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March 18, 2011

The Honorable Daniel Inouye

President Pro Tempore of the Senate, Washington, D.C. 20510
The Honorable John A. Boehner

Speaker of the House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 20515

DEAR SENATOR INOUYE AND SPEAKER BOEHNER:

We are pleased to notify you of our March 10, 2011 public hearing on “China’s
Narratives Regarding National Security Policy.” The Floyd D. Spence National Defense
Authorization Act (amended by Pub. L. No. 109-108, section 635(a)) provides the basis for this
hearing.

The Commissioners heard from the following witnesses: Dr. David Lampton, Dr. Gilbert
Rozman, Dr. Christopher Ford, Dr. Ashley Esarey, Dr. Jacqueline Newmyer, Mr. Mark Stokes, Dr.
John Park, and Mr. Abraham Denmark. The subjects covered included the future intentions of
China as an emerging power, the formulation and propagation of China’s narratives to
international audiences, and the role of the PLA in China’s foreign policy.

The full transcript of the hearing will be posted to the Commission’s website when
completed. The prepared statements and supporting documents submitted by the witnesses
are now posted on the Commission’s website at www.uscc.gov. Members and the staff of the
Commission are available to provide more detailed briefings. We hope these materials will be
helpful to the Congress as it continues its assessment of U.S.-China relations and their impact
on U.S. security.

The Commission will examine in greater depth these and other issues enumerated in its
statutory mandate, in its Annual Report that will be submitted to Congress in November 2011.
Should you have any questions regarding this hearing or any other issue related to China,
please do not hesitate to have your staff contact our Congressional Liaison, Jonathan Weston,
at 202-624-1487 or jweston@uscc.gov.

Sincerely yours,

VN

William A. Reinsch Daniel M. Slane
Chairman Vice Chairman
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CHINA'S NARRATIVES REGARDING
NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY

THURSDAY MARCH 10, 2011

U.S.-CHINA ECONOMIC AND SECURITY REVIEW COMMISSION

Washington, D.C.

The Commission met in Room 106, Dirksen Senate Office Building, at
9:18 a.m., Chairman William A. Reinsch, and Commissioners Jeffrey L. Fiedler
and Dennis C. Shea (Hearing Co-Chairs), presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER DENNIS C. SHEA
HEARING CO-CHAIR

HEARING CO-CHAIR SHEA: Good morning, everyone. | would like to thank all
of you, our witnesses and our assembled guests in the public gallery, for
joining us for today's hearing.

Today's topic is one that is of critical importance to future American
economic and national security: that of the messages that the Chinese
government promotes about its national security goals and what they may
reveal about China's course as an emerging great power. This dramatic story
has not yet fully played out, and many questions remain surrounding China's
rise to great power status.

It is not yet entirely clear how the Chinese state will choose to make
use of its dramatically increased economic and diplomatic clout. It is also
not clear what role China's rapidly modernizing and professionalizing armed
forces will come to play in Chinese foreign policy.



The Chinese government's response to concerns that have been raised
about PLA activity and military budgets has been a campaign of reassuring
messages offered through leadership speeches, official documents,
government spokespeople, and the state-controlled media.

These narratives have tended to stress the same general theme: that
China is a peaceful country interested primarily in its own domestic
economic development with no appetite for either foreign military
adventures or confrontations with other powers.

Such reassurances have been called into question, however, by deeds
that don't always appear to match the governing narrative. The Chinese
government's more aggressive efforts to assert sovereignty over disputed
territories in the South and East China seas, as well as its continued backing
of North Korea in the face of unprovoked attacks against South Korea, have
seemed to counteract much of its official rhetoric.

Furthermore, the emergence of more nationalistic voices within China,
many of them linked to the military establishment, provide a glimpse into
viewpoints that stand starkly at odds with reassuring statements about
peaceful and mutually beneficial economic development.

These apparent contradictions leave U.S. policymakers facing a
number of questions: what does the future hold for China's national security
policy; what will be the role of the PLA in securing Chinese interests abroad;
and which of Chinese competing narratives will ultimately emerge as the
true expression of China's course and intentions as a great power?

We look forward to the testimony of our distinguished witnesses today
as we seek to gain a better understanding of these issues that will better
enable us to fulfill our responsibilities as an advisory body to the Congress.

| once more thank all of you for joining us here this morning, and with
that, I'll turn the floor over to my colleague and co-chair for today's
hearing, Commissioner Jeffrey Fiedler.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER DENNIS C. SHEA
(HEARING CO-CHAIR)

Good morning, everyone. | would like to thank all of you, both our witnesses and our assembled guests in
the public gallery, for joining us for today’s hearing. Today’s topic is one that is of critical importance to future
American economic and national security: that of the messages that the Chinese government promotes about its
national security goals, and what they may reveal about China’s course as an emerging great power. China’s rise
over the past three decades — from an isolated and impoverished nation devastated by the Cultural Revolution, to
one of the world’s strongest industrial powers — has truly been an epochal event, and one that will shape U.S.
foreign policy for decades to come.

This dramatic story has not yet fully played out, however, and many questions remain surrounding China’s
rise to great power status. It is not yet entirely clear how the Chinese state will choose to make use of its
dramatically increased economic and diplomatic clout. It is also not clear what role China’s rapidly modernizing and
professionalizing armed forces will come to play in Chinese foreign policy. The Chinese government insists that the



People’s Liberation Army will only be used for defensive purposes, but year-on-year increases in its military budget,
as well as a steady expansion of its capabilities for power projection, have generated cause for concern among
many of China’s neighbors in East Asia.

The Chinese government’s response to such concerns has been a campaign of reassuring messages
offered through leadership speeches, official documents, government spokespeople, and the state-controlled
media. These narratives have tended to stress the same general theme: that China is a peaceful country interested
primarily in its own domestic economic development, with no appetite for either foreign military adventures or
confrontations with other powers. These messages have also stressed China’s interest in making positive
contributions to world security and the world economy, through measures such as overseas investment and
greater participation in peacekeeping and counter-terrorism initiatives.

Such reassurances have been called into question, however, by deeds that don’t always appear to match
the governing narrative. The Chinese government’s more aggressive efforts to assert sovereignty over disputed
territories in the South China Sea and East China Sea — as well as its continued staunch backing of North Korea in
the face of unprovoked attacks against South Korea — have seemed to counteract much of its official rhetoric.
Furthermore, the emergence of more nationalistic voices within China, many of them linked to the military
establishment provide a glimpse into viewpoints that stand starkly at odds with reassuring statements about
peaceful and mutually beneficial economic development.

These apparent contradictions leave U.S. policymakers facing a number of questions: What does the
future hold for China’s national security policy? What will be the role of the PLA in securing China’s interests
abroad? And which of China’s competing narratives will ultimately emerge as the true expression of China’s course
and intentions as a great power?

We look forward to the testimony of our distinguished witnesses today, as we seek to gain a greater
understanding of these issues that will better enable us to fulfill our responsibilities as an advisory body to the
Congress. | once more thank all of you for joining us here this morning —and with that, I'll turn the floor over to my
colleague and co-chair for today’s hearing, Commissioner Jeffrey Fiedler.

OPENING STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER JEFFREY L. FIEDLER
HEARING CO-CHAIR

HEARING CO-CHAIR FIEDLER: Thank you, Commissioner
Shea. I'd like to also welcome you.

Today, we'll be discussing a topic that has not received attention
equal to its importance: understanding the policy implications of the
messages that the Chinese government promotes to international audiences
regarding its own national security policies.

As has been pointed out by Commissioner Shea, the Chinese
government has invested great effort in providing reassuring messages to
foreign audiences: particularly, that its fundamental concern lies in the
peaceful development of its own domestic economy, and that China will
never pose a threat to its neighbors.

While it's certainly the hope of all sensible people that this will prove
to be true, prudence demands a more careful examination of China's course
as an emerging world power.



Underlying this is a simple question, but one that has no easy answer:
can China's reassurances be taken at face value?

This is not to assume that the narratives promoted by China's
information bureaucracy are necessarily false. In many cases, they may be
accurate expressions of policy intent. However, the Chinese government's
manipulation of information does mean that its narrative should not be
taken uncritically at face value, and that these narratives must be subject to
a comparison of the Chinese government's words against its deeds.

This is particularly true in the case of China's narratives regarding its
foreign and national security policies, for either successful deception or
simply the spread of mutual misunderstanding both could have a severely
detrimental impact on future U.S. national security.

It's imperative that U.S. policymakers and the U.S. public have an
accurate understanding of China's future intentions.

It's our hope that today's hearing and the testimony of our
distinguished speakers who have joined us here today will make a modest
contribution towards this goal.

With that, | will introduce our first panel. Dr. David Lampton is
Director of China Studies at Johns Hopkins-SAIS.

Dr. Lampton was the former President of the National Committee on
United States-China Relations; past Director of China Policy Studies at the
American Enterprise Institute and the Nixon Center.

His testimony addresses policy debates that lie behind the sometimes
seemingly contradictory narratives emerging from China.

Our second witness is Dr. Gilbert Rozman, Professor of Sociology at
Princeton University. Dr. Rozman has taught at Princeton for the past 40
years and is currently--1'm sorry that they wrote that.

[Laughter.]

HEARING CO-CHAIR FIEDLER: I'm increasingly sensitive to time--

DR. ROZMAN: I'm not.

COMMISSIONER BARTHOLOMEW: Very young when he started.

HEARING CO-CHAIR FIEDLER: He is currently a Woodrow Wilson
International Center Scholar. He has also served as an Associate of the
National Intelligence Council since 2006 and a Senior Fellow at the Foreign
Policy Research Institute since 1998.

His testimony addresses recent PRC political science writing pertaining
to China's place in the world and China's sense of national identity as it
relates to foreign policy behavior.

Dr. Christopher Ford is a Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute. He
served as the United States Representative for Nuclear Nonproliferation
until September of 2008, and prior to that as Principal Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State responsible for arms control, nonproliferation, and
disarmament verification and compliance policy.

His research focuses on topics ranging from nonproliferation and



disarmament to comparative law, from Chinese strategic culture to
intelligence oversight, and his testimony will present his views that modern
Chinese statecraft continues to be shaped by a Sinocentric hierarchical
outlook on power relationships in Asia.

One moment about the rules. Each of the witnesses will be given
seven minutes to testify. Do we have timers on there? Push to talk or it
will not be recorded and she can't hear you.

Then we will go for a round of questioning by the Commissioners, five
minutes apiece, and hopefully we'll have sufficient time for a second round.

Dr. Lampton.

[The statement follows:]

Prepared Statement of Commissioner Jeffrey L. Fiedler
(Hearing Co-Chair)

Thank you, Commissioner Shea. | would like to second that warm welcome to all of you who have joined
us here this morning, and particularly to the witnesses who will be sharing with us their expertise and insights on
these issues. Today we will be discussing a topic that has not received attention equal to its importance:
understanding the policy implications of the messages that the Chinese government promotes to international
audiences regarding its own national security policies.

As has been pointed out by Commissioner Shea the Chinese government has invested great effort in
providing reassuring messages to foreign audiences: particularly, that its fundamental concern lies in the peaceful
development of its own domestic economy, and that China will never pose a threat to its neighbors. While it is
certainly the hope of all sensible people that this will prove to be true, prudence demands a more careful
examination of China’s course as an emerging world power. Underlying this is a simple question, but one that has
no easy answer: Can China’s reassurances be taken at face value?

This is not to assume that the narratives promoted by China’s informational bureaucracy are necessarily
false — in many cases, they may be accurate expressions of policy intent. However, the Chinese government’s
manipulation of information does mean that its narratives should not be taken uncritically at face value, and that
these narratives must be made subject to a comparison of the Chinese government’s words against its deeds. This
is particularly true in the case of China’s narratives regarding its foreign and national security policies — for either
successful deception, or simply the spread of mutual misunderstanding, could both have a severely detrimental
impact on future U.S. national security.

It is imperative that U.S. policymakers and the U.S. public have an accurate understanding of China’s
future intentions. It is our hope that today’s hearing, and the testimony of the distinguished speakers who have
joined us here today, will make a modest contribution towards this goal. With that, we will now turn to our first
panel.

PANEL I: CHINESE NARRATIVES AND POLICY DEBATES SURROUNDING
GEOPOLITICS IN EAST ASIA AND CHINA’S EMERGENCE AS A GREAT POWER

STATEMENT OF DR. DAVID M. LAMPTON
PROFESSOR, DEAN OF FACULTY, AND DIRECTOR OF CHINA STUDIES, JOHNS
HOPKINS SCHOOL OF ADVANCED INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, WASHINGTON,
DC



DR. LAMPTON: Well, thank you, Co-Chairs Shea and Fiedler, and all
the other Commissioners, many of whom | know. It's good to be with you.

You have my written testimony. I'm not going to read it. I'm going to
try to package essentially the same ideas in a briefer and more user-friendly
way than perhaps the writing.

| really want to make three points. While China does have its
narratives of foreign affairs and national security policy we're all familiar
with, the sort of China as the bullied power of the 19th and much of the
20th century, the victim mentality, the Americans are containing us--all
those narratives have not vanished--what | want to emphasize is that | think
there are some new drivers of Chinese foreign policy, and they can go in a
number of directions. I'm not a determinist on this. I'm hopeful. I'm
optimistic, but things could go wrong from both a Chinese perspective and
ours. So that's sort of the framework | have.

I think the first big driver that | would want to talk about is what |
would call the fragmentation of both Chinese society and the Chinese
bureaucracy. | think as Americans, we all recognize that pluralism is an
essential social and political characteristic for democracies, but pluralism in
and of itself has dangers as well as providing the soil in which a more
representative society can grow up.

Reform has had the consequence in China of fragmenting society and
the bureaucracy maybe even more than it was in the past. I've felt for a
long time China is less coherent than we think, but | think it's becoming
more fragmented in important ways | want to describe.

One way to put it is that Chinese leaders are becoming weaker as
Chinese society becomes stronger. You could look at Mao and Deng as
strong leaders; Jiang Zemin | think was fairly strong but certainly not in the
Deng/Mao league; and you now look at the fourth generation and | would
say impending fifth generation, and in comparison to society, | think they're
weaker leaders. That doesn't mean they're weak; they can deal with
opposition in ruthless ways. The long and the short of it is stronger society,
weaker leaders.

And this allows many elements of Chinese society to act and articulate
their thoughts, their preferences, their values, their interests, and that's
leaving us with the problem of trying to discern who speaks for China or in
what policy domain? It's not so obvious now who speaks for China, and my
written testimony tries to lay out a little, but there's an increasing
literature, both in China itself and in analysis by foreigners of China, about
this. Just a few examples to give you a glimpse of what | mean.

Chinese multinational corporations in many senses are--certainly the
big ones--still part of the state apparatus, state-owned enterprises, and so
forth, but corporations are getting increasing degrees of freedom of action
in the world, partly because it's delegated to them, partly because they have



resources and a capacity to act beyond the vision of the state.

And | think we shouldn't underestimate the degree to which the
Chinese state finds out that actors like corporations are acting in the world
and reads about it in the global press, and suddenly the leadership is
presented with a problem they didn't either fully anticipate or maybe in
even some cases know about.

Provinces have always, of course, been important in China, but in
foreign policy | think they're becoming more and more important actors. |
tried to explain, for instance, how the northeast provinces of China might
help us understand why China is so resistant to pushing the North Koreans
as hard on multiple fronts as we might like them to do.

Also, we have the rise, | don't want to say of an independent media,
but | would say an increasingly commercially-driven media. More voices in
China have access to that, and you find some very, let us put it this way,
immoderate voices even in the official media and the quasi-official media,
and, of course, the Internet itself draws many even more immoderate views.

| also think that reform and open in a kind of funny way has
empowered the security apparatus and propaganda apparatus, and we can in
our discussion talk about that. But the point is there are now a lot more
actors in Chinese foreign policy, and the Chinese institutional structure is
not very good, in my view, in coordinating these various actors.

So we can't assume that everything that China does is an intentional
act of the state. That doesn't mean we like it. It doesn't mean it's in our
interests. It doesn't mean a lot of things. But it's going to be very difficult
for us to discern who's speaking for China; who's acting for China; how do
you get control of the situation?

A second aspect of this in China is a view of the United States that we
are declining, though not so much the U.S. compared to Japan and the
Europeans, but as a whole, the Western world or the Western big powers |
think are seen by China as certainly less dominant now than in the past and
likely to be less dominant in the future than they are now.

| think the Chinese have relatively more optimism, if that's the word,
that the U.S. is going to be on a gradual, | don't want to say decline, but
reduced dominance in the world. But when they look at the Europeans and
when they look at the Japanese, | think they see them on a steeper gradient
of declining dominance.

And this is fed by much of the discussion in the United States. If you
look at Gallup polls, you'll find there are a plurality of Americans who think
China is the world's leading economic power now. And, of course, they look
at what Secretary Gates said the other day--and | said in my written
testimony--1 broadly agreed with his statement--but he basically said we'd
have to be out of our mind to commit ground troops in the Middle East, in
Asia, and so forth.

Well, the Chinese are listening to this, and it's reinforcing their view



that if our capacity is declining and theirs is going up, they're entitled to
renegotiate a lot of the arrangements we've had for the last 30 years that
they haven't been so comfortable with. So | think that's another whole area
we need to think about.

Another driver for this is what | would call the action-reaction cycle,
and we were familiar with that in the Cold War. That is, technology is
driving a lot of this. As China is becoming more dependent on space assets,
it wants to protect them, and we see their efforts to protect them (as
indeed they could be) as a threat to our own assets. We see the same thing
with missile defense and so forth.

Cyber is the area I'm actually, | don't want to say the most worried
about, very worried about. There's essentially an arms race of sorts going
on in the cyber world, and this seems to me intrinsically a much more
complicated world than even the nuclear standoff and negotiations we had
with the Soviet Union.

So there are these objective factors driving the situation,
fragmentation, a sense that power relations in the world are changing, and
technology is driving a lot of this behavior.

The second point I'd like to make here is that China is having a debate.
Just like we're sitting here talking about what our policy should be, how
coherent is our policy, is it in our interests, China is having this debate
about its own policy. And quite frankly they've had debates similar to this
before. In 1999, after we bombed the embassy in Yugoslavia, they went
through a whole reassessment--should we change our fundamental foreign
policy?

Then they decided after a debate not to fundamentally change their
policy, and that accounted for the next decade. | think China is in a period
now of similar debate, and it's not foreordained how that debate is going to
come out, but | think on balance--maybe this is my optimism--that the
internationalists there will generally prevail, but I'm not certain of that, and
the battle is ongoing, and it suggests to me that we ought to do what we can
within our limits not to empower the most destructive elements in Chinese
society, recognizing that's not fully within our power.

| guess the final thing | would say is that the irreducible minimum
needed to effectively manage the U.S.-China relationship is only partly
dependent on what China does. They're looking at us and our national
capabilities and asking themselves what are we doing [the U.S.] to get our
house in order. | think the Chinese are realists. | think if they see us
dealing effectively with our fiscal problems, our social problems of various
sorts, our schools, these are the bases of national power that | think the
Chinese are looking at. And, from their point--well, from our point of view--
not all the signals are terrific here.

So | think if we're going to effectively deal with China, we need to get
our own house in order.



[The statement follows:]

Testimony before the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission

By David M. Lampton1
Professor, Dean of Faculty, and Director of China Studies
Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies

Hearing: China’s Narratives Regarding National Security Policy
March 10, 2011, 9:30-11:00 AM
Room 106 Dirksen Senate Office Building

| want to thank members of the Commission for inviting me to share my thoughts with you on this important
subject. | look forward to hearing your questions and responses and those of my distinguished fellow panelists.

The United States and China must have a productive relationship if stability, broad human welfare, and reasonable
global growth are to be secured and sustained. Achieving a productive relationship is entirely possible. However,
it will not be easy and will require protracted, joint efforts between not only the two governments, but our two
societies as well. The indispensable foundation for such ties is a clear-eyed recognition of where the difficulties
and frictions lie. | further believe that there are no fewer people at the top echelons of intellectual and policy
leadership in China who share these beliefs and aspirations than there are in our own government and society. As
“exhibit one,” | would direct the Commission’s attention to the most recent issue of Foreign Affairs (March/April
2011) and an article written by the Dean of the School of International Studies at Peking University, Professor
Wang lJisi.

A principal subject of current foreign policy-related debate both in the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and in the
rest of the world simply is this: “After arguably twenty-plus years of generally deft foreign policy in which China’s
comprehensive national power has grown much faster than the perceived threat posed by Beijing’s growing
strength, what accounts for the last two years’ periodically counterproductive, less deft Chinese foreign and
security policy?” This less deft, less reassuring foreign and security policy has been manifested in an unannounced
and troublesome anti-satellite test in January 2007 that littered satellite orbits with debris; in China’s muted
response to the North Korean nuclear test of May 2009, Beijing’s failure until possibly recently to visibly and
helpfully react to North Korean provocations in the sinking of a South Korean warship in March 2010 or the killing
of ROK civilians in a late 2010 artillery barrage, and in the feeble response to North Korea’s revelation of an active
and advanced uranium enrichment program in late 2010; China’s more assertive postures in the Yellow, East China,
and South China seas (affecting the Republic of Korea, the United States, Japan, ASEAN, and others); its
overreaction at the July 2010 ASEAN meetings when China reminded its smaller southern neighbors that, well, they
were smaller and should draw appropriate conclusions from that fact; and, the almost inexplicably intense
overreaction to last year’s awarding of the Nobel Peace Prize to Liu Xiaobo, and, for that matter, the overreaction
to the low-key Obama meeting with the Dalai Lama of January 2010. All in all, this has not been reassuring to
China’s neighbors or bigger powers at greater distance. Incidentally, many analysts in China would say, and are
saying, much the same.

In all fairness, there also have been positive entries on the ledger, though some initiatives could usefully go much
farther. Among those | would include: modest, but not trivial, upward adjustment of the exchange rate’; some

' DAVID M. LAMPTON, dean of faculty and director of China Studies at Johns Hopkins—SAIS, has written widely on
Chinese foreign and domestic policy, his most recent book is The Three Faces of Chinese Power: Might, Money, and

Minds (2008), and he is former president of the National Committee on U.S.-China Relations.
® This is true particularly if one considers inflation in the PRC.



apparent PRC (People’s Republic of China) pressure on North Korea not to escalate the dangerous situation on the
Korean Peninsula in the wake of the November 2010 shelling of Yeonpyeong Island; reluctant acquiescence in
sanctions on Iran, albeit watered down; China’s contributions to global economic stability and growth, stemming
from its drive to keep its own economic growth rate high; Beijing’s more conciliatory and constructive stance on
climate and energy issues (though neither Beijing or Washington is doing enough, given the scale of the
challenges); and China’s contributions to anti-piracy duty in the Gulf of Aden and thus far cooperative posture in
the crisis involving Libya.

Nonetheless, the question remains: “What are the considerations that account for Beijing’s recently less deft
foreign and security policy?” There are doubtless a number of contributing factors that are important and that will
not be the focus of my Testimony. Among those are: the still palpable and important “victim,” “containment,”
and “domestic interference” narratives coming from China’s modern and contemporary history; what Beijing
University’s Wang Jisi refers to as a “surge in China” of “nationalist feelings;"3 developments in the external world
that feed elite insecurity in the PRC such as the “color revolutions” of the 2000s (e.g., Serbia, Georgia, Ukraine, and
Kyrgyzstan) and the more recent Middle East and North African wave of instability in autocratic regimes; U.S.
alliances and friendships that are becoming stronger on China’s periphery (in part due to Beijing’s behavior and
policies); heightened sensitivity to internal security threats whether they stem from restive ethnic minorities in
Tibet or Xinjiang, popular resentment of corruption, inequality, and environmental deterioration, inflationary
pressures, or from the waves of rural-to-urban migration that are creating city dwellers at a rapid pace, people
who have a volatile combination of rising aspirations and feelings of vulnerability; and, last but not least, there is
the pending succession from Fourth Generation Leaders (Hu Jintao) to Fifth Generation leaders, with contestants
for jobs at all levels positioning themselves not to be seen as soft on foreigners.

These considerations have been commented upon frequently by others and will not receive further elaboration
here. | wish to focus on three developments that | believe to be key: 1) The pluralization of Chinese society and the
policy process; 2) Chinese views of U.S. national strength and their own, against the backdrop of an unusually
negative assessment by Americans of their own national circumstance; and 3), Expanding Chinese interests and
capabilities into new spaces.

The pluralization of Chinese society and the policy process. Chinese government and society is becoming more
complex, with new social and bureaucratic actors in the policy process.4 Broadly speaking, leaders are becoming
weaker and society stronger. With respect to society, we have the rise of increasingly “normal” multi-national
corporations, albeit with heavy state involvement, and they have resources somewhat beyond the reach of the
central state (assets abroad, for instance), they have interests that may diverge from that of the Foreign Ministry
on occasion, and most of all, they have growing freedom of action, meaning that the central state may not know
about some of their actions until they read about it in the global press or on the Internet.

In the bureaucracy more narrowly defined, particular institutions have been relatively empowered by the open and
reform policy (trade, externally related economic ministries, and the military) and others have been the loser of
their monopoly status in the old system—here | would identify the Foreign Ministry—no longer do Foreign Affairs
Offices control the gateways to the outside world as they once did. The domestic security and propaganda
organizations have gained strength as the Party reacts to the increasing permeability of the state and nation—look
at the new Public Security Headquarters along Chang An Jie (Beijing's main East-West Boulevard) if you want a
physical expression of this. The Great (cyber) Fire Wall is a virtual expression of this. Quite naturally, as China’s
defense establishment has gained budget, if not percentage of GDP, and as China’s arms industry becomes a more
capable job creator, economic stakes increasingly will energize new constituencies in China’s internal security

} Wang Jisi, “China’s Search for a Grand Strategy,” Foreign Affairs (March/April 20110), p. 73.

4 See, David M. Lampton, “China’s Foreign and National Security Policy-Making Process: Is It Changing and Does It
Matter?,” in David M. Lampton, ed., The Making of Chinese Foreign and Security Policy in the Era of Reform
(Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2001), pp. 1-36; See Linda Jakobson and Dean Knox, New Foreign Policy
Actors in China, SIPRI Policy Paper, No. 26 (September 2010).
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policy debate. In short, within the bureaucracy, pluralization has bred stronger advocates, and stronger skeptics,
of international cooperation. | believe that constituencies more cosmopolitan in impulse often will prevail, but it
will not be easy or inevitable.

More foreign policy actors, with greater degrees of freedom to act and more resources at their disposal, mean that
even if the Center wants to control Chinese security and foreign policy behavior in detail, it may not always be able
to do so, at least until it discovers problems in the global press. At a minimum, all this suggests that foreign and
security policy may become an increasingly contentious issue in China, as it indeed is today. The way the current
foreign and security policy debate is being framed domestically is: Should we continue with Deng Xiaoping’s “low
profile policy” (tao guang yang hui) or should China become more vigorously involved in contentious international
issues and be more assertive in pressing its interests?’

At the sub-national government level, one has more uniformly open and cooperative impulses, driven by
aspirations for economic development, but the Party chiefs along China’s sometime fragile periphery (e.g., Tibet,
Xinjiang, and the three northeastern provinces near North Korea) often have complex interests represented by the
desire for both security and stability, on the one hand, and economic advancement on the other. Coastal
provinces thus far have an even bigger interest in international cooperation than many interior areas. But, the
point is, localities increasingly have varied interests in the foreign and security policy realm. If one is looking for
some of the sources of Beijing’s resistance to pressuring North Korea, for example, some of that reluctance reflects
the economic and security interests of China’s three northern-most provinces—Liaoning, Jilin, and Heilongjiang.
These provinces have unemployment problems, they have South Koreans coming into sensitive border areas
promoting religious and humanitarian objectives, they have local Korean ethnic populations with relatives across
the border in the DPRK, and they simply fear being overrun in the event of an implosion in the DPRK, as Carla
Freeman notes in her work.’ Similarly, with respect to Burma (Myanmar), China’s Yunnan Province wants to assure
a permeable border and unfettered business access (both legal and illegal) while at the same time wanting a
sufficiently effective central government in the Burmese capital to prevent civil conflict from spilling into China
itself. These considerations do not lead either Beijing or Yunnan’s provincial authorities to prioritize Burmese
human rights as does Washington.

And, at the societal level, as Andrew Mertha notes,” China is developing a class of “policy entrepreneurs,” think
tanks, university centers, solitary dissenting voices and more generalized public opinion, interest groups, and social
organizations that are becoming increasingly adept at using mass media (formal and informal) as megaphones for
their ideas and concerns, many of which have popular resonance and which the central government sometimes
fears to ignore—relations with Japan and sovereignty claims are examples. As the China Institute of Contemporary
International Relations’ Professor Da Wei put it in a recent article, “[I]n all countries, controversial views or even
extreme viewpoints are more marketable than moderate ones.”®

Therefore, the recent messiness, sometimes clumsiness, of Chinese foreign and security policy reflects the
pluralization of China’s government and society. China’s leaders are getting weaker in relationship to society.
China’s leaders are becoming more overloaded with issues. Put bluntly, in today’s China one hears a lot of ideas,
good and bad, that are not “made in” the PRC government or Communist Party as a whole, but rather by pieces of
a splintering society and fragmented bureaucracy. This creates a situation in which Americans and others must

> Zhu Weilie, “On Diplomatic Strategy of "Keeping a Low Profile and Taking a Proactive Role When Feasible,”” Global
Review (May/June 2010), pp. 1-11.

® Carla Freeman, “Fragile Edges Between Security and Insecurity: China’s Border Regions,” in Rongxing Guo and
Carla Freeman, eds., Managing Fragile Regions (New York: Springer, 2011), pp. 23-46; see also, Carla P. Freeman,
“Neighborly Relations: the Tumen development project and China’s security strategy,” Journal of Contemporary
China (2010), 19 (63), pp. 137-157.

” Andrew Mertha, China’s Water Warriors: Citizen Action and Policy Change (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
2008).

8 Da Wei, “Has China Become "Tough’?” China Security, Vol. 6, No. 3, p. 100.
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both discern “who to listen to” and realize that not all good things come with pluralization and higher degrees of
social initiative. Pluralization is a requirement for a freer society, but it is not a guarantee of either responsible
behavior, much less behavior the United States necessarily will find palatable. Again, as Da Wei put it in China
Security,9 “Looking at recent changes in Chinese foreign affairs policies through the lens of this pluralism has much
greater explanatory ability than simple criticisms of China’s supposedly toughened stance.”

Views of national strength. China is to a considerable extent a bargaining culture in which prior bargains are open
for renegotiation whenever the underlying power positions, or broader circumstances, of the two (or more) parties
shift. China, meaning its government and its people, has been chafing at some of the implicit or explicit bargains
struck in the past with the United States, most notably regarding Taiwan, the U.S. military’s close-in surveillance of
the Mainland, visits to the White House by the Dalai Lama, vulnerability of the PRC’s nuclear deterrent, and so
forth. Now that China perceives itself stronger, and America and its allies on a trajectory of decreased dominance,
it is no surprise Beijing is asking to “renegotiate” the prior bargains it finds most unsatisfactory.

The Chinese hardly can be blamed for seeing themselves with enhanced strength when a 2009 Gallup Poll found
that 39 percent of Americans thought China was “the leading economic power in the world today,” as compared to
37 percent of polled Americans who still saw the United States in this Iight.10 Indeed, the U.S. Intelligence
Community in its Global Trends report of late 2008 said that it anticipated the United States would be less
dominant in the future. One needs only to look at global shares of GDP to see China rising and U.S. allies declining,
although the United States still enjoys an enormous lead."" This mode of analysis is not unique to today’s Chinese
leadership—in an earlier age, Mao and his traditional forbearers saw history and international relations as the
interplay of rising and declining powers.

As far as | can detect, different parts of the Chinese Government and Party apparatus have somewhat different
assessments of both China’s current power and the gradient of change in U.S. strength and will. The top of the
Chinese political hierarchy seems relatively realistic in assessing China’s own capabilities and in recognizing that the
United States has a resilience they should not underestimate. But, in some corners of the foreign and security
policy apparatus, not least the People’s Liberation Army (especially among retired officers), there is a more robust
interpretation of China’s strengths and less deference given to American strength and will. Secretary Gates’ recent
(and in my view correct) statement that: “In my opinion, any future defense secretary who advises the president
to again send a big American land army into Asia or into the Middle East or Africa should ‘have his head examined,’
as General MacArthur so delicately put it,” certainly fits in with a view already prevalent in China. Indeed, one
Chinese strategic analyst in 2003 said the following to me that indicates the dynamic view of power that many
security analysts in China seemingly have:

China has been deterred by the U.S. military in [regarding] Taiwan. The U.S. is lucky we do [are deterred]
and are not like the DPRK. Now [we, the PRC] currently acknowledge spending $20 billion [on defense], 5
percent of the U.S., and in 20 years it will be 20 percent of the U.S. This will make the U.S. and China
reassess their relative military strengths. So then, what is the U.S. option? “The U.S. would have no
military option. Would not be able to honor its TRA [Taiwan Relations Act]. At the same time the PRC’s
soft power will also grow. So, the PRC [will be] stronger in both hard and soft power. Will the PRC flex its
muscles? Can’t say we would because of huge domestic problems, we have more soft power, and more
confident.” “We want peaceful coexistence with the Taiwan side.”™

°Da Wei, “Has China Become "Tough’?” China Security, Vol. 6, No. 3, p. 98.

10 Lydia Saad, “U.S. Surpasses China in Forecast for Economic Powerhouse, “ Gallup Poll, February 16, 2009,
http://www.gallup.com/poll/114658/Surpasses-China-Forecast-Economic-Powerhouse.aspx.

! “Real Historical Gross Domestic Product (GDP) Shares and Growth Rates of GDP Shares for Baseline
Countries/Regions (in percent) 1969-2009,” U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service, November
2, 2009.

2 David M. Lampton, Notes of Conversation with Chinese Security Analyst, January 18-22, 2003, pp. 5-6.
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To just carry the military budget story forward to this month, China’s March 2011 session of the National People’s
Congress is expected to, as of this writing, approve an increase of 12.7 percent in its official defense budget, which
does not include a significant fraction of defense-related spending; the U.S. Defense budget, incidentally, omits
significant items from this line item in the U.S. federal budget. This year’s percentage increase contrasts to the last
budget year’s increase of 7.5 percent. To gain a broader perspective, however, in the years prior to 2010 the rate
of increase averaged about 19 percent.13 Translated into U.S. dollars, the anticipated 2011 PRC military budget
would be in excess of US$91 billion, and the informant cited above was talking about a world (2002-2003) of $20
billion in Chinese military expenditures. The informant’s projections have proven not too far off.

Turning to society, generally speaking, less moderate views are aired on the Internet (450 million Netizens) and in
increasingly commercialized media than one hears from responsible, active officials. Nonetheless, the principal
pillars of elite legitimacy are economic growth, citizen satisfaction, and standing up for national dignity.
Reasonable officials, therefore, must listen to unreasonable popular and other views. The Chinese man on the
street just doesn’t see why a China that is regaining its historic role in the world needs to put up with ongoing
indignities. The combination of perceived national strength and popular resentment that strikes anxiety in the
heart of China’s neighbors also is of concern to the many moderates in China’s leadership.

The best thing the United States could do for these misperceptions and resulting misjudgments is to put its own
national house in order, to be seen on a trajectory of growth, comprehensive national strength, and good
governance. The Chinese look at power and determination, not rhetoric. If America changes in positive directions
in these respects, we will see a positive response from the PRC. And by power | do not have in mind principally
military power—I mean the economic and intellectual foundations of state power. Indeed, over expenditure on
military capacity, while ignoring the need to educate our children adequately, is the biggest security risk we face—
bar none. The United States needs to be subtle, increasing its comprehensive strength and friendship with nations
throughout the region, without feeding Chinese concern that the outside world is ganging up on it.

Expanding Chinese interests and capabilities into new spaces. In the mid-1980s, China made the strategic decision
to slice away the fat in its bloated land army and increase its air, naval, missile, and space capabilities. Deng
Xiaoping made the strategic decision (accurate it turns out) that China had time to lower its guard to effect this
shift inasmuch as the danger of big power war being imposed on China was slight for the next twenty or so years.
Moreover, Deng’s modernization program moved China’s economic center of gravity toward the coast. Under this
new circumstance, with modernized China on the vulnerable coast in big cities, unlike Mao Zedong, Deng was no
longer willing to fight a war on Chinese territory. Deng and his strategic thinkers reasonably decided to move the
zone of potential conflict off China’s landmass—that meant into the air, sea, and space beyond Chinese shores.

In turn, this meant that the focus of China’s military modernization was moving Chinese security policy away from
an insular, continental focus to a more regional (eventually global) and power projection focus, albeit over
decades. This necessarily meant, and means, that China is moving into zones of strategic space where the United
States was, and remains, overwhelmingly dominant. Irrespective of intentions by either side, this energizes
anxieties in both security establishments.

This bilateral anxiety is further compounded by China’s growing dependence on, and involvement in, the world
economy--the sea and air lines of communication, not to mention space-based communications, all are new
strategic interests and concerns for Beijing. For example, thirty years ago, China would not have had tens of
thousands of workers in Libya and North Africa and, therefore, it would not then have had the concerns Beijing
now has about how to safely extract its citizens from a distant zone that is falling apart. To extract these Chinese
citizens abroad requires independent air or sea lift capacity, unless the PRC is prepared to rely on others. Of
course, long-range ships and planes used for humanitarian purposes can also be put to other uses.

3 jason Dean, “China Defense Budget to Increase by 12.7%,” ASIA NEWS, March 4, 2011, 12:02 AM ET.
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China has for a considerable time been worried about the security of its small nuclear deterrent, as we would be if
we only had a small number of vulnerable strategic weapons. Just like us, China is building diversified platforms,
including nuclear subs and aircraft carriers, in part to make a devastating preemptive attack less possible by a
hostile power. China, like the United States, depends increasingly on space-based communications, sensing, and
navigation. China is not satisfied with being vulnerable to U.S. ground or space-based systems, and it will try (is
trying) to protect its own assets. If the United States builds ABM systems, we need to expect a similar impulse in
China, as was demonstrated in early 2010 with the PRC’s ABM test. In a similar vein, China’s 2007 anti-satellite test
was to be expected, if not then, eventually. In the cyber world of offense and defense, we already see a worrisome
competition between China and the United States.

All this points to an action-reaction cycle with a dynamic akin to that of the Cold War, a dynamic in which each
side’s moves, understandable in their own context, set off an expensive, and ultimately security-reducing response
from the other side, producing a potentially endless upward spiral.

The key challenges, therefore, are twofold: First, we must develop rules of the road through bilateral and
multilateral negotiations so that zones where we increasingly come into contact are “governed” by shared norms,
rules, and procedures. Our two navies, for instance, need much more cooperation and norm building than
currently is the case, though some progress has been made. Space is another area, with a significant area of
opportunity being Chinese participation in the International Space Station. Second, on the strategic front,
Washington needs to acknowledge that it accepts the fact that the PRC will have a strategic deterrent that is
“adequate” for China’s perceived needs. Our joint task is to create a stable equilibrium at the lowest possible
levels and create a situation in which both sides think minimal strategic force levels are all that is required. The
action-reaction-cycle is generating not only an image of a more assertive China in Washington, American
actions/reactions are fueling Chinese perceptions of an increasingly assertive America.

HEARING CO-CHAIR FIEDLER: Thank you very much.
Dr. Rozman.

STATEMENT OF DR. GILBERT ROZMAN
PROFESSOR OF SOCIOLOGY, PRINCETON UNIVERSITY
PRINCETON, NEW JERSEY

DR. ROZMAN: | welcome this opportunity to speak about the Chinese

narratives on security and geopolitics. | have followed them closely over
three decades, and | believe there is consistency, coherence, and top-down
organization. | have essentially immersed myself in them in recent months.

They go way beyond international relations studies. There are elements of
history and culture and, far more, a broad social science approach.

| don't think the message in this narrative is reassuring anymore. |
heard Commissioner Shea and Commissioner Fiedler indicate that there has
been some reassurance, and, yes, State Councilor Dai Bingguo in December
made a statement that was a throwback to an old Chinese narrative, but
that's not the narrative I've been reading from a great variety of sources.

There are many academics in China whose views | respect a great deal.
When | was previously allowed to go to China (I haven’t received a visa in
six years.) | used to yearly interview these people and examine their views,
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and | had the impression that they were very sharp. Their views are not
being heard these days or they are marginalized. | think the Security and
Propaganda Departments have always dominated, and now views that were
somewhat concealed have come much more into the open, and therefore |
regard this as a transformation of the Chinese narrative, particularly
accelerating in the last two to three years, with a clear message. It doesn't
mean that there aren't debates in China, but this message really is
demonization of the United States in many, many respects.

And so let me indicate why I'm not optimistic. I'm at least cautiously
pessimistic with the understanding that there is interaction between
narratives, we can have some influence on what happens, and there's still
debate going on in China.

But through my inductive approach, not trying to assume a particular
outlook, but just immersing myself in these sources, | argue that this
narrative is really part of a national identity statement, and there's a
reemergence of a strong ideological component, including a reassertion
about the struggle between socialism and capitalism, reassertion of the anti-
imperialist, anti-hegemonist rhetoric, and also a very strong element of
Sinocentric Confucian tradition. The Confucianism and socialism seemed
totally contradictory in the Maoist era. They're not allowing it to be
contradictory at all these days.

| would also add that there's a long-term historical outlook which has
changed, and China is always in the right in all these periods, and
reinterpreting the Korean War, reasserting that the Korean War was glorious
is just one part of that overall statement. The Cold War period is no longer
so much the United States versus the Soviet Union as anti-communism
versus China and others--so the United States is really being blamed and the
Soviet Union not, much more than before.

The post-Cold War period is looked at much more negatively. They
don't see 1989 or 1990 as a turning point, but rather as a period where the
hegemonic tendencies of the U.S. actually were accelerated, and that only
now is there an opportunity for a real turning point, and that would mean
the rise of Eastern civilization with China at the center. There's a lot on
Eastern versus Western civilization going back centuries, and Western
civilization's faults in the way it organized the world community, created
imperialism, and so on.

So there is a very sharp dichotomy including demonization not only of
the United States but, to a degree, of U.S. leaders. Obama, | think, is
treated worse than George W. Bush, and also Hillary Clinton is particularly
criticized.

In Japan, they've really gone after Prime Minister Kan Naoto, and of
course retiring Foreign Minister Maehara, and in South Korea, President Lee
Myung-bak. So there's a kind of consistency in this criticism which has
intensified.
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| look at two particular issues as evidence of this changed worldview.
I'm not drawing out the policy implications of this. I'm talking about what
the narrative is and how I'm looking for all the evidence in the narrative,
and | find not a lot contradictory.

The first theme that I've followed very closely over the last ten years
is the Korean Peninsula and the Six-Party Talks, trying to understand the
internal debates in China on these issues, and | conclude that there was a
dramatic change in the last two years in analyzing that situation with much
more criticism of the United States, as well as South Korea, and much less of
North Korea, despite the provocative belligerent behavior of North Korea.

That is a tell-tell sign. It's a kind of litmus test. We've got to find a
way to get them back towards not just policy but in narrative to understand
we have a common approach to what are the challenges on the Korean
Peninsula.

South Korea now is being demonized historically, culturally and a lot
of ways that are striking, and North Korea, despite the fact we know that at
times when there's a nuclear test, there are a few articles that appear in
China that have a more critical approach, but basically North Korea is not
being criticized in the main literature in China. It's mainly the United States
that's to blame for the failure of not resuming the Six-Party Talks.

The other issue is the so-called "return to Asia" theme. That is
regarded in China as a very serious change in U.S. policy that threatens the
natural course of Asian regionalism with China, ASEAN Plus 3, ASEAN Plus 1.
We are blamed. Japan is heavily blamed. South Korea is blamed. And it's
linked to what's going on in Southeast Asia. It's linked to Japan policy.

And so it used to be that China tried to differentiate and divide the
United States from Japan at various points in the last 20 years. There's not
much of that anymore. They had a promising prime minister in Hatoyama
who wanted really to improve relations with China, and they didn't take him
seriously. They minimized the possibility of working with him, and they
didn't meet Japan even partway, and that ended up as one factor in making
it more difficult for Sino-Japanese relations to improve, and, in fact, they've
deteriorated considerably.

But basically this view of regionalism has all of the elements of
national identity that | consider. It sees the Western countries arriving in
Asia as imperialists, and "hegemonic" replaces the word "imperialists."
There's cultural affinity between Chinese civilization and others.

There's a general Eastern civilization although that is contradicted by
the fact that they aren't able to find cultural commonality with Japan, not
only because of history--actually history is no longer the central issue in
Sino-Japanese areas--and not with South Korea. So they are talking about
cultural affinity, but really there is no effort to bridge the cultural gaps in
East Asia. It's really China’s Eastern culture and a Sinocentric notion of that
culture versus Western culture, which doesn't really have a role in this

16



regionalism.

There's a sharp differentiation between regionalism and
internationalism. And so the statements in 2009 about how the U.S. is
going to be more active in East Asian institutions, the decision to join the
TAC, to be part of the East Asian Summit, the effort to build up APEC,
including the meeting in Hawaii this year, the effort to create a free trade
agreement on a trans-Pacific scale, all of these are seen as a challenge.

My paper goes into other dimensions. | also have other work I've been
doing on the broader themes of national identity, reviewing and citing a
good many of these Chinese sources. | will be glad to convey that
information should you want that.

[The statement follows:]

Prepared Statement of Dr. Gilbert Rozman
Professor, Princeton University and Visiting Scholar, Woodrow Wilson Center
“Testimony before the U.S.-China Economy and Security Review Commission”
“China’s Narratives Regarding National Security Policy”

The Chinese narrative emerges most clearly from Chinese-language publications on the great powers, including the
United States, and on challenges in East Asia, notably in 2010 those related to North Korean belligerence and
regionalism involving both Northeast and Southeast Asia. It is part of an orchestrated, top-down expression of
Chinese national identity. There are divergent views, but not direct contradictions.

The diversity in 2009 was greater than in 2010, suggesting that scholars sought to forestall the new narrative and
its negative consequences. The drumbeat of a one-sided narrative reached its peak intensity in the fall of 2010.
There was some sign it was waning afterwards. State Councilor Dai Bingguo in December restated an older
narrative as if it still prevailed, but in early 2011 Dai’s remarks have not displaced the predominant narrative of
2010. Indeed, the mainstream narrative of 2010 is the culmination of earlier trends, not a sharp break from them,
and it is likely to endure.

The narrative demonizes the United States. Compared to earlier Chinese writings, it places the entire responsibility
on Washington for wrecking the Six-Party Talks and taking a cold war, ideological approach to North Korea.
Allegedly, Washington found a willing partner in Seoul for this destabilizing behavior. Rather than criticizing the
regime in Pyongyang for attacking and sinking the Cheonan or for shelling an island under the administration of
South Korea, Beijing puts the onus on Washington for its dangerous escalation of tensions, such as in military
exercises in the Yellow Sea, supposedly directed against China. Seeking resumption of the Six-Party Talks, China
seeks to transform them into a security framework to diminish the U.S. alliances.

Another target of Chinese criticism is the so-called U.S. “return” to Asia. It is treated as containment, directed
against the natural course of regionalism. To appreciate the disappointment expressed at the new U.S. policy
toward Asia, we must recognize the expectations that somehow had been growing about the United States pulling
back from East Asia. Many writers treated ASEAN + 3 as if it was firmly on course to establish a true East Asian
community, economically integrated while marginalizing outsider states and, in stages, adding political and cultural
ties that draw ASEAN ever closer to China if not Japan and South Korea. U.S. entry into the East Asian Summit is
widely criticized as a threat to regionalism, as is U.S. support for Southeast Asian states in the dispute over
sovereignty in the South China Sea.

One feature of demonization is unqualified attacks on foreign leaders. President Barack Obama and Secretary of

State Hillary Clinton are repeatedly criticized in the Chinese narrative. | have seen nothing like it in the treatment of
prior U.S. leaders. President George W. Bush was treated better. In the case of Japanese leaders, Prime Minister
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Naoto Kan and Foreign Minister Seiji Maehara are treated with even more venom. Even when leaders seek to
engage China more vigorously, as previous Prime Minister Yuichi Hatoyama did, the emphasis is placed on how far
short they fall of what China requires. That is also the case for President Obama. Of all leaders, the one who has
been treated as a villain the longest is President Lee Myung-bak of the Republic of Korea. The security narrative
warns against the growing threat to China from the behavior of each of these leaders, who purportedly have cold
war thinking.

The recent security narrative is the culmination of an emerging narrative since the 1980s. It is part of a broader
reconstruction of national identity by China’s leaders. That identity has many dimensions, including a
reinterpretation of history to favor China in all stages of the struggle against the United States and the West. Two
main themes in 2010 that revealed the essence of the security narrative are treatment of the North Korean threat
and assessments of challenges in maritime security.

The Transformation of China’s Security Narrative

In 2007 and early 2008 Chinese proudly pointed to positive and improving relations with each of the great powers
and to successful multilateralism in all directions. There was much talk that Sino-U.S. relations were better than
ever, as coordination extended even to the Taiwan issue. Memories of the 2003 “new thinking” toward Japan were
revived in three successive summits with Japan, culminating in Hu Jintao’s trip to Japan in the spring of 2008.
China had pride in hosting “successful” Six-Party Talks concerning the Korean peninsula, and optimism about the
course of regionalism with ASEAN and through ASEAN + 3. Sino-South Korean relations were still forward-looking
despite some distrust due to interpretations of ancient history. Many had the impression that China, if not a status
quo power, was ready to act in accord with the U.S. appeal for it to be a “responsible stakeholder.” There was no
outside impetus to anger China into changing direction. It came from within.

Was this the actual security narrative in those years? The answer is definitely not. There was a calculated duality to
Chinese writings. The security narrative most prominent in 2010 already was visible in many publications. Critiques
of U.S. hegemonism and alliances were widespread. Coverage of the Six-Party Talks often was tougher on the
United States than on North Korea. Beneath the surface of feigned optimism about Sino-Japanese relations,
criticism of Japan persisted. Vague wording on sensitive themes obscured China’s growing challenge to the status
quo.

Has the Chinese narrative been intentionally deceptive? | think so, although serious research can easily uncover the
contradictions. One source of deception is the role of internal circulation (neibu) publications for sensitive
discussions that are to be kept from foreigners. Another factor is the Central Propaganda Department’s role in
managing perceptions with an eye to enhancing China’s soft power and steering ties with designated states in a
desired direction. Having closely followed Chinese works on the Korean peninsula, | am persuaded that the
positions taken in 2010 that are at variance with earlier positions are a result of prior concealment of China’s
attitudes.

A message may be delivered for particular short-term effect, as in the case of Dai Bingguo’s December statement,
without explaining how it coexists with a clashing narrative. Chinese writings fall short of the standards of
scholarship, which require analysis of changes or discrepancies on the Chinese side. This is a sign of censorship,
which serves the purpose of propaganda and deception and has been tightening.

The assertive, at times belligerent, narrative of 2010 was connected to changes in foreign policy. Increasingly
confident, China’s leaders revealed attitudes that had earlier been concealed. Military voices became more
prominent. Some respected scholars wrote less or expressed themselves more indirectly without endorsing the
new line. The new narrative was a combination of more forthright expression of the views hidden earlier due to
the duality of messages and the neibu system, and of the logical extension of arguments that earlier were
tempered by Deng Xiaoping’s clear advice to keep a low profile until China’s comprehensive national power had
risen.
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The Broad National Identity Framework for China’s Security Narrative

The specifics of the Chinese narrative are easy to find. What is more interesting is to identify the driving forces of
the narrative. | see them as the various dimensions of national identity, as constructed by China’s leaders. The first
force is ideology. After three decades of downplaying ideology, Chinese affirmed that ideology remains an
important factor in national identity. First, as confidence in socialism rose in Party circles, particularly after the
world financial crisis was blamed on capitalism, some sources revived claims that socialism will prevail over
capitalism. Second, a sharp reversal occurred in assessments of imperial history; Confucianism emerged as the
centerpiece in an ideologically tinged narrative about what has made China superior to other civilizations over
thousands of years and will enable it to prevail again in the future. Finally, in contrast to the admiring tone of many
writings on the West in the 1980s, the perennial theme of anti-imperialism and anti-hegemonism gained force with
more intense attacks on Western civilization. To the extent that the new amalgam became unassailable, repeated
in ever more declarative forms and not openly contradicted, an ideology, although not proclaimed as such, was
reinstated.

Why does this matter for security? Chinese stress the importance of culture as one element of comprehensive
national power. They attribute the collapse of the Soviet Union to ideological failure. Warning that Western culture
is a threat to sovereignty, they regard ideology as a bulwark protecting the state. In turn, accusations against the
United States, Japan, and South Korea center on their anti-communist and other cold war thinking that targets
China. This outlook is behind the security threat to China, which was increasingly emphasized in recent
publications. Pretending that foreign leaders are driven by ideology to contain China, Chinese hide the reality that
it is their Communist Party leadership that is increasingly under ideological sway.

A second force is what | call the horizontal dimension of national identity or the way Chinese perceive the outside
world. Showing little faith in the international system and rejecting U.S. relations as they have evolved over the
past four decades, China only embraces regionalism to the extent that it confirms China’s rise and revives
sinocentrism. China is obsessed with great power relations in ostensible pursuit of multipolarity. Yet, as the others
potential poles have lost significance in Chinese calculations, the bilateral gap with the United States has come
clearly to the fore. By widening it and exposing the bankruptcy of U.S. claims to leadership, Chinese have sought to
narrow the horizontal dimension to a two-way competition, marginalizing others. Delegitimizing the U.S. role
undermines the international system and creates a vacuum for China to fill as sources argue that the United States
not only is not essential for security, it is now a source of instability. Many argue that U.S. financial leadership and
the dollar are no longer necessary after their negative effect in the world financial crisis. East Asian states are
pressed to choose between two poles.

Writings in China in 2009-10 were obsessed with the threat of U.S. interference in the natural course of closed East
Asian regionalism. They attribute this involvement to three factors: 1) hegemonism, based on stereotypical cold
war thinking about the U.S. right to be in control of not only the international community but also regions such as
East Asia; 2) containment, rooted in refusal to accept any rising power as a challenger for regional leadership; and
3) cultural imperialism, centered on the belief that Western civilization must continue to have ascendancy and
undermine other civilizations. The United States is accused of being behind Japan’s rejection of ASEAN + 3 as the
natural unit for the healthy growth of regionalism and the decision in ASEAN to support the expansion of the East
Asian Summit. Both moves are deemed harmful to cooperation in East Asia and deliberate steps to deny China its
anticipated leadership status. Chinese depict the U.S. stand as that of an outsider prepared to undermine long-
term regional stability for selfish desire to maintain its own leadership even as conditions no longer are conducive
to that. If most outside observers are focused on the clash between Chinese and U.S. hard power as a natural
dispute over a rising power, they miss the clash centered on an identity gap.

Chinese point to an upsurge in warnings of a China threat, attributing it to failings in other countries. First, it is
based on alarm over China’s rising power, which has grown sharply since the financial crisis as the “China model”
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casts doubt on the future of capitalism and the West’s venerated trio of democracy, freedom, and human rights.
China’s growing appeal endangers U.S. and other identities. Second, Western psychology is programmed through a
history of colonialism to predicate the rise of a new power on wars, assuming that China will prove expansionist
too. Third, China’s relative weakness and passivity has emboldened Western states to press their warnings, which
they soon will not dare to do. In this perspective, China is being demonized unjustly due to U.S. national identity,
and it must respond.

Chinese analysis of identity gaps is essentially a propagandistic effort to steer states into its orbit while turning
them against each other. Coverage of U.S.-Japan relations reveals this pattern. When Hatoyama took office,
Chinese insisted that Japan’s search for normal identity requires merging with Asia and insisting on equality with
the United States and that the Futenma base dispute exposes a shaky alliance as U.S. influence declines. Absent in
the discussion are what draws Japan to the United States and what makes it suspicious of China. Chinese sources
generally cast choices in zero-sum terms. An East Asian community is contrasted to U.S. hegemonism, bringing
equality and the end of cold war mentality. At a time when Hatoyama was eager to foster an East Asian community
and Barack Obama sought cooperation with China to address regional and global problems, China vilified the U.S.-
Japan alliance, pretended that Obama’s hegemonism was the same as earlier U.S. leadership demands, and put
Japan on notice that it had to go much further in distancing itself from its ally in order to win Chinese trust. Missing
an opportunity to find common ground on security and values necessary for community building, Chinese
spokespersons left an impression of Chinese national identity unbent in the quest for regionalism and in the
challenge of facing increasing global challenges. By depicting a U.S. trick to co-opt China into serving its interests
and charging that the balance of power has changed in China’s favor by 2010, they argue that the rivalry is
intensifying and that increased U.S. dependence means China can take the lead.

The Narrative Regarding China’s Past, Present, and Future Roles in East Asia

Whereas in the Cultural Revolution China may have had the worst self-image of its own history of any major state,
by 2010 it boasted what has likely become the most positive self-image. Whether its Confucian past, struggle
against imperialism over a century, sinification of Marxism under Mao, astute reforms under Deng, or post cold
war rise in the face of containment, this is now a history of success with only pro forma mention of mistakes of the
Cultural Revolution or regret over the delayed resistance to the West and delayed borrowing of the essentials for
modernization.

Reinterpretations of premodern history and the transition to 1949 parallel support for cold war Chinese policies
and pointed resentment toward later containment of China. The combined narrative posits an idealized past
interrupted by antagonistic forces that still stand in the way of a promising future. Instead of ambiguity about its
Confucian past, hesitancy in praising much of the Mao era, and an upbeat approach to the post cold war era as
positive for China’s rise as relations with all of the great powers favored cooperation over competition, this
recently altered narrative puts the stress on victimization and takes unbridled pride in all phases of China’s history.

The villains of earlier Chinese history have largely been transformed into patriots, whether the Mongols and
Manchus or the Nationalists under Chiang Kai-shek. Ambivalence about the nature of the Korean War has shifted
to celebration with North Korea of this just conflict. Fixing primary blame on the Soviet Union for the continuation
of the cold war during the second half of its existence has yielded to emphasizing U.S. cold war and anti-communist
thinking that carried over to the post cold war period. Looking back, Chinese sources have simplified history into a
struggle between a virtuous Chinese nation under all forms of rule and predatory Western and Japanese intrusions
that humiliated and victimized the Chinese.

This historical narrative has acquired greater potency in recent years. The struggle is widely depicted as between
Western and Eastern civilizations, the latter best represented by Chinese civilization. While China strove for
harmony with ethnic minorities at home and developed a system of relations with nearby states based on mutual
respect and non-interference in internal affairs, Western states were prone to expansionism and intent on
imposing their own civilization. In this contrast there is no mention of the Enlightenment and humanist traditions
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that emerged in the West nor of blemishes in Chinese history. The national identity thrust is to widen the gap
between two irreconcilable forces, not to find common ground. In the 1980s-90s there was much talk about the
need to borrow from the West, but of late the notion of borrowing has been sharply narrowed. The rise of Asia
with China at the center is now heralded as bringing non-Western traditions to the forefront and ending centuries
of cultural imperialism among other evils. Loss of self-confidence as cultures were transformed under pressure
from the West is seen as an insidious consequence of the world order that China insists on changing. The
civilizational narrative is now deeply embedded in historical contrasts reaching far back in the past but also
extending to today and claims for future world relations.

Plans for the future include East Asian regionalism, which after centuries of outside interference, excludes the
Western powers and enables Eastern civilization under the leadership of China to thrive. The U.S. alliances will be
gone, Taiwan will be part of China. The enormous economic clout of China will be used to reward countries that do
not interfere in its sovereignty, as in criticism of human rights problems. Features of past sinocentrism will
reemerge, stressing deference and benevolence.

The Korean Security Narrative

North Korea is the litmus test of China’s intentions and its narrative. Its response to the sinking of the Cheonan was
to insist that the evidence was insufficient to blame North Korea. Yet, the narrative on the Korean peninsula is
much more provocative than just passively withholding judgment. China has shifted from neutrality to clear
preference for North Korea’s position in opposition to those of the United States and South Korea. No longer is
China a reluctant convener of the Six-Party Talks or a state attracted to South Korea but wary of isolating the
North. Instead, it lambasts the end of Roh Moo-hyun’s unconditional engagement of the North, pretends that U.S.
policy is still uncompromising due to determination to use the North as a pretext to contain China, and advocates
an entirely different direction for the Six-Party Talks. In 2010 the thrust of Chinese rhetoric was to take advantage
of the North Korean threat to regional security without even, in print at least, warning the North against further
acts of aggression. Only through such threats did it seem possible that South Korea would lose confidence in the
U.S. alliance and the United States, mired in conflict elsewhere, might out-source management of North Korea to
China. Yet, unrealistic expectations abound in these superficial writings on the peninsula.

Korea is the prime example of the sinocentric imperial order, and in 2004 was more inclined than any other middle
power to draw closer to China. Yet, China’s security thinking and reconstruction of national identity to strengthen
sovereignty at almost any cost sacrificed South Korean goodwill. Finding Lee Myung-bak insufficiently deferential
and thinking that the United States is vulnerable to North Korea, China has cast doubt on its repeated insistence
that it stands for peace and stability. In shaping the future of the peninsula, it stands instead for influence and
regional transformation at the expense of the United States and its alliances. Sinocentrism is most blatant in the
narrative about Korean issues. While in 2003-08 Sino-U.S. cooperation in the Six-Party Talks was considered the
best evidence that the two countries could be partners in security, the best evidence in 2010 that China would be
driven by hostility to hegemony came from its Korean narrative and policies.

Not only China’s policy but its narrative about the Korean peninsula will continue to be a test of its readiness to
cooperate to manage a dangerous situation. If China fails to reassure South Korea as well as Japan about its
intentions in the region, then the narrative on the United States and the West is even more unlikely to be
promising.

The Maritime Security Narrative
Chinese coverage of tensions in the three seas to the east follows a similar pattern. It argues that these issues

should be handled bilaterally without interference from the United States. While the incidents that elicited U.S.
involvement in 2010 provoked states in the region to seek support from Washington, Beijing ignores the context in
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an attempt to blame Washington for finding pretexts to strengthen alliances, rally other states against China, and
deepen containment. Maritime security was popular in writings of 2010 with little indication of dissenting voices.
Treated as matters of sovereignty or core interests, maritime controversies are covered simplistically, even if they
affect relations with most of China’s neighbors.

The military voice is particularly strong on maritime matters. While scholars known for trying to find ways to
bolster ties with neighbors, especially ASEAN, concentrate on other themes, writers who vehemently object to U.S.
military exercises or moves to counter China and North Korea gravitate to the subject of tensions at sea. Having
alarmed Japan and South Korea as well as Southeast Asian states in 2010, China may for a time tone down its
rhetoric on maritime disputes. Yet, there is no backtracking in sight. While Taiwan has not been a major theme in
the recent narrative, apart from U.S. arms sales, it is likely to reemerge and reinforce the assertive tone.

No less than the shift in tone toward the Korean peninsula, the change in attitude toward Southeast Asia occurred
abruptly and likely with considerable forethought. Whereas in Northeast Asia there are multiple villains, ASEAN is
generally targeted more obliquely, leaving only the United States as the true villain. Its hostility is seen as
stretching broadly through the Indian Ocean, drawing in India and Australia. If ASEAN is still depicted as
cooperative, other U.S. partners are directly targeted.

The Actors Who Shape China’s Narrative

Foreign observers gain most of their information from the writings of academic experts and through interviews
with them and officials, many from the Foreign Ministry. These persons are expected to follow guidelines devised
by others. When sensitive information is revealed, they may be arrested and sentenced to long terms in prison.
The marginalization of the academic and diplomatic experts was never more apparent than in 2010. When their
advice of many years was disregarded, they had no recourse to continue to make their old arguments in print.
Those who most boldly persisted could easily get in trouble.

In contrast to the quieting of the experts, the year 2010 witnessed more outspoken remarks by military officers
than ever before. If not the driver of the new policies on North Korea and maritime security, the People’s
Liberation Army and the Navy have emerged as its most ardent supporters. Economic interests do not appear to
play a large role on security questions except energy. The policy debate in China has often been quite vigorous
when leaders invite small groups of experts for timely input, but after decisions are taken about the overall
narrative or foreign policies are set, the debate is stifled. Only a small leadership group is seen as acting in the
interest of the state, whose identity is paramount, preventing those who may pursue other interests from
undercutting the rapid build-up of comprehensive national power.

Overview

Adopting a much more assertive posture, China was emboldened by new military advances and increased
economic leverage. Relevant too was a growing sense of entitlement, rooted in a national identity narrative that
had been submerged to a degree, but finally was bursting forth. Repudiating the “integrationist” notion of peaceful
incorporation into the world order as yielding to the West as the center of the order, which would mean changing
the values and also the ideology of China’s political system, Chinese sought a new international order. In many
publications the concept of “responsible stakeholder” was derided as a trick to get China to assist the