–“human-needs” loan to China since June 1989 and it approved licenses for
      the export to China of  high-technology computers.28 In March 1991,
      Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Political Affairs Richard Solomon visited Beijing to brief
      Chinese leaders on the outcome of the Gulf War, further restoring normal diplomatic exchanges and stressing U.S.
      interest in improved relations.29 Finally, in May, the president announced his decision to
      extend China’s MFN status. He explained that despite Chinese policies that damage U.S. interests, “it’s not wise”
      to deny China MFN status because “it is not in the best interest of…the United States, and in the end, in spite
      of noble and best intentions, it is not moral.”30
    


    






    
      Chinese politics and the American burden

    


    
      It would be hard to imagine a more lopsided negotiating record. Moreover, Washington’s conciliatory stance
      occurred when the international asymmetry in bargaining leverage was substantially in American favor. The
      asymmetry in domestic political authority of the respective decisionmakers, however, had transformed the
      negotiating relationship and shifted the burden of cooperation onto the Bush administration.
    


    
      In the aftermath of the Beijing massacre, Deng Xiaoping’s political influence declined substantially as his
      conservative opponents took the offensive. That such a large and influential sector of Chinese society actively
      sought political liberalization in public demonstrations reflected a significant loss of Party control. Party
      Secretary Zhao Ziyang served as the scapegoat and was ousted from all of his official positions. Nonetheless, it
      was clear that Deng Xiaoping bore the responsibility for weakened Party power. Rather than accommodate the
      demands of conservative leaders that he combat “spiritual pollution” and “bourgeois liberalization,” Deng had
      persisted in the open door policy that had exposed Chinese society to the Western political values that had
      contributed to demands for political reform. Moreover, he had resisted conservative opposition to economic
      reforms that had undermined Party control over society. He thus took the brunt of the conservative offensive in
      the aftermath of the Beijing massacre.
    


    
      Deng was not in danger of losing a significant role in Chinese politics, but during the next twenty months
      he lost the ability to shape the political agenda and to formulate and impose controversial decisions on the
      Chinese leadership. In this era, China’s conservative octogenarians, led by such leaders as Chen Yun and Wang
      Zhen, dominated the ideological debate and resisted efforts to restore China’s pre–4 June reform policies. The
      increased authority of these conservatives was reflected in a number of policy areas, including propaganda,
      economic policy, military policy, and leadership staffings. It also affected China’s U.S. policy, which was one
      of the most controversial issues in Chinese politics during this period.
    


    
      In leadership politics, the makeup of the politburo reflected considerable gain for Deng’s opponents. After
      Deng’s second chosen successor, Zhao Ziyang, was ousted as Party general secretary, Deng was compelled to accept
      Jiang Zemin as a compromise choice to be Zhao’s successor. Although Jiang may have been sympathetic to many
      aspects of Deng’s reform agenda, his position was also  dependent on the forbearance of the
      conservative leadership and he was compelled to adopt their policy preferences. Moreover, Li Peng, a protégé of
      Chen Yun, emerged as the most powerful policymaker on the economy and emphasized a strengthened role for the plan
      in the Chinese economy. Politburo divisions also revealed a gain for the conservatives. Not only had Zhao Ziyang
      failed as a successor, but the succession arrangements now increasingly favored the conservatives. In this
      context, Deng was forced to marshal his resources merely to preserve his gains rather than to promote continued
      reform.31
    


    
      This turn to the left was also reflected in military politics. Prior to 4 June 1989, the military had
      stressed modernization of training and equipment. The resulting professionalization of the army, however, and
      wide-spread reluctance among soldiers to participate in the crackdown on the democracy demonstrations, led to
      conservative efforts to use ideological indoctrination to instill loyalty in the military. Harking back to the
      Maoist era, soldiers were urged to “learn from Lei Feng,” the model soldier who had selflessly “served the
      people.” Speeches and analyses stressing the importance of technology and training all but
      disappeared.32
    


    
      Finally, control over ideology and propaganda passed into conservative hands. In the past, Deng had been
      able to block conservative opposition to sustain liberalization campaigns. Now, conservatives used their enhanced
      authority to launch a campaign against bourgeois liberalization and “peaceful evolution.” The latter was
      particularly significant for it was aimed at alleged Chinese agents of the U.S. effort to subvert the Chinese
      political system with American values. The campaign against peaceful evolution also was a thinly veiled attack on
      China’s policy toward the United States, insofar as it implied that expansion of U.S.–China relations had
      provided the United States with the opportunity to infiltrate Chinese society.33 Indeed,
      Chinese leaders directly linked the United States to the development of the democracy movement. Peaceful
      evolution was an alleged long-term U.S. plot devised in the 1950s by Secretary of State John Foster Dulles and it
      abetted the 1989 democracy movement. They also blamed international support for the demonstrations, which, they
      believed, encouraged the students to resist leadership pressures to abandon the demonstrations, on the United
      States and its media, particularly the Voice of America.34
    


    
      China’s conservative elite regarded the United States as the country most hostile to China and a threat to
      the security of the Chinese Communist Party. In these circumstances, any conciliatory gesture toward the United
      States would be criticized as weakness before the enemy. Under the best of circumstances, any Chinese leader
      would be loath to incur such charges. For Deng Xiaoping, it was the worst of circumstances. In June 1989 his
      political standing had suffered a major blow and he had lost control of much of the domestic agenda. Conciliatory
      gestures toward the United States would further weaken his position, threatening his ability to regain control
      over the political, economic, and foreign policy agendas before his death. From 1989 to 1991, Deng lacked the
      authority to make the compromises necessary to arrest the downward spiral of U.S.–China relations; he developed a
      dominant strategy of cooperation with his adversaries regarding U.S. policy. Deng made his predicament clear to
      Richard Nixon in October 1989. While reminding  Nixon that the United States should take the
      initiative because China has done nothing to harm the United States, he also said that the “United States is the
      one that can adopt positive actions. China cannot take the initiative. This is because the strong one is the
      United States and the weak one is China…”35 Deng’s domestic weakness compelled him to adopt a
      dominant strategy of defection vis-à-vis Washington, reflected in China’s rigid negotiating posture.
    


    
      Bush, however, had the domestic flexibility necessary to make the controversial decisions required for
      U.S.–China cooperation. Equally important, he understood that his Chinese counterparts were locked in a political
      struggle affecting their ability to reciprocate his gestures. Thus, despite the asymmetry in the international
      sources of bargaining leverage and the reduced importance of U.S.–China cooperation to U.S. security, which the
      administration acknowledged,36 the White House made unilateral compromises to salvage
      U.S.–China cooperation.
    


    
      Throughout the initial period following the Beijing massacre, the president’s political standing benefitted
      from economic growth and a succession of international successes and his approval rating never dropped below 66
      percent. At the end of his first year in office, his 80 percent approval rating was the second highest ever
      recorded in a Gallup Poll and the highest of any president at the start of his second year. In early March 1991,
      in the aftermath of the Gulf War, his approval rating climbed to 89 percent, the highest of any president in the
      history of modern polling.37 Such popularity enabled the president to take controversial stands
      and incur criticism on a wide range of issues, including China policy. Moreover, his popularity cautioned
      Democratic politicians from opposing him, for they would earn few votes for taking on the president and might
      lose some votes for opposing him in what was widely regarded as his strength—foreign policy. Hence, for the first
      two years after 4 June 1989, Bush could make foreign policy, including China policy, without allowing political
      considerations to govern the agenda. He could pursue a dominant strategy of defection toward his congressional
      critics.
    


    
      During the very period that Bush experienced unparalleled political flexibility, he and his advisors
      understood the intensity of the political struggle in China and the corresponding policy constraints experienced
      by China’s reformist political leaders. They also understood the importance of shaping U.S. policy to maximize
      the policy-making flexibility of Chinese moderates. In the aftermath of the massacre, the president remarked that
      he no longer could say whether Deng Xiaoping remained China’s preeminent leader and indicated that the massacre
      may have been the work of China’s more conservative leaders. Baker, in response to the question “Who’s in
      charge?” said that the “situation is too clouded now…to answer” and merely observed that “there is a power
      struggle going on in China.”38 In February 1990, the president explained that political
      struggle in Beijing in the aftermath of the fall of Romanian president Nicolae Ceausescu prevented China from
      adequately responding to U.S. initiatives. In June senior administration officials explained that it could take
      months or even years before the Chinese leadership found its “center of gravity.” Solomon, trying to explain to
      members of Congress why the White House sought to extend MFN despite Chinese  inflexibility,
      acknowledged the administration’s disappointment but suggested that reformers in the Chinese leadership had yet
      to establish sufficient authority to reciprocate U.S. concessions.39
    


    
      Understanding the instability in Chinese politics, the administration made policy to avoid exacerbating the
      plight of Chinese moderates and damage to U.S.–China relations. In February 1990 Eagleburger said that the
      administration needed carefully to consider its public statements so as not to “make things worse in Beijing.” He
      justified the secret missions to Beijing and the White House veto of the Pelosi bill regarding Chinese students
      in America on similar grounds.40 In June he said that administration officials had “to be
      careful in everything” they do with regard to China so as “not to play into the hands” of Chinese
      conservatives.41 This posture characterized administration attitudes through mid-1991, when
      Eagleburger warned that increased pressure on China would play into the hands of Chinese conservatives and
      undermine U.S. objectives. In particular, the administration’s opposition to legislation conditioning China’s MFN
      status on its human rights policy was based on its understanding of the likely domestic reaction in China and the
      foreign policy implications.42
    


    
      Nonetheless, the White House clearly was frustrated at Beijing’s unwillingness to reciprocate the
      administration’s efforts. In March 1990, administration officials reported that the president was deeply
      disappointed by Chinese intransigence. One official, noting the forthcoming MFN decision, reported that the
      administration had “made a big unilateral effort to prevent relations from getting worse, and so far, the Chinese
      have been unwilling to take reciprocal measures, politically significant measures, to prevent it from getting
      worse.” A State Department official complained that “We hoped there would be more of a response to the
      president’s overtures. We are still waiting.”43 Beijing, however, did not reciprocate and the
      United States continued to assume the burden of cooperation. In June 1991 the administration acknowledged that
      the situation in China was only “marginally better” than it had been a year earlier, but it insisted that it
      would “keep at it,’ rather than change policy.44
    


    
      Between June 1989 and mid-1991, American policymakers perceived the inability of Chinese leaders to help
      maintain U.S.–China cooperation. Chinese leaders, embroiled in succession politics, depended on an able and
      willing Bush administration to maintain U.S.–China cooperation. In this context, despite mutual interest in
      cooperation and America’s internationally based bargaining advantage over China, the policymakers with the
      greater ability had no choice but to incur the burden of cooperation. Bush’s domestic authority enabled the
      United States to shoulder the burden of cooperation. Asymmetric domestic conditions, rather than asymmetric
      security interests, determined the outcome of the negotiations.
    


    
      Domestic politics in the United States and China had transformed U.S.–China negotiating dynamics from
      called bluff, in which both sides preferred mutual cooperation to mutual defection but in which the United States
      possessed the advantages of international asymmetries (Figure 10.1), to “bully,” in which Beijing’s threat of
      “involuntary defection” compelled the United States to make 
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      unilateral concessions. Because China’s conservative leaders had weakened the authority of China’s moderate
      leaders and had politicized China’s U.S. policy, Chinese policymakers developed a dominant domestic strategy of
      cooperation in a domestic game of bully and thus a dominant international strategy of detection. This Chinese
      domestic dynamic elicited U.S. cooperation, for Washington still preferred cooperation over mutual defection and
      its domestic political situation (deadlock) permitted the administration to pursue a dominant policy of detection
      vis-à-vis Congress. Thus, the dynamics of the domestic games structured the international game (Figure 10.2).
    


    






    
      The burden shifts: the transformation of domestic
      asymmetries

    


    
      Beginning in early fall 1991 a fundamental transformation occurred in U.S.–China negotiations. Whereas
      during the first two years following the Beijing massacre  China doggedly refused to make
      significant changes in its U.S. policies, in late 1991 it began to respond to a far more belligerent U.S. policy
      with its own significant and one-sided concessions. In contrast to the initial post–4 June period, during the
      final year of the Bush administration Chinese leaders carried the full burden of cooperation. Whereas the
      strategic environment of U.S.–China relations remained stable as the United States continued to enjoy asymmetric
      bargaining leverage from its global post–cold war strategic superiority, domestic politics in the United States
      and China fundamentally changed, further contributing to U.S. leverage. The combination of domestic political
      change and realpolitik motives explains why each side changed its negotiating position while the outcome of the
      negotiations remained cooperative.
    


    






    
      The negotiating record

    


    
      In 1991 the negotiating agenda of U.S.–China relations expanded beyond human rights. Trade and security
      emerged as contentious issues capable of further damaging bilateral relations. In each of these areas Washington
      demanded extensive Chinese compromise and on each issue Beijing made significant concessions to resolve the
      conflict and maintain the most critical element in U.S.–China relations—trade relations conducted on the basis of
      most-favored-nation status.
    


    
      Three trade issues emerged in 1991–92; protection of intellectual property rights in China; U.S. access to
      the Chinese market; and Chinese exports of products made by prison labor. In each case, the United States adopted
      coercive tactics and in each case, China yielded to U.S. pressure. The negotiations over intellectual property
      rights began in mid-1991 when the U.S. Economic Policy Council recommended that the White House investigate China
      for infringement of U.S. intellectual property rights and apply special 301 sanctions should China fail to adopt
      satisfactory measures. China initially adopted a rigid stance, but by the end of the year it had made significant
      concessions, including a commitment to accede to the appropriate international conventions. Washington, however,
      insisted that China agree to the standards embodied in U.S. law, which were stricter than the international
      standards. In November, while the Chinese negotiating team was in Washington, U.S trade representative Carla Hill
      published a list of retaliatory tariffs that Washington would impose should China not compromise. The value of
      the tariffs was $1.5 billion and would effectively end Chinese exports of those items. In December Washington
      threatened to end the negotiations unless Beijing made meaningful concessions and in January, just prior to the
      final round of talks, the White House published the final list of threatened tariffs. It also warned that if
      Beijing retaliated against U.S. sanctions, it would lose its MFN status.45
    


    
      China compromised. Although they had insisted that the obstacle to an agreement was the politically onerous
      U.S. demand that China accept standards exceeding international conventions, Chinese officials accepted an
      agreement which imposed patent-protection standards on China stricter than those in any multilateral agreement or
      bilateral agreement involving the United States.  Moreover, China refrained from issuing its
      own harsh warnings and polemics. On the contrary, it described the negotiations as a “good example” for solving
      other trade problems.46
    


    
      China’s negotiating behavior in the market-access talks reflected a similar pattern. After fruitless
      negotiations in spring and summer 1991, China began to moderate its position. Nonetheless, in October 1991 the
      White House ordered a 301 investigation regarding Chinese use of quotas, import bans, licensing procedures,
      technology standards, and nontransparency of domestic regulations to restrict imports. Although China initially
      voiced “strong dissatisfaction” with the investigation, insisting that the trade imbalance reflected a
      combination of the economic slowdown in China and errors in U.S. measurements, by January 1992 it retreated from
      its position, promising a host of reforms that would bring aspects of China’s trade system in line with GATT
      requirements. Nonetheless, in July the United States announced that if China did not shorten the phase-in period
      of the reforms from five to three years, it would impose sanctions valued at $3.9 billion. In September the U.S.
      negotiator dismissed China’s threats to retaliate, observing China’s reliance on U.S. markets. Succumbing to U.S.
      pressure, in October, after the ninth round of negotiations, China accepted U.S. demands, agreeing to phase in
      the reforms in the short span of three years.47
    


    
      In both the intellectual property rights and market-access negotiations, beginning in late 1991 Beijing
      responded to U.S. pressures with increasingly conciliatory responses. It adopted a similarly forthcoming attitude
      regarding exports of goods made by prison labor. After Beijing’s initial attempt to sidestep the issue,
      Washington seized a shipment of Chinese tools. Beijing then promised to investigate and, in accordance with
      Chinese law, prevent further exports of prison-made goods. In October the State Council approved a public
      declaration by the Ministry of Foreign Economic Relations and Trade and the Ministry of Justice reiterating the
      ban on the export of prison-made goods.48 The U.S. side, however, wanted its officials to be
      able to inspect Chinese prisons to determine whether the prisons were abiding by Chinese law. Beijing first
      rejected this condition, to which no other country was subject, but in June it agreed on a memorandum of
      understanding in which it accepted the U.S. demand.49
    


    
      U.S.–China negotiations concerning security issues reflected a similar dynamic. Washington wanted China to
      adhere to the “guidelines and parameters” of the MTCR. China, however, had not been party to the negotiations and
      had yet to be asked to sign the agreement. In addition, PRC acceptance of the MTCR would requite that it stop
      exporting one of its more popular weapons systems, while the U.S. maintained its market in other weapons systems,
      such as advanced military aircraft. Finally, adherence to the MTCR would require China to cancel commitments to
      Syria and Pakistan. The latter was a particularly sensitive security issue. During an era when Indian power had
      expanded throughout South Asia, Pakistan was China’s sole remaining ally in the region. Providing for Pakistan’s
      deterrent capability against the far superior Indian army was a vital Chinese interest. Thus, the U.S. position
      seemed one-sided and damaging to Chinese interests. Nonetheless, China compromised.
    


    
      In spring 1991 U.S. intelligence agencies observed Chinese missile-delivery vehicles in Pakistan,
      suggesting that China planned to transfer M-11 missiles. In order to block the transfer, Washington imposed
      sanctions on technology transfer, blocking satellite exports to China. After Undersecretary Kimmitt visited
      Beijing in May and failed to secure Chinese compliance with U.S. demands, the United States imposed additional
      technology sanctions.50 In early June, Baker warned of “profound consequences” should China
      transfer missiles to Pakistan. Beijing, however, remained noncommittal when Undersecretary Bartholomew visited
      China in June and in August.51
    


    
      The issue came to a head in November when Baker visited Beijing. China had wanted Baker to come to Beijing
      because the visit would help China end its post–4 June international isolation. The visit would, however, be
      politically costly for the White House because the administration continued to incur criticism of its China
      policy. Thus, when Baker agreed to go to China, it was clear to both sides that he wanted a quid pro quo and that
      his priority was missile proliferation. After prolonged negotiations requiring Baker to spend an additional six
      hours in Beijing, Qian finally agreed that China would abide by the MTCR guidelines and parameters and would not
      sell M-11 missiles to Pakistan. The next day, however, the foreign ministry spokesman said that China would
      “consider” adhering to the MTCR. On this very contentious issue, debate still raged and Beijing could not make a
      commitment; Qian apparently had exceeded his instructions.52
    


    
      Thus, U.S. sanctions remained in place and Washington continued to press for a Chinese commitment. Although
      subsequent public Chinese statements appeared to reaffirm Beijing’s original assurances to abide by the MTCR,
      Baker now pressed for a written commitment. Qian finally wrote to Baker on 1 February 1992, committing China to
      abide by the MTCR guidelines and parameters. Washington then formally lifted its sanctions on technology exports
      to China. Bush administration officials then reported that China had canceled its missile sales agreements with
      Pakistan and Syria and that the White House was satisfied with Chinese cooperation.53
    


    
      In all three of the economic issues and in security issues, in late 1991 China adopted a conspicuously
      conciliatory stance and in 1992 it ultimately accommodated itself to U.S. pressure. The contrast with the
      U.S.–China negotiating dynamics in the immediate post–4 June massacre period is striking. Whereas from mid-1989
      to mid-1991 China resisted compromise and imposed the burden of cooperation on the United States, beginning in
      fall 1991 Washington imposed on China the burden of cooperation. Explaining this change requires attention to
      shifting political circumstances in both Washington and Beijing.
    


    






    
      American politics and the Chinese burden

    


    
      Just as asymmetric domestic conditions explain the bargaining dynamics from June 1989 through mid-1991,
      they explain the transfer of the burden of cooperation to China in 1991–92. In 1991 domestic politics in China
      and the United States experienced fundamental change. Whereas by late 1991 moderate Chinese leaders  under Deng Xiaoping’s leadership possessed enhanced policy flexibility, during this period U.S.
      policymakers now experienced significant political constraints on developing China policy. Moreover, Chinese
      leaders understood the implications of changing American politics for U.S. policy. Thus, the enhanced domestic
      authority of China’s moderate leaders and their recognition of the domestic difficulties of the Bush
      administration compelled Beijing to make the compromises necessary for U.S.–China cooperation.
    


    
      At the beginning of 1991, Deng Xiaoping remained on the defensive in Chinese politics. Premier Li Peng, the
      preferred successor of Deng’s adversaries and the primary proponent of the conservative economic and ideological
      agenda in the successor generation, maintained authority of day-to-day policy making. Similarly, the Chinese
      media continued to reflect the conservatives’ mistrust of the United States. The one-sided and rapid U.S. victory
      over Iraqi forces in February, however, and the unsuccessful attempt by the Soviet military to overthrow
      Gorbachev in August combined to transform Chinese domestic politics and the dynamics of U.S.–China
      bargaining.
    


    
      Prior to the Gulf War, Chinese leaders had appreciated the importance of high technology to international
      power and they understood that China had a long way to go to catch up with the technology of the advanced
      industrial countries. Nevertheless, they did not appreciate just how far behind China was. In the aftermath of
      the Gulf War, Chinese military institutions produced many reports which emphasized the importance of advanced
      technology in determining the outcome of the war.54 The implications for China were
      clear—Beijing could waste little time in developing the economic and technological foundations of military power
      if it hoped to compete in the twenty-first century.
    


    
      Full realization of China’s technological backwardness strengthened the ability of moderate politicians to
      shift the domestic agenda toward reform at the expense of policies emphasizing state control over enterprises and
      propaganda stressing army loyalty to the Party. For the first time since June 1989, Chinese leaders stressed the
      imperative of modernization for Chinese security. In May 1991 Party Secretary Jiang Zemin promoted a nation-wide
      campaign on the importance of high technology and argued that “In the final analysis, international competition
      is a competition challenging overall national strength, and the key lies in science and technology. Whoever is
      backward in science and technology will be passive and vulnerable to attacks.” Echoing a revision of
      Marxism-Leninism first used by Deng Xiaoping in 1978, Jiang explained that science and technology were “the
      primary productive force” in society.55 An authoritative commentary insisted that the
      application of high technology was “the most pressing concern” which must be carried out “immediately and
      earnestly” in Chinese enterprises. There were implications for defense policy. The vice-minister for national
      defense of the State Science and Technology Commission explained that the military’s priority during the next ten
      years would be to develop capabilities for high-technology warfare. By June the national campaign, which included
      attention to “model science workers,” was well underway, urging enterprises rapidly to incorporate high
      technology into production.56
    


    
      During this same period, Deng Xiaoping took the initiative to promote his preferred candidate for premier,
      Zhu Rongji. In April the National People’s Congress appointed Zhu vice-premier and in July be assumed the
      leadership of the State Council’s Production Office, thus diminishing Li Peng’s authority over economic policy
      making. Deng also engineered the rehabilitation of Zhao Ziyang’s former allies Hu Qili, Yan Mingfu, and Rui
      Xingwen.57 Thus, by fall 1991 Deng Xiaoping had begun to reassert his authority and reshape the
      domestic agenda. The August failed coup attempt in the Soviet Union further strengthened his hand by suggesting
      the importance of development to ongoing Party authority in the absence of both ideological legitimacy and
      political reform.58 Thus, the November Party plenum reported that the “primary contradiction”
      was between “the daily increasing demands of the people and backward social production.” Class struggle, the
      focus of the conservative political agenda, was not mentioned.59
    


    
      Despite Deng’s successes in 1991 and the positive trend in domestic politics, he had not established full
      authority over leadership appointments. The November plenum failed to make any personnel changes in the
      politburo. In January 1992, however, Deng launched a nation-wide offensive against leftism, traveling to southern
      China to garner political support for himself, his preferred successors, and reform policies. Deng was now on the
      offensive, his opponents were on the defensive, and the national agenda was shifting from combating “bourgeois
      liberalization” to overcoming leftism and accelerating reform.60
    


    
      Deng’s enhanced authority in 1991–92 yielded him the flexibility to manage China’s U.S. policy. Not only
      was he more secure than at any time since the Tiananmen demonstrations, but the very argument that he had used to
      promote his economic reform policy could be used to justify a more flexible U.S. policy—preparation for
      international competition in the twenty-first century demanded that China not risk its access to the U.S. market,
      from which it earned the hard currency to finance acquisition of advanced technology from advanced industrial
      economies. China’s U.S. policy was now firmly in the grasp of China’s reformist leadership.
    


    
      It is significant that China’s waffling over Qian Qichen’s November assurance to Baker that China would
      abide by the MTCR occurred during the conservative counteroffensive in late 1991 and that Qian’s subsequent
      letter to Baker establishing China’s commitment to the MTCR occurred in early February 1992, after Deng had
      launched his political offensive in south China and was taking the crucial steps toward consolidating his
      authority in the post–4 June period.61 Beginning in the second half of 1991, China made various
      compromises necessary for U.S.–China cooperation as its political leadership developed greater political
      authority. On the most controversial issue—arms exports—a significant offensive was required in early 1992 before
      China could accept the U.S. demand.
    


    
      The other element of China’s policy-making calculus was its understanding that American domestic politics
      now prevented Bush from contributing to cooperation, paralleling the Bush administration’s understanding of
      Chinese domestic politics in 1989–91. In mid-1991 Chinese leaders observed the significant decline in the
      president’s popularity and influence. Although the Gulf War had been popular in  the United
      States, it had failed to turn around the declining U.S. economy and by the fall Chinese analysts were fully aware
      of the U.S. economy’s weakness and its implication for presidential politics. In September a Chinese analyst
      discussed the significance of economic problems in the coming election year for the Republican Party. In early
      November, a commentator noted that despite Bush’s success in foreign affairs, his domestic problems were very
      serious. It was obvious that he did not have a policy for dealing with the “daily worsening” of the economy and
      that Democratic Party leaders “have already taken domestic problems as a sharp sword and as a break for
      participation in the election.” These analysts also watched U.S. public opinion polls, observing Bush’s overall
      drop in popularity and a 71 percent disapproval rate of his handling of the economy in an early December
      poll.62
    


    
      Chinese analysts also were aware that the expansion of the bilateral agenda to include economic and
      security issues had further undermined China’s image in the United States and exacerbated the politics of
      extending MFN. A well-informed article on MFN in China’s most influential internally circulated journal on
      international relations explained that in 1991 the politics of MFN renewal in the United States had become “more
      complicated and severe.” The Democratic Party was preparing for the 1992 presidential election and it viewed
      China policy as an effective instrument in its effort to win the presidency. Also, due to the emergence of trade
      and strategic conflicts, “the wishes of numerous Republican Party members also run counter to the Bush
      administration’s, adding to the ranks of those opposed to most-favored-nation treatment for China.” Most
      important, because the White House encountered greater difficulty in sustaining its veto of congressional denial
      of MFN, it had adopted an “especially unfriendly attitude toward China” on such issues as intellectual property
      rights and missile proliferation.63
    


    
      Thus, in early 1992 Chinese leaders were aware of the growing impact of domestic politics on U.S.–China
      policy. Nonetheless, they remained optimistic that Bush would be able to sustain his veto and through the summer
      they offered no compromises to help Bush maintain China’s MFN status.64 As the year progressed,
      however, developments in the United States challenged Chinese confidence. During the summer Chinese leaders
      witnessed greater congressional activism and further erosion of presidential prerogative on China policy. The key
      to this was the emergence of a swing group of congressional Democrats led by Senator Max Baucus. To secure their
      support for the administration’s position on MFN, Bush bad to commit to achieve significant success in resolving
      various issues in the relationship, including the trade and nonproliferation issues, and to impose sanctions if
      China did not make substantial compromises.65 The implication of the swing group was
      immediately clear to Chinese analysts. One analyst working for a pro-mainland newspaper in Hong Kong reported
      that if Bush’s effort to maintain China’s MFN status succeeds due to the support of Baucus and his supporters,
      then “Sino-U.S. relations will face new tension…”66 Later in the year mainland writers pointed
      out that Bush depended on the support of the Baucus coalition to maintain his China policy and China’s MFN status
      and that this explained  his hard-line posture on various issues. As one of China’s most
      senior America watchers explained:
    


    
      Bush is struggling for the support of seven Democratic senators that have Senator Baucus as their leader
      and which causes the Democratic Party to be unable to obtain the two-thirds majority to oppose Bush’s veto. The
      quid-pro-quo is that Bush hold a hard stand on negotiations with China… Baucus maintained that he still supported
      giving China MFN treatment because compared with the past the administration is more active in strengthening its
      position and seeking dialogue and negotiations with China. However, he also said that if [the administration]
      relaxed [its position, he] will change [his] position.67
    


    
      Chinese leaders understood that Bush could not relax his position on controversial side issues and that to
      maintain China’s MFN status he would impose and carry out sanctions should China fail to compromise. In effect,
      they understood that American domestic politics had created for Bush a dominant strategy of cooperation with his
      domestic adversaries concerning China policy, thus creating a dominant strategy of defection toward China. This
      change undermined Beijing’s ability to depend on Bush to protect U.S.–China relations, for the U.S. Congress
      might very well assume policy-making authority and initiate a precipitous crisis in relations.
    


    
      Simultaneously, Beijing modified “the line” on China’s international position. Since the end of the cold
      war, Beijing had resisted the idea that the United States was experiencing unprecedented global power. On the
      contrary, even long after the Gulf War, Chinese journals argued that in the post–cold war order multipolarity was
      more pronounced, that China’s “strategic value has not diminished,” and that Washington needed improved relations
      with Beijing.68 This line, however, could not survive PRC compromises in the face of U.S.
      pressure; Chinese leaders needed a new line to justify conciliation. He Fang, one of China’s most senior policy
      analysts, provided such a statement. In the lead article of the November 1991 issue of Shijie Jingji yu
      Zbengzhi, he laid out the grim reality of the strategic order. He Fang explained that the most important
      impact of the war was its influence on the “disposition of international power and mutual relationships” so that
      it has “delayed the development toward multipolarity.” Challenging the conventional wisdom, he asserted that the
      world was not multipolar, with its implications for the importance of other countries, including China. Rather,
      it was unipolar:
    


    
      Only the United States can easily win victory…in a moment its independent leadership blows havoc and it
      becomes the world’s only superpower. Because of this, it has become dizzy with success, considering itself the
      leader of the world. However, it must be acknowledged that the United States really does possess all-round
      superiority in politics, economics, military affairs, and science and technology.…This is the special
      characteristic of the international  situation in the early stage of the transition period
      and it carries a certain inevitability. If as soon as [the transition] began there were multipolarity, then we
      could not speak of a transition period.69
    


    
      This authoritative analysis established the new line that China would have to reconcile itself to U.S.
      power. Now other analysts reported that “The world balance of forces has experienced changes which are
      disadvantageous for China,” including the emergence of the United States as the world’s only
      superpower.70
    


    
      In the context of China’s changing policy, Beijing also acknowledged Chinese economic dependency on the
      United States and, thus, the necessity for compromise. U.S.–China economic relations had not changed, but the
      line had changed to account for China’s new policy. Although he noted the mutual benefits of economic relations,
      a senior Chinese analyst writing for the domestic audience emphasized that whereas U.S. investment capital and
      the U.S. market were crucial to Chinese development, the Chinese economy played a marginal role in the U.S.
      economy and that the benefit of economic relations for China was “much greater” than for the United States.
      Moreover, China’s long-term interests required consolidated economic relations, for this ultimately would enhance
      American interest in stable U.S.–China relations, Thus, compromise was imperative.71
    


    
      The transformation of domestic politics in the United States and China from the second half of 1991
      transformed the U.S.–China bargaining relationship. Chinese policymakers experienced greater negotiating
      flexibility and understood that to protect Chinese interests they would have to assume the burden of cooperation
      from the Bush administration. Indeed, similar to White House justification of unpopular U.S. compromises made
      during the earlier period, Chinese leaders explained that compromises on missile proliferation were appropriate
      because they strengthened the “moderate faction” in the United States regarding China policy. Chinese concessions
      concerning such issues as intellectual property rights and market access also were required in order to influence
      U.S. domestic politics.72
    


    
      The new combination of Chinese and U.S. domestic politics had transformed the negotiating game. Whereas the
      mere emergence of stability in Chinese politics would have restored the negotiations to internationally derived
      called bluff (Figure 10.1), in which both the
      United States and China preferred cooperation to mutual defection, the combination of U.S. international leverage
      with its domestic inflexibility yielded to the United States even greater leverage and, thus, even greater
      asymmetry in U.S. and Chinese compromises. American domestic politics had created for the Bush administration a
      dominant strategy of cooperation toward Congress and, thus, a dominant U.S. strategy of defection in U.S.–China
      relations, with implications for ongoing U.S.–China MFN-based trade relations. Moreover, Chinese domestic
      politics was now in deadlock, for Deng Xiaoping had the political capital necessary to pursue a dominant policy
      of defection toward his domestic adversaries regarding U.S. policy. Thus, Beijing and Washington traded places.
      Now China, seeking its realpolitik national security objectives, 
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      preferred cooperation over mutual defection and assumed the one-sided burden of compromise. The
      international result was still “bully,” but in contrast to the immediate post–4 June period (Figure 10.2), the United States occupied the superior
      bargaining position (Figure 10.3).
    


    






    
      Conclusion: domestic politics, realism, and great-power
      cooperation

    


    
      U.S.–China negotiations between 1989 and 1992 reveal the importance of domestic politics in transforming
      not just foreign policies but also the outcome of great power bargaining. When negotiators seek to maintain
      cooperation, as was the case in U.S.–China relations, significant domestic constraints do not prohibit
      realpolitik national interest outcomes to great power negotiations. Rather, they transform the distribution of
      the costs of cooperation.73 In the absence of domestic politics, there also could have been a
      successful outcome to the post–4 June  negotiations, but the negotiations would have
      reflected international asymmetries and the results would have been markedly different.
    


    
      The successful negotiator in each round of U.S.–China negotiations relied on a good-cop/bad-cop dynamic to
      extract concessions from its counterpart. This dynamic was the most influential factor in determining which state
      bore the burden of cooperation. It is just as important, however, to recognize that use of this dynamic was not a
      mere ploy. Rather, it was the reality of the domestic “bad cop” which made the threat of defection
      credible, for it was outside the control of the chief decisionmakers, whose “hands were tied.” The credible
      threat of defection persuaded the other state to adopt realpolitik measures entailing unexpected one-sided
      concessions inconsistent with its international resources. Thus, divided government enabled China to extract
      concessions from the White House in 1989–91 and the Bush administration to extract concessions from China in
      1991–92.
    


    
      On the other hand, the Clinton administration’s dealings with China indicate that one-party leadership of
      Congress and the White House undermines negotiating leverage. In these circumstances, insofar as the
      responsibility for deteriorated U.S.–China relations would likely fall on the White House rather than on an
      “irresponsible” Congress, threats to retaliate against Chinese recalcitrance by denying Beijing MFN status lacked
      credibility. Chinese leaders understood this dynamic, which explains their uncompromising position on a host of
      issues from early 1992 through 1994. As one Chinese characterized the administration’s threats to rescind MFN,
      the president was “working furiously” to get himself out of the “self-inflicted trap” of linking MFN to human
      rights.74 Ironically, President Bill Clinton, who insisted that he would do a better job of
      pressuring China to reform than Bush, found that his domestic political successes left him in an inferior
      negotiating position.
    


    
      Tiananmen diplomacy informs our understanding of the role of misperceptions in bargaining. One prominent
      hypothesis is that negotiators tend to see their own policy-making process as fragmented but impute single-minded
      purpose to their counterparts’ policy. Thus, policymakers are unable to understand that their counterparts’
      belligerency does not reflect their expansionist motives but that they are constrained by popular nationalism and
      weak political institutions. The resulting misperception undermines perfect information, leads to suboptimal
      policy, and fosters unnecessary conflict.75 The diplomacy of Tiananmen suggests, however, that
      negotiators can accurately understand another country’s domestic politics, incorporate accurate information into
      the policy-making process, and adjust policy accordingly. As a hard test of this issue, U.S.–China relations from
      1989 to 1992 suggests that misperceptions may be less prevalent in great power relations than frequently
      argued.76 This case study, however, also underscores the importance of analytical
      sophistication in policy making. Had either Chinese or American leaders not understood each other’s domestic
      situation, U.S.–China relations after June 1989 would have been far more conflictual and there would have been
      little prospect for an early resumption of more cooperative relations.
    


    
      It is important to distinguish the post-Tiananmen negotiations from negotiations entailing “audience
      costs.”77 Whereas the negotiator with tied hands cannot ratify international
      agreements, the negotiator facing audience costs insists that he does not want to make the agreement.
      The ability of Chinese and American leaders to accurately understand each other’s policy-making environment
      suggests that negotiators can distinguish between tied hands and manufactured audience costs. When one negotiator
      has tied hands, the other does not try to call the other’s bluff, for the decision is out of the negotiator’s
      hands. When a negotiator tries to manufacture audience costs, however, the other will try to call a bluff because
      the negotiator facing audience costs can decide whether or not to incur the domestic costs. This was the case
      during the early Clinton administration, when China frustrated White House efforts to link China’s MFN status
      with improvement in its human rights policy. This distinction also suggests that it is difficult to manufacture
      audience costs in order to offset strategic inferiority.78
    


    
      It is important also to note that because Chinese and American policymakers encountered compelling
      opposition from hardliners at different times, their respective leaderships could compensate for the other’s
      domestic difficulties. Had the role reversal not occurred, however, and had Chinese and American policymakers
      simultaneously experienced heightened political vulnerability over U.S.–China relations, hardliners could have
      dominated both ends of the bilateral relationship, leading to suboptimal, non-realpolitik policies from both
      countries and domestically driven conflict escalation, with significant implications for post–cold war U.S.–China
      relations and the East Asian strategic order. This case study does not address the prospects for negotiated
      outcomes to great power conflict in these more extreme circumstances.79
    


    
      The diplomacy of Tiananmen has more general implications for post–cold war U.S. policy making. For the
      foreseeable future, not only will international bargaining be more complicated and less predictable, it also will
      be less satisfying. The United States is accustomed to using its strategic and economic superiority to extract
      favorable agreements from weaker allies and adversaries. The relatively benign environment of post–cold war
      international politics, however, has enhanced the role of domestic politics in policy making not only in China
      and the United States but in many countries. To avoid escalated and counterproductive tension, the United States
      will have to accommodate itself to the paradoxical and frustrating position of being the world’s only superpower
      but experiencing less bargaining leverage than when it contended with the constant threat of Soviet power. In
      these circumstances, the United States will require the ability to conciliate weaker and often contemptible
      leaderships if it is to avoid entanglement in fruitless and destructive international conflicts. The course of
      U.S.–China negotiations suggests that the United States has this capacity, but it also suggests that managing
      such policy requires considerable presidential leadership and commitment.
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