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ABSTRACT

CHINA’'S SEARCH FOR “PEACEFUL INTERNATIONALISM” VISA-VIS A LIBERAL
WORLD ORDER:

INTERESTS, NATIONAL IDENTITY AND FOREIGN POLICY
by
Bo Ma

Adviser: Professor Yan Sun

In this dissertation, | employ the concept of nadicidentity to explain China’s foreign
policy behavior during the history of the Peoplespublic of China. Specifically, | propose the
concept of “peaceful internationalism” to charaiaethe behavioral orientation of China in the
post-Mao era. Peaceful internationalism as bottid@a and a policy, aims at a cross-national
framework for cooperation and co-existence throogh-conflictual, non-hegemonic and non-
unilateral mechanisms of dispute resolution. Thislg argues that China pursues peaceful
internationalism in a liberal international ordehich is consistent with its contemporary
national identity, which | term the “phoenix risingentity. This identity has three roots: the
Confucian identity, the victimhood identity and fildentity of revolutionary internationalism. As
an analytical category, the “phoenix rising” idépntaptures China’s contemporary national
identity, highlighting the rebirth and renewal dfi@a’s past identities in addition to China’s
experience of integrating into the world communmitying the post-Mao era. It shares the values
of non-intervention, non-hegemony and equality agnoowers and serves as a framework for

understanding China’s foreign policy behavior imtsmporary times.

In the dissertation, according to the ideas antigslembedded in China’s peaceful
internationalism, China’s resurgence will underngeetain special rights and privileges the U.S.

enjoys. But essentially, peaceful internationalesmd American-led liberal internationalism



share many fundamental principles, such as theehadonomy, inter-state cooperation and
international institutions. In order to maintainnebpeace and stability, the system must
guarantee the survival and coexistence of stat@esgsor weak, in a system of sovereign states.
My work provides little evidence that a rising Chiexploits its own unequal power over
subordinate states through alliance systems orrial@ystems, or that it will move to balance

against the United States in the twentieth-firsitogy.
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Introduction

Does the resurgence of China as a major powerettg@lthe liberal international order built
and led by an American hegemon since the end ofd\Mgar [I? Given the size of China’s
economy, the build-up of its military power andriggime type, international relations (IR)
scholars are unlikely to answer in the negativeCAga reemerges into a world order unknown
to it during its millennia of eminence, how can aeeount for its foreign policy behavior? And
what will this behavior portend at a time whenthe words of John lkenberry (2011),

“American liberal internationalism is in crisis?”

Conventional IR scholarship on China’s foreign ppiis divided into two camps, both of
which focus primarily on the material interestsaaising China. On one hand, the pessimistic
camp suggests that a resurgent China will forcevitrdd order in an illiberal direction (Jacques
2009; Weber and Jentleson 2010). On the other tlaaaptimistic camp perceives the rise of
China, not as a rejection of the current world grat as an admission of a new player among
the key stakeholders thus preserving rather thiypsewy liberal internationalism (lkenberry

2011).

This study tries not only focus on material ingtse but also focuses on Chinese national
identity in order to understand and predict Chirfeseign policy behavior. Specifically, |
propose the concept of “peaceful internationalisonéharacterize the behavioral orientation of
China in the post-Mao era. This orientation, | &duas three roots: the traditional Confucian
system practiced by China during its millenniagreas Asia’s leading power (Fairbank 1968,
1979; Kang 2007, 2010), the victimhood identityd by the “century of humiliation” from

the 1840s to the 1940s (Wang 2012; He 2009), amdetrolutionary internationalism of the Mao
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era from the late 1940s until the mid 1970s (Ridean 2010). Together, they form the main
sources of a contemporary Chinese national identitjch | term the “phoenix rising” identity.
Ultimately, my study intends to contribute to seslof identity in international relations and

aims at enriching the literature that uses natiateaitity for studying Chinese foreign policy.

The Argument

This History informs China’s national identity, hatsees itself vis-a-vis the world and,
thus also, how it engages with the world. This gtajues that China pursues peaceful
internationalism in a liberal international ordehich is consistent with its contemporary
national identity. | define peaceful internatiosati as both an idea and a policy, aimed at a cross-
national framework for cooperation and co-existethceugh non-conflictual, non-hegemonic
and non-unilateral mechanisms of dispute resolutioexplaining China’s “peaceful
internationalist” foreign policy behavior, | empltlye composite concept of the “phoenix rising”
identity. As an analytical category, the “phoensing” identity captures China’s contemporary
national identity, highlighting the rebirth and esval of China’s past identities in addition to
China’s experience of integrating into the worlagreounity during the post-Mao era.

The components of the contemporary Chinese natideatity are well rooted in China’s
ancient and modern history. First, as the patratesh the tribute system, East Asia’s system of
international relations for millennia, China’s iiistional memory of being a “benign empire” is
a foundational aspect embedded in its culture dedtity. Second, having suffered during the
age of imperialism, China’s lingering sense of imttood feeds a lack of trust for Western
powers and its identification with other victimsiofperialism in the developing world. Third, as
a regime born out of a national liberation movenagainst foreign domination, the anti-

imperial history of the Chinese regime disposegéinst support for hegemonic power or wars



of conquest. In short, these national experientiiseince China’s contemporary identity as a
resurgent power.

This dissertation aims to (re)interpret Chineseifpr policy behavior during its
resurgence, and to employ a national identity theapable of incorporating Chinese foreign
policy behavior into a contemporary IR theory framek. Most IR theories look at China as just
another state, without regard to the effects abitg civilization, and their bearing on the
present. Given its former preeminence, howevem&hannot simply be seen as an emergent
power, but rather as a power in its resurgenceviatig nearly two hundred years of decline. In
the annals of the modern Westphalian system, tbditle precedent of a once dominant state
regaining prominence after a long eclipse. Buthhare than a millennium preceding 1820,
China was the world’s largest economy, and heneeobthe strongest powers. Unlike the rise of
Brazil or India today, China’s resurgence is nke lihe arrival of a “new kid on the block” totally
unknown to us (Hsiung 2012). Therefore, to understae rise of China, one must also look to
China’s past patterns of foreign policy behaviocamjunction with contemporary IR theory.
During China’s earlier prominence, it did not leaeecord of abuse of power toward foreign
states. | argue that China’s foreign policy behawil have imprints from patterns of foreign
policy developed during its millennium-long reinthre region as well as the lessons learned
from its eclipse.

| argue that since the beginning of the post-Maoiethe late 1970s, China’s pursuit of
peaceful internationalism has shared the prevaitiegs and practices of the current liberal
international world order, but differed in termswvaflues and practices at the domestic level. At
the international level, these ideas and practitedade open markets and free trade,

international institutions and international cogdam, collective problem solving and the rule of



law. However, China’s peaceful internationalisnfeis from the liberal order in its objection to
the imposition of one country’s norms and practicegsh as the universality of democracy and
human rights, on other states, especially if emdrday coercion or the use of force. As an
operational principle, peaceful internationalismdies the resolution of inter-state conflicts based
on the so-called “Five Principles of Peaceful Cetnce,” namely respect for sovereignty,
territorial integrity, mutual respect, justice, azmhsensus building among countries. In sum,
peaceful internationalism has vowed to strengtherctirrent world order in terms of its
openness and stability, while limiting the spedights and privileges enjoyed by any one power.

The logic supporting China’s peaceful internatigsralis its “phoenix rising” national
identity. | argue that this identity rooted in Camown historical experiences both before and
after the establishment of the PRC in 1949. Indissertation, | identify three crucial periods
that have shaped the “phoenix rising” identity. Tingt is China’s so-called “glorious past” from
the 700s to the 1800s, when it was the leading stahsia as well as in the world. During this
time, China nurtured a worldview that a benign mege with no territorial ambitions was a
necessary source of stability in the interstatéesysand would not threaten neighboring states.
Consequently, hierarchy rather than anarchy doméheggional international relations among
East Asian states for a thousand years (Kang 2&Eher than pursuing territorial expansion,
China’s material wealth combined with military weaks made it a periodic victim of invasion
and conquest by much smaller neighbors. In fach&@hterritories were historically augmented
by neighboring conquerors, which ruled in the narinihe Chinese dynasty, a process of
territorial and cultural expansion known as “osrsb$i.e. expansion by being conquered)
(Fairbanks 1976:80-105).

Second, a psychological state of mind, what schdlawe called a “victimhood identity,”



provides another key source of China’s nationattite (Wang 2012; He 2009). As China
reemerges from the ashes of defeat, a centuryatihddasting from the mid-1800s to the mid-
1900s, it is highly sensitive the suffering it eretiiat the hands of imperialist powers. On
security matters, the so-called “century of huntibia’ serves as a double-edged sword. China
may bandwagon with the superpowers on militaryasghat are not directly related to it in order
to avoid direct confrontation. However, on issues China deems to be its “core” national
interests, such as territorial sovereignty, itstyasis firm and unyielding. Beijing advocates
peaceful settlement of conflicts, but on both matemd psychological matters, it may stand up
to former “imperialist” powers in serious confliat§ interest. Furthermore, as a former victim of
imperialist powers, its empathy toward other depilg countries serves as an important source
of foreign policy making (for example, non-intertiem in the domestic affairs of sovereign
states, UN votes, and long standing aid to Afri€apathy for—not just interest concurrence
with—the “underdog” is reflected in its foreign poy principles toward developing countries
(for example, identification with developing stateshe UN and the WTO or refusal to join the
G-8).

Third, the identity of revolutionary internationsn forged during the Mao era has had an
influence on the post-Mao Chinese leadership itimgpavith foreign relations. This identity has
two dimensions. One is rooted in the process bglwthe Chinese Communist Party (CCP)
came to power, i.e. by winning a revolutionary wes.a war of “national liberation” against
foreign as well as domestic oppressors, the expegiestablished the CCP’s empathy with anti-

colonial and domestic revolutionary movements el

! In fact, Internationalism has its own roots in @has well, the expression of “the Universe
belongs to all” was dear to Dr. Sun Yat-sen arllestdorsed by both the KMT and the CCP
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The second dimension involves the revolutionaryme foreign policy. Stephen Walt
observes that revolutionary regimes are not intigrempansionist (1996). The Chinese case
tends to bear out his findings: during the Mao &tainese foreign policy on security issues was
mainly defensive. Many scholars have pointed oetdleological differences between the
foreign policies of the Soviet Union and Maoist @h(Chang 1990; Hsiung 2012). Despite
vocal support and moderate aid to a number ofstakena did not export revolutions as the
Soviet Union did. While the Soviet Union tried tal&nce against the United States through
military intervention in small states, China asated itself with the “Third World” and gave
moral and sometimes material support to natiobaréition movements in colonial and semi-
colonial countries under the banner of anti-colbsma and anti-imperialism. In Africa and Latin
America, post-revolutionary China built infrastrut and sent medical personnel, a practice that
has continued to this day. Officially, China’s fay® policy has followed the “Five Principles of
Peaceful Coexistence” with other developing coestend has continued to associate itself with

the “Third World” countries to this day.

The Phoenix Rising Identity and Patterns of Chinesé&oreign Policy

Together, these three historical sources haveiboted to China’s contemporary national
identity building, which | term the “phoenix risih@lentity. It shares the values of non-
intervention, non-hegemony and equality among pswad serves as a framework for
understanding China’s foreign policy behavior imsmnporary times. In subsequent sections, |
will discuss five prevailing patterns in China'ségn policy behavior associated with its

national identity. The first three patterns are ifeamted in all of the PRC’s foreign policies; the

today. In addition, Confucian classics read, “WhenGreat Way prevails, the Universe will
belong to all.”



fourth and fifth are expressed exclusively in piste foreign policies. These patterns include:

I. Hypersensitivity over sovereignty issuBale to a deep sense of historical victimhood,
shaped by imperial invasions and encroachments)&3ai foreign policies are hypersensitive
over territorial integrity, sovereign equality amerceived national humiliation.

II. Assertiveness about national autonomy and ieddpne. Due to the sense of victimhood
as well as revolutionary internationalism, Chindseeign policies are assertive about national
autonomy and independence, and consciously idemitifiythe third world countries or fellow
victims of colonialism and imperialism.

lll. Defensive PosturedDue to China’s Confucian identity, particularly pscifist foreign
policy tradition, Chinese foreign policies tenda® defensive and consider the use of force as the
last resort or as means of political maneuvering.

IV. Conflict Avoidance and Non-alignmeridue to its long preeminence in a stable Asian
system but modern oppression by imperialist powehgese foreign policy prefers to avoid
conflicts by bandwagoning with rather than balamcthe leading power in the system; and to
pursue a “non-alignment” foreign policy in order tnaintain national autonomy and avoid
becoming a hegemon.

V. Pluralism within the liberal world ordeis a beneficiary of the liberal world order since
the late 1970s, China’s contemporary identity ame@ifyn policy are supportive of the stability of
this order but, within the frame of this order, ks®me amendments according to its own
interests and identity (such as opposition to ueialism and the universality of human rights,
and support for multilateralism and mechanismsgeaceful resolution of conflicts).

These five patterns interact with one other. Patt@nd pattern Il, regarding sovereignty

and national autonomy, reflect China’s deep sehséstorical victimhood and its past struggles



against imperial invasions and encroachments. Tthag,are closely associated with China’s
victimhood identity and its experience during tegalutionary era. The “century of humiliation,”
China’s loss of sovereignty and independence #watltred from Western aggression, is essential

to understand the foreign policy stances taken fipaC

By “hypersensitivity” and “assertiveness,” | referthe PRC’s tendency, on issues
related to sovereignty, autonomy, and even perddiueiliations, to over-interpret and over-
react to the foreign policies of other states,ipaldrly those of perceived imperialistic states.
The Chinese government’s sensitivity about isstfie®wereignty reflect the traumas of its past,
particularly when Western powers annexed Chinasieaigy, usurped the Chinese government’s
sovereign rights, and meddled in China’s domedilitips. As a result, China is inclined to stand
up firmly against such powers over perceived irgations or humiliations. Furthermore, when
facing issues related to sovereignty, China héisnats behaved aggressively and
uncompromisingly even towards fellow developingmnies. Such hypersensitivity over
sovereignty and assertiveness on issues of autgrimottyin the Mao and post-Mao eras, have at
times contradicted Chinese strategic and materiatests. Thus, regardless of the economic or
political cost to China, on issues of sovereigntgrol aiwan and many disputed territories, there
have been limited signs of moderation in Beijingfance since the PRC was founded in 1949.
Throughout the diplomatic history of the PRC, Bagjihas been adamant about securing its
jurisdictional claims over Taiwan, and shows lirdiféexibility on territorial disputes with

neighboring states.

Nonetheless, following the rise of China sinceldte 1980s, characterized by Deng
Xaioping's policy of “reform and opening,” the dtegic value of Taiwan and the persistence of

historically conditioned sovereignty-centered valhave undergone some changes. China has
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exhibited more flexibility with regard to disputéetritories with neighboring states. Sovereignty,
for China, is still an essential issue, but it may be the only issue of concern in China’s foreign
policy realm. Nonetheless, “the century of humidiat still triggers China’s anti-Western
nationalism today, and such sentiment becomesopadilective psyche in Chinese society.
From foreign policy perspective, the Chinese gonemnt, in addition to the Chinese people,
tends to act aggrievedly toward Western stateseocepred subjugation and discrimination
against the nation in order to restore its loshityg This is why not only the issues of
sovereignty and autonomy, but also issues on paddiumiliations, strike a nerve in Chinese
government and societyln sum, straightforward national security concemisich preclude

any serious consideration of China’s past victinthand hypersensitivity to internal/external
challenges that appear to jeopardize Chinese udeits perceived territories, are insufficient to

analyze contemporary China’s strategic calculations

Pattern Il and IV reflect Chinese perceptions taaalancing and alliances, and the use
of force. They are influenced together by Confuadentity, victimhood identity and past
revolutionary internationalism. Pattern V, the podion of pluralism, is shaped by the
contemporary Chinese national identity, itself sufeof the interaction between China and the
liberal world order beginning in the post-Mao dtaeflects China’s understanding of polarity
and hegemony in international relations studies.

While the importance of state sovereignty has dishied as a result of economic
globalization and the norms of human right protetdj sovereignty and national autonomy still

play a special role in Chinese foreign policy arel@ssential to the Chinese definition of a just

2 David Shambaugh, a China expert at the George M&tsh university, called such
nationalism “a part of China's psyche has a vemytlwreshold for foreign criticism, zero
tolerance for “losing face” and little self-awaresef how nationalistic eruptions appear abroad
(2008).



world order. Historically speaking, the Chinese @mpever engaged in sustained contact with
another country on the basis of sovereign equaityilar to the United States in contemporary
international politics, China once played a spe@bd in Asia’s international system. The idea of
the “Mandate of Heaven” placed China in a centoglifon in the world in a geographical and a
cultural sense. The tribute system, which definbth&s diplomatic and economic relations

with neighboring countries, represented a friermly distanced relationship between China and

the rest of the world.

However, from the 1840s to the 1940s, China lastmendous number of territories and
was treated as inferior. In other words, Chinalgeseignty and equal status within the
international system had been deprived during teatury of humiliation.” These experiences
resulted in China’s later identity, which emphasiae aggressive protection of sovereignty from
encroachments by other countries. The ability &eddietermination to defend its sovereignty
function to bolster the domestic legitimacy of theng CCP and as well as the state’s
international legitimacy as a “non-intervening” pawln the post-Mao era, following its
resurgence, China will face a trade-off betweerettosion of such a narrow idea of protecting
sovereignty and the provision of more public gotwdthe world. That is to say, the growing
interests in China in portraying itself as a resiole member of the international community
has pushed the Chinese to make more compromisesuas regarding sovereignty-intervention

nexus.

China’s conflict avoidance and “non-alignment” pgl{PatternV) is predicated upon
revolutionary internationalism and traditional Cocifin pacifism, and is perceived as a strength
by Chinese government officials in conducting fgrerelations with other countries. China’s

past experiences explain why it is difficult foetbountry to make international allies. Before the
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1840s, China had little experience forming alliaas it had no territorial or economic
ambitions toward other countries and Chinese rale Margely based on its cultural superiority.
On the other hand, during the “century of humidati’ China’s attempts to form alliances with
Western powers did not prevent it from being bdllsy them. In the early years of the PRC,
China had a formal alliance with the Soviet Unishjch ended badly in the early 1960s as
China felt that it was constantly being bulliedthg Soviets. In fact, the PRC’s foreign policy of
“Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence” is rifghwanti-alliance sentiments and connotations.
In reality, China’s practice of a non-alliance figrepolicy dates back to its early participation in

the Non-Aligned Movement in the 1960s.

In addition, while alliance relations can be betiafito a state’s security, this same state
may not gain respect or be treated fairly by theeomember in the alliance. For instance, the
alliance between the United States and Pakistanatigrevent the United States from violating
the territorial sovereignty of Pakistan during War on Terror Also, alliances are exclusive
and special relations between only the allied partHowever, China has consistently claimed
that it is one of the “Third World” countries, atftht it will treat all countries equally “no matter
big or small.” Such a foreign policy stance is olied by China’s refusal to form a “G-2" with
the United States after the 2008 Global Financials; and China’s “strategic partnership,”
rather than military alliances, with both Russid #mdia today. Comparatively speaking,
China’s negative attitude toward alliance formath@s not been unusual. President George
Washington, in his 179Barewell Addresgointed out the negative aspects of forming atiésn

with European powers. Washington believed thatlienae could be an adequate substitute to

3 For example, Central Intelligence Agency launctiemhe strike campaign in the country’s
tribal belt, which has resulted in at least 268aks since January 2008. See Walsh, Declan,
"Pakistani Parliament Demands End to U.S. Dron&&3ty' theNew York Timedviarch 20,
2012.
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the efficacy and permanency of the Union. Suclaadies should be avoided, while temporary

alliances should be encouraged for “extraordinangrgencies.”

China’s attitude toward the use of for€@aftern Ill) combines its ancient wisdom with
contemporary adaptions of international law andnsoirhe Art of Wara treatise on war
strategy written by Sun Tzu during China’s Spring &utumn period (770-476 B.C.),
summarizes Chinese military culture and strategyisustill regarded highly by the
contemporary Chinese government. The essentialindBae Art of Waiis that war is not purely
military, but also encompasses psychological anitigal elements. These ideas were echoed by
European military theorist Carl von Clausewitz wimenclaimed, “War is a continuation of
politics by other means.” However, in contrasthte Western tradition of war, which tends to
focus on victories in battle, Sun Tzu believed thimning war without actual using force was
the supreme object of war. Sun Tzu writes, “Hemckght and conquer in all your battles is not
supreme excellence; supreme excellence consibte@king the enemy’s resistance without
fighting” (1971). Furthermore, victory was not silpghe triumph of the armed forces, but rather
the achievement of one’s ultimate political go&lsr Sun Tzu, “The art of war is of vital
importance to the State. It is a matter of life dedth, a road either to safety or to ruin. Hehce i
is a subject of inquiry, which can on no accounhbglected” (1971). Whether the state is strong
or weak, when dealing with issues regarding theofi$erce, the leadership should be
particularly cautious. Writing on the role of leasl@ip in war, Sun Tzu argued, “Thus it may be
known that the leader of armies is the arbitehefpieople’s fate, the man on whom it depends
whether the nation shall be in peace or in peti®ql). Thus, according to China’s ancient

wisdom, force is considered a means of last resgoblitical maneuvering.
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However, China’s perception of the use of forcengjeal during its descent of the 1840s.
The economic and military backwardness of Chinalted in losses to western powers. After
suffering at the hands of Western powers, Mao Zgdamously claimed, “Political power
grows out of the barrel of a gun.” Since then, diniy a strong military force has been one of the
top priorities of the country. After direct militaengagement with the United States in the
Korean War in the 1950s, Peng Dehuai, the supremenander of the Chinese army remarked,
“The War demonstrates that the age that a Westamempcan conquer an Eastern country by just
force using several cannons has ended forever3)'9bhe Korean War became one of two
large-scale wars the PRC fought to maintain a pdatance on its borders since its
establishment in 1949. The other one was the 1%#9nith Vietham after the latter’s invasion
of Cambodia. The use of force by the PRC duringMibe era almost exclusively involved
territorial disputes with neighboring countries texabin imperial encroachments during the

century of humiliation.

In addition, the use of force has become a polititsirument for deterrence rather than a
means to gain material advantages for the Chireggme. MIT political scientist Taylor Fravel
finds that in the twenty-three territorial disputbat China has been involved in since 1949, it
used force in only six, offering concessions or pavmising in the remaining seventeen (2008).
These compromises have caused China to abandamtipbteedentist claims to more than 3.4
million square kilometers of land that had beert pathe Qing Empire; in total the PRC has
contested roughly 7 percent of former Qing tenit(2008:2). Thus, Fravel concludes that China
has rarely exploited its military superiority agdeage in negotiations or to seize outright

territory that it claims (2008:2). The PRC has d¢stestly asserted the defensive nature of its

* “Report on the Chinese People's Volunteers' WoiResist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea,”
1953. See http://cpc.people.com.cn/GB/69112/12828%75/8139050.html
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military buildup. For instance, when it built itsiclear arsenal in 1960s, the state announced a
“no-first use” pledge. In the post-Mao era, Chiaa Inever used force toward other countries
except for Vietnam in 1979, and has opposed theif®ce by any state outside of the UN
Charter framework. These patterns of non-aggressitimregard to territory disputes are
illustrated in my analysis of the 1962 Sino-Ind@order war and the 1979 Sino-Viethamese
border war. In both cases, despite military vi@syiChina did not seize any disputed territory,

but rather used war to send political messagegtafrictnce.

Furthermore, in the post-Mao era, the PRC holdsdiba that despite the different
justifications for military intervention, by its hae, it involves a violation of a basic princigé
respect for sovereignty, and of a central legalyal as ethical component of the UN Charter—
the right to self-determination (Finnemore 2002@)ina can agree to non-military intervention
on a case-by-case basis, but oppose any form aéangiintervention outside the framework of
UN authorization. The latest example is China’©wtUN Security Council Resolution 10536,
which would potentially authorize the Western poswerintervene in Syria’s civil war under the

framework of “Responsibility to Protect (R2P).”

The future of China’s use of force may exist in fitzenework of UN or regional
organizations-sponsored peacekeeping, peace-hyidid peacemaking operations. While
China’s national identity may tolerate the useasté against former colonial powers, such as

Japan, it is less likely to use force to resohspdtes with countries it does not have bitter

® Tod Lindberg, a research fellow at Hoover Insiitmf points out that the West's use of R2P to
topple Qaddafi after the UN Security Council auibexd it to “take all necessary measures” to
protect civilians, made China realize that the R28 been abused by the West (2013). Thus,
China will block further resolutions that can pdtalty authorize the West to use force
unilaterally, which violate China’s foreign polipattern of treating the use of force as the last
resort, despite that these actions are under theasider.
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historical ties. In either scenario, it will likehe Chinese national identity, rather than purely
material interests that will matter most, and iikely that the victimhood identity will serve as
guide for China’s use of force in the future. Imsuhe use of force as a means of last resort and
political maneuvering in its foreign policy areeiples inherited from the experiences of

different periods in Chinese history.

Unilateralism and hegemonism, however, are two pim&ma in the international system
that China has consistently opposed, thus a promaoti pluralism in play (Pattern VI). For
China, unilateralism reflects the privilege andesigrity of one state over other states and the
imposition of one’s will on others regardless dafittconsent. Such behavior is a threat to a
consensus and rule-based regional and world aadevell as to stability and peace in specific
regions and the world. Similarly, according to gsraf Chinese government documents,
hegemonism means that the ideas and practice afigmolitics serve the interests of powerful
states while harming the interests of other coastrThis phenomenon has been opposed by the
PRC since its establishment in 1949. Moreover, spiom to hegemonism is rooted in the
ancient Confucian tradition, as Chinese emperore ta&ight to practic&/ang Dad(the kingly
way or benign powerrather thaBa Dao(the way of the bully or hegemonism). Antipathy
toward hegemonism was reinforced by China’s expegaluring the “century of humiliation.”
Subsequently, China considered the Western powéehe mineteenth century both imperialist
and colonist in nature, and since the establishmietite PRC, four generations of Chinese
leaders, from Mao Zedong to Hu Jintao, have oppasddteralism and global hegemony,
foresworn unilateral policies and the desire fom@ho become a future hegemon. In short, anti-
unilateralism and anti-hegemonism are rooted i lio¢ policies and beliefs of the Chinese

government.
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Although the above patterns are interconnectedcinal practice they may contradict one
another. Identifying these patterns helps to sysigeeChinese foreign policy as influenced by
both its national identity and material intereststhe following section, | discuss the ontology
and epistemology of identity in social sciencetipafarly in international relations research, and

its relevance for the case of China.

National Identity and International Relations

Identity has appeared frequently as an explanatangble in social science research over
the past two decades. A national identity can mele as “a group of people who aspire to or
have a historical homeland, share a common mytthestdrical memories, have legal rights or
duties for all members, and have markers to distsigthemselves from others” (Telhami,
Shibley and Barnett 2002)Borrowed from sociology, political scientists hadopted the
concepts and methods of identity politics in tmesearch, particularly after the end of the Cold
War.” Samuel Huntington provided a new paradigm foraesein world politics by looking at
major world civilizations, and their relations wikkestern civilization in the post-Cold War era
(1996, 2004). It shifts the debate of internatigualitics from structural differences to cultural
and identity-based differences. Amartya Sen watssut different identities as a cause of
violence but also a possibility of the convergeatplural identities into a peaceful
communitarian identity (2006). Other authors hangriad that identities can affect conceptions

of legitimacy, shared interests and policy choiessyell as preferences for political leaders and

® Similar definitions can be found in Dittmer andiKL993; Smith1991; Wendt 1999; Prizel
1998; McSweeney 1999; Glenn, Spirtas and Franke$19

’ For example, sociologist Benedict Anderson expldhe origins of formation of nationalism in
his seminal workmagined Communities: reflections on the origin apdead of nationalism.
For a detailed review of definitions of identitgesJames Fearon “What is identity (as we now
use the word)?” at www.stanford.edu/~jfearon/pama/lv2.pdf (Accessed on August 27,
2012)
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parties (Abdelakt al 2009:26). These seminal works demonstrate thatitgielike institutions,
can be used as an explanatory variable in sodeoe research.

In the field of international relations, the riseconstructivism after the end of the Cold
War emphasized ideational rather than materiabfagh understanding relations among states
In contrast to rationalist theories of power po8tiwhich have dominated the field since World
War Il, constructivism highlights the significanckidentities and preferences in analyses of
state behavior and the relations between statesdiI®99; Barnett and Finnemore 2004,
Ruggie 1998). Even for rationalists, according talfew Moravcsik, a social identity is a set of
preferences shared by individuals that shapes @ sgterests representing these rational actors’
preferences (1997). For instance, there is a gigptvend to go back to Wilsonian idealism and
its emphasis on the role of a community of libel@iocratic states and a rule-centered world
order based on international laws and institutkonsnderstand American foreign policy
(Hoffmann 2000; Ikenberry and Slaughter 2006).#didated above, national identity is
becoming as important as national interests in tgtaleding inter-state relations.

To understand state behavior in international slittonstructivism places an emphasis
on the social structure of states, which constibatih identities and interest&arly
constructivist scholarship focused on “nationalrelter” and “identification theory” to explain
nation building and foreign policy. National chaexds explained as a particular set of cultural
norms and political norms, through socializatiom, passed down from generation to generation
within a particular ethnos. And identification tmgaes a psychological theory, which holds out

the possibility of providing a psychological keyttos problematic of integration and

8 For the early development of theoretical statesientthe social structure of states, see
McSweeney 1999; Wendt 1999; Katzenstein 1996; Ha80; Reus-Smit 1999; Goldstein and
Keohane 1993; Lapid and Kratochwil 1996; Bloom 1990
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mobilization (Bloom 1990:Ch 1-2). After the endtbé Cold War, scholars like Peter
Katzenstein began to use culture as a variablggtam different strategies of national security
across states (1996). The cultural perspectivesEgxon uniqueness within cases, rather than
similarity among states. In answering John Ruggiesstion, “What Makes the World Hang
Together?” Albert, Jacobson and Lapid suggest aty&eal triad formed by the concepts of
identity, border and orders (IBO) to serve as &erahtive instrument for understanding
international relations (2001). Christian Reus-Sangues that modern Western institutions
originated from Western states’ social identityfimied by the moral purpose of the state and
norms of procedural justice in history (1999). Aexler Wendt argues that state identities and
interests are to an important degree constructesbbmal structures, which are inter-subjective,
rather than material, and hence, interests arendepé on identities (1994:385). For instance, he
gives the example of German national identity iB9,9vhich was chauvinist and exclusivist,
while today it coexists with a broader Europeamidg (387).

This social identity of states shapes and consriie institutional imagination, as well
as defines the parameters of legitimate internatipalitical action. Bruce Cronin argues that
elites can build security relations around “tratgmal communities” based on common identity,
and different types of transnational identity detiere the type of cohesive security arrangement
(1999). For instance, NATO is organized aroundedéht combinations of shared values, despite
its different geographical locations. Rodney Brtial has carried out empirical studies to back
up constructivist approaches on collective identli99). By analyzing key historical episodes
in Western history,Hall argues that the patterns of internationaitjpsl are shaped by different

collective identities ranging from the dynastic-emign system to the territorial-sovereign

% Including the Seven Years’ War, the French Reveiytthe rise of German nationalism, the
character of imperialism and World War |.
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system to the nation-state system (1999). Marthadfore (2003) and Gary Bass (2008) traced
the origins of humanitarian intervention, arguihgttculture and norms, rather than states’
domestic interests, determined the great powetsra

Besides ontological claims, IR scholars have d&sgloped constructivist theories to
explain regional and national politics, deviatingrm realist perceptions of international
relations. Scholars of European studies argueliegiormation of transnational alliances, such
as the European Union and the North Atlantic Tré&xtganization (NATO), are products of
global or transnational norms rather than shareghth (Risse-Kappen 2010). Through political
construction projects undertaken by various nationaupranational elites, along with varying
scales of social mediation and exchange, a commoopEan identity is taking shape and
helping to transform a war prone continent intarameasingly peaceful, prosperous and
confident polity (Checkel and Katzenstein 2009)allnthe evolution of European identities is
the result of open-ended processes that gives $pa@gious actors pursuing their specific
interests (Checkel and Katzenstein 3). Neverthese$wlars recognize that instead of a single
identity, European identities are pluralistic, freducts of both social processes and political
projects (213).

While identity studies were pioneered by Europeases, they have also flourished
elsewhere in the world. Peter Katzenstein iderstifiarious civilizational identities, and argues
that those civilizational identities are often sbaby and reflected in institutionalized memories,
for instance, the “century of humiliation” for Clainthe American civil war for the U.S., and the
Holocaust for Europe (2010). Srdjan Vucetic expddiee formation and the influence of the
“Anglosphere,” a racialized identity shared by saV&nglish-speaking countries (Australia,

America, Britain, Canada and New Zealand), and timy came to be a racialized community,
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exempting themselves from the rules that have shape, peace, alliances, coalitions, conflict
and cooperation in world politics (2011). Katzemsteas made similar arguments to the effect
that the European standard of civilization is gieohin race, ethnic affiliation and religion, and
the belief in the superiority of European civilimat is often supported by doctrines of scientific
racism (2010:1). Hence, civilization ought to beught of as pluralistic rather than singular.
Nonetheless, the nature and dynamics of natioealtity cannot be grasped without
understanding the history of a nation.

The transformation of collective identity can helmpe a nation’s political and economic
development. Michael Barnett has shown how idestitalong with political stability and
economic growth, brought vital political legitimattyleaders in both Israel and Egypt, even
while they conflicted with their international aimastead of “regime survival” as the ultimate
goal of states, “Arabism” focuses on “intense deb¥aor “dialogues,” defining some Arab
countries’ national interests and causing shifther foreign policies (1998). Specifically, the
public discourse in Jordan has transformed itsdarpolicy; its foreign policy now depends on
domestic consensus achieved through public diseqisgich 1999). For Joseph Massad, the
judiciary also played an important role in creatingost-colonial national identity in Jordan.
According to Massad, Jordanian law (both the jadiorgans and the military) is not simply a
repressive manifestation of the political; it afdays a central productive and regulatory role in
the creation of a post-colonial national ident2@Q1).

As indicate above, the study of identities is emtfined to the EU, but neither is it
confined to the national level. Earle and Wirthk@d the interaction of North America’s
identities among Canada, America and Mexico throughistory, and explore the possibility of

a “New World amplitude of vision” that sets Nortim&ricans apart from Europe because of
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geography and history (1995). African specialistgehexplored the role of identity in
understanding African disorder. In culturally disersocieties, such as Rwanda, Burundi and
Sudan, ethnic, racial and religious identities plagtral roles in confrontations and civil wars
(Mamdani 2001; Horowitz 2001; Deng 1995). Scholan$ing about German identity after
World War 1l argue that the German nation, bothRhderal Republic and the German
Democratic Republic, searched for a new identigy thould liberate them from the “Guilty
Nazi” image of World War Il and the “vassals” imagiring the Cold War (Lowenthal 1985).

On East European politics, llya Prizel argues thatinteraction between national identity
and foreign policy is particularly important in ngvemerging or re-emerging states. In post-
Cold War Russia, Ukraine and Poland, a lack ofiagitchstitutions made them heavily reliant
on their collective memories as the bases for thational identities (1998). In this sense, the
formation of national identities is mobilized bglaift in collective memory (Prizel 1998:2-3).
On Asian politics, Amitav Acharya uses identityetplain the “lack of multilateral cooperation
in Asia.” The absence of an international orgamiralike NATO, he argues, is due to different
ideas that Western and Asian states have abowtemtton and collective security (2009). Thus,
he argues, Asian regionalism, in contrast to thetéra variant, is characterized by non-
intervention.

These works demonstrate that identity not onlycéf¢he behaviors of states, but also
challenges realist propositions that material #g&s are the only factors that concern states.
For constructivists, national identity itself izariable that needs to be clarified and explored,

and different national identities may produce didtipolitical outcomes. Whereas a neo-realist

9 The primary purpose in international relationsasatship is to find out the causal relationship
between identity and foreign policy, rather thaplexe identity formation for different nations.
Comparative politics has done more works on statadtion and identity building. However, IR
scholars do clarify the sources of a particularoma identity.
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such as John Mearsheimer would argue, “state beh@aviargely shaped by the material
structure of the international system” (1995:9bnstructivists agree that states define their
identities and interests in a variety of ways, iid@hg the density or salience of interactions with
other states (Wendt 1994:389). Even for some tesdlsolars, the concept of interest varies. For
instance, after examining Hans Morgenthau’s wakkishael Williams argues that power and
interest are actually remarkably flexible and irdetinate concepts (2004:638). Despite an
international system measured by power politicsraaterial capabilities, states’ international
behavior is also influenced by their respectiveamat! identities based on their own historical
legacies. In other words, the interests of statesiat fixed, but subject to different

interpretations.

Criticisms and Response

The scholarship on identity has demonstrated thagjing identity into our understanding of
foreign policy can be a fruitful alternative to sting theoretical frameworks of inter-state
relations'* However, without a discussion of rival hypothesesing identity as a causal variable
can be considered the null hypothesis. Realistlachdo not deny that culture and identity can
help people understand how states behave, buatieesuspicious that culture and identity
provide better explanations than a realist appr¢Belsch 1998). Michael Desch argues that
cultural variables are tricky to define and openadilize; they lack applicability to a number of
cases; and hence cannot create a culturalist speosk(150). In short, treating culture as a

causal variable does not provide much additionplamatory power in the real world.

1 Noticeably, the realist proposition is that nagibimterest, particularly survival, matters the
most when states make foreign policy decisiongladgy can only receive a secondary impact
for states in conducting ones foreign policy.

22



However, culture and identity may not be the saoreepts for constructivist scholars.
Culture, as Desch criticized, is hard to defih&lentity, which is more clearly defined, involves
both power and ideas. National identity, which f&sion behaviors at the national level, has
more explanatory powers with regard to the forgighcies of states. In addition, scholars using
identity as a variable recognize that sources bbnal identity are unique for each nation, and
are subject to constant interactions. Few woultdhctae generalizability of states’ behaviors by
using national identities of individual states.

A realist approach cannot fully explain the dynasro€ world politics. First, realist and
neorealist approaches fail to recognize that itiestare sources of interests (Telhami and and
Barnett 17; Wendt 1999: Ch. 3). As scholarly waaksoss different regions have demonstrated,
identity is an important source of the state’saradi interest. Ultimately, however, any particular
approach is less important than whether the outaaimesearch advances our knowledge and
understanding of the worfd.As Yale Ferguson and Richard Mansbach argue, “Vébince
fails to measure up to reality, it is time to mgditience” (quoted in Lapid and Kratochwil 12).

Second, as Victoria Hui points out, mainstreanoties of international politics, and in
particular neorealism, are flawed by structurakd®inism and unilinear thinking (2004:176). In
contrast, constructivists do not usually predispacific causal relation between national identity
and state behavior. Instead, they characterizalpess probable behavior based on certain
identities and, more importantly, they offer an lexyation of the rationale for such behaviors
that goes beyond a systemic understanding of iatiemal relations (Ruggie 1998; Wendt 1998).
In the words of Goldstein and Keohane, this mehasitientity serves as a road map, and

contributes to outcomes in the absence of a urequéibrium (1993:11-12).

12 Definitions such as “collectively held ideas, k&l and norms.”
13 For a discussion on different relations amonghébties, see Walt 1998.
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In spite of the benefits of using identity as vakeain social research, it does pose some
problems. One crucial issue is how to measure oityi and change in identity. Are identities
fixed into histories, or can they be created ancebiged by political leaders or institutions?
Obviously, identity comes from the histories, ctdduiand social practices of a society, and
sometimes, competing identities exist within theeaeriod** Also, scholars argue that since
ethnic identities exist because of history, thayntd be easily influenced by politicians or
political institutions (Laitin 1986; Young 1976).oever, identities are by no means locked in
place. History itself is dynamic, and so is idgntiurthermore, national identity is subject to
constant redefinition; even well established idesgican change at a remarkable rate (Prizel 8).
As Peter Katzenstein writes, “Norms are not staliey are contested and contingent” (1996:3).

With regard to national identity, leaders and istate interactions can also instigate
change, especially during a crisis (Legro 2000; @aitch 1986). Ultimately, politics amounts to
politicians responding to events by competing &orfe various issues (Saideman 189). An
identity can cause a policy to have more or legppasi at home. On the other hand,
understanding other countries’ identities can Ipelliticians predict what the response from
other countries will be and, hence increase theatmof favorable outcomes when making
foreign policy (Legro 2000; Gourevitch 1986). Visary leaders, such as Wilson, Lenin,
Roosevelt and Mao, shaped their countries’ for@iglicy in systematic and dramatic ways.
From this perspective, national identity itselaipart of political invention.

The question remains, however, how does a statetamaiand inherit newly formed

identities? Institutionalists focus on the rolebaflding institutions to enforce new identities.

14 One of the scenarios is in China’s Spring and Autyeriod, which was considered to be an
age that “hundreds of different thoughts” were cetimg for the domination of the political
sphere.
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Leaders are constrained by formal and informalturtgdns because institutions are the products
of past political battles, compromises and deb@#smer, Fukui and Lee 2000). A change of
identity will therefore bear certain costs (Saider83). For constructivists, the relations
between agent and structure are socially consttuated mutually influential. Identity can shape
actors’ interests and perceptions, and then acteete compatible institutions. Subsequently,
institutions influence successive politicians’ pgation of legitimacy and interests (Wendt 1987,
1994). In sum, there is a dialectical relation kedw national identity and foreign policy insofar

as they constantly influence and interact with eattier.

The Role of Identity in IR Studies

What is the role of identity in foreign policy arding to the various approaches to
international relations? Existing approaches, ngmeslism, institutionalism, liberalism and
constructivism, offer four different answers, soofigvhich are interrelated. | summarize each of
these approaches in Tablé®1.

Table 1: Identity and Foreign Policy

IR Approach | Role of Identity | Type of Interests Mechanism
. . . Balancing and Conquest
Neo-Realism No Relation Material g q
I . - . Cooperation and Interdependence
Institutionalism Constraining Material
. . . . . Promote Universal Values. E.qg.,
Liberalism Influencing Material/ldeational d

Democracy and Human Rights

- . . : Social interaction
Constructivism Constructing Material/ldeational

15 This table is inspired by the work of Stephen 8aidn’s “Conclusion: thinking theoretically
about identity and foreign policy.” In Telhami, ley, and Michael N. Barnett. 2002entity
and foreign policy in the Middle Eadthaca: Cornell University Press.
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For Neo-realism, survival is the ultimate goal @#tes, and seeking to maximize military
security is a state’s logical choice. Balancing baddwagoning are the two forms of state
behavior in an anarchical world. For Kenneth Wadtksocial systems are characterized by three
dimensions: (1) the ordering principle, (2) staestreated as units of the international system,
and (3) the distribution of capabilities (1979)r Bohn Mearsheimer it is the “Tragedy of Great
Power” that each power needs to face their extéhmeht in order to survive (2001). In addition
to military security, economic interests are ofsamd to determine states’ behavior, and in some
cases, states adopt an offensive foreign poligratect their economic interests (Liberman
1996; Gibbs 1991). In either case, for realism,ideatity of the state makes little or no impact

on foreign policy*®

Institutionalists agree that the organizing priteipf international relations is anarchy,
but they argue international organizations’ norma @eas facilitate cooperation and
interdependence among states, and thus constasas'dbehavior (Keohane and Nye 1989;
Goldstein and Keohane 1993)Once ideas have influenced organizational desimgy, are
reflected in the performance of those instituti@eying interests as well (Goldstein and
Keohane 1993:20). Identity may play two roles ingteaining states’ behaviors. First, by
altering expectations, cooperation within regimas force a reevaluation of identity and
interest. Second, shared identity may influenceptreeption of threat and the salience of

relative gains (Rousseau 36-38). The success duhgpean community after World War Il can

'8 However, for classical realism, shared identitesyed from moderately important for
Morgenthau to potentially extremely important foelvand his “balance of threat” approach.
See Walt 1987.

" They define ideas as “beliefs held by individu&lsip to explain political outcomes,
particularly those related to foreign policy.” Idiea neo-liberalism is different than identity,
which focuses on “collective memories.”
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be seen as a successful story of creating a connmmstitution and identity to constrain states’

behavior (Keohane, Nye and Hoffmann 1993).

For liberalism, identity plays a central role imderstanding states’ foreign policy
behavior. The premise of this approach is that deatic regimes, which share similar identities
and values, will rarely go to war with each otterd cooperation rather than conflict is the norm
(Doyle 2011). For liberalism, it is the prevalemmfédoth democratic values and democratic
institutions that influence the foreign policy afrdocratic states, as championed by the United
States after World War II. For John Ikenberry, theted States built hierarchical state relations
but also mutually agreed-upon rules and instittj@md rising powers, like China, will

eventually share the same identity (2011).

Slightly different from liberalism, constructivisargues that the interests of states are not
fixed, and it is a process of social interactioroamdifferent states. Identities make up
important parts of states’ interests (Mercer 1989&hough constructivist scholars do not usually
offer a standard “road map” of how states behaveternational politics, neither do they think
all states are supposed to behavior unanimouslyst@gctivist scholars do identify a relation
between national identity and a states’ foreigngyoland the former can serve as a guideline for

future international relations.

Constructivists are interested in the construatibidentities and interests from a
sociological perspective, which takes domestictjgsliseriously. From the perspective of
constructivism, identity influences foreign policyat least five ways: identity serves as a prop;

identity shapes legitimacy; identity influencesfprences; identity raises the costs of alternative
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policy; and identity shapes outcomés:rom a rational domestic politics perspective, by
involving identity in foreign policy making, leademinimize opposition and mobilize support
from different interest groups, thus helping toidethe interests of states. Identity helps create
the preferences of states, and reinforces themighroteractions with other states. Furthermore,
by continuing to follow similar foreign policies astablished by their predecessors, successive
leadership reduces uncertainty and transactiors ao$toth domestic and foreign policy. On the
other hand, an “identity violation” may affect atker’s legitimacy or, more seriously, it can
create an identity crisis for the public. Hencedership will bear certain costs by dramatically
changing foreign policy (Saideman 177-183). In sianymalthough constructivism cannot
provide a general theory on relations between igeand foreign policy, even from a rational

perspective, identity matters in influencing stateseign relations.

Research Methods

The literature review so far has shown that idesgtihave been widely used both as
independent variables and dependent variablesliticabscience researcii.In this dissertation,

| will use national identity as an independent able to explain a specific state’s foreign policy

18| am relying on the works have been done by Stef#sdeman in Saideman, Stephen. 2002.
“Conclusion: thinking theoretically about identdyd foreign policy.” In Telhami, Shibley, and
Michael N. Barnett. 2002dentity and foreign policy in the Middle Easthaca: Cornell

University Press.

19 For international relations scholars, identityresated as a collective concept focused on social
and political identities. The assumption of idgn#s an independent variable rests on a notion
that certain identities can be understood with mapd and more accurate measurement
techniques and strategies (Abdalthl 3-4). Identity often exists as a dependent vagiaiold
indicates that nations holding certain identity t@mslate into a particular type of action and
behavior. Identity construction is occurring at tiplé intersections of elite projects and social
processes (Checkel and Katzenstein 226-227). \kéaliessm asserts that culture and identity do
not challenge existing theoretical frameworks eéinational relations studies, | argue that using
national identity as an independent variable waiter to detect changes and continuities in a
state’s international behavior across time.
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behavior. As Alexander Wendt argues, social constrigts treat states as “actors” or “persons,”
that is, we can explore the rationality, identitieserests and beliefs of states as we do with
human beings, and states are described in tergwlettive cognition (2004:289-3043.

My identity variable will serve as a “road map”nt analysis of how a country behaves,
rather than a deterministic mechanism. In thisedtasion, | am not suggesting that national
identity causes China’s specific foreign policy &eior. Rather | argue that without taking into
consideration national identity, current IR thesrage often incomplete in explaining China’s
foreign policy.

This dissertation is a largely qualitative resegratject. | will employ the case study method
in general, content analysis and process tracipgiticular’* The nature of my research,
dealing with a single country, China, is to expltre relations between its national identities and
foreign policies in a particular historical andtcwal milieu. Hence, a qualitative research design

serves the purpose of the inquiffChapter 3 will analyze the general trend of th&€RRoreign

20 For Wendt, states are characterized by a masaiigiath of labor internally, the structure of
which enables their members to operate as a stogjeitive system (2004:304)

2L political scientists have developed multiple methto measure identities. In Abdelal et al's
Measuring Identity: a Guide for Social Scientigtge measurement strategies are laid out:
experiments, discourse and content analyses, amaq closed ended surveys. Among these
five, content analysis and discourse analysis haes widely used by political scientists.

?2 In international relations, case studies have lsealucted in the areas of international
security and international political economy (Vessan 2008). Alexander George describes the
case study method that “the single case studytedethod of ‘controlled comparison’ of a few
cases has become a respectable, legitimate res#eatdgy that can contribute to theory
development” (1979:49). The nature of my reseattelling with a single country--China, is to
explore the relations between its national idesgiand foreign policies in the particular

historical and cultural milieu. Hence, a qualitatiesearch design serves the purpose of the
inquiry. Regarding the benefits of using the cdadysmethod, Schramm writes, “The essence of
a case study, the central tendency among all typease study, is that it tries to illuminate a
decision or set of decisions: why they were takeny they were implemented, and with what
result” (1971). Similarly, John Gerring definesase study as “an intensive study of a single unit
with an aim to generalize across a larger set w$'u(2004:341). Charles Ragin argues that case
study is a research strategy based on the in-dgpghirical investigation of one, or a small
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policy in the past six decades. Relying on the 2¢i@overnment Annual Reports, | will use
content analysis and discourse analysis to codelecigher Chinese identities and,
subsequently, foreign policy behaviors. Chapteks 4,and 7 will analyze China’s bilateral
relations with the superpowers (the U.S. and thees&Jnion), secondary powers (Japan and
India) and minor powers (North Korea and Vietnahwill use both discourse analysis and
process tracing methods to try to build relatioesveen national identity and foreign policy.
While using the case study method, tradeoffs aeitable. That is, breadth versus depth,
case comparability versus representativeness, logffiset versus causal mechanisms, invariant
versus probabilistic explanation and exploratomsus confirmatory analysis (John Gerring
2004). In my study, instead of choosing a singlé tananalyze the role of national identity
played in Chinese foreign policy, | choose Chinalations with a few key countries to illustrate
and test my argument. These “crucial cases,” imtbigls of Eckstein (1975, 1992), are
representative enough to build and test the ndtideatity theory | propose. As Gerring argues,
an estimate of probabilistic arguments in a casgysis as important as a causal effect, and a
cause increases the likelihood of an outcome anléomagnitude of an outcome (2004:348-
349). Moreover, the case study method is more usdfen insight into causal mechanisms is
more important than insight into causal effectsl ahen the strategy of research is exploratory,

rather than confirmatory (2004: 352).

number, of phenomena in order to explore the condigon of each case, and to elucidate
features of a larger class of similar phenomenaldweloping and evaluating theoretical

explanations (2000:64-87). Thus, the purpose sfdigsertation is to develop and test the
Chinese national identity theory, which fits inteetarena of using the case study method.
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| will select “crucial cases” and use process trg@s a means to test the thebyhese
cases include the PRC'’s foreign policies with tingespowers--United States and the Soviet
Union, the secondary powers—Japan and India, anththor powers—Vietnam, North Korea
and Israel across time. By using process tracimgsearch procedure designed to identify
processes linking a set of initial conditions tpaaticular outcome, | intend to assess the Chinese
national identity theory by identifying the caushhin that links Chinese national identities and
foreign policy behavior, and to uncover the possitduses and observed outcoAfdy using
memoirs of leaders, archival documents, intervi@mdcripts and secondary literature, | examine
whether the causal process of Chinese nationaliigéneory is at play> As Robert Jervis
argues, process tracing allows the researchenkarianifestos to what actually happens, to
examine the reasons that actors give for theioastand behavior, and to investigate the
relationship between beliefs and behavior (206@hus, process tracing is a way to assess

actors’ perceptions and intentions in politicakse research.

23 Guy Peters argues that as no amount of case-stgdgrch can confirm a theory definitively,
by selecting and testing “crucial cases,” the resesa can have greater confidence about that
theory (1998:150).

24 As Pascal Vennesson describes process tracingectmitfully used in both positivist and
interpretivist research designs, allowing reseascteecombine a positivist and an interpretive
outlook in case study research (2008). In addit@ayton Roberts describes process tracing as
“the minute tracing of the explanatory narrativette point where the events to be explained are
microscopic and the covering laws correspondingbyercertain (1996:66). Similarly, George
and Bennett describe process tracing “a proceduneéntifying steps in a causal process
leading to the outcome of a given dependent vaiabh particular case in a particular historical
context” (2005:176).

%5 pascal Vennesson distinguishes process tracing“tedling stories” by arguing that first
process tracing focuses on certain aspects oftteegmenon, and secondly, it is structured in
the sense that the investigator is developing atyoal explanation based on a theoretical
framework identified in the research design, astl e goal of process tracing is to provide a
narrative explanation of causal pathways that teaspecific outcome (2008).

26 Amenta also holds similar thoughts that uncovetirgreasons that actors give for their
actions are a key aspect of the empirical investigg1991:179-180).
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As none of the methodology in social science isquerthe existence and credibility of the
empirical sources | use in the dissertation re$eare crucial to reduce bidsTo avoid the
confirmation bias, i.e. the tendency to collecomfation that confirms one’s own theory, | will
consider alternative explanations from secondaeydture, particularly realist explanations of
the PRC'’s bilateral relations with other statesaVoid the problem of over-determination, |
make no claim that the national identity theorgritture or my own research suggest that
identity is the sole explanation for China’s forejgplicy behaviof® Finally, to avoid neglecting
negative evidence, | will ask what events shoulclo@and what evidence should be observable
if this argument or explanation is corrétt.

In the end, one needs to recognize the limits @htlethods we know in order to build and
test new theories. As Mills wrote, “ultimately, hever, they (methods) cannot substitute for a
passionate curiosity about a great problem, thecdauriosity that compels the mind to travel
anywhere and by any means, to re-make itself iessary, in order to find out” (1959:105).

The sources | use fall under two broad categoFiest, | use archival sources, such as the
memoirs, speeches and statements of both Chindderagn leaders across. Methodologically

speaking, understanding the perspectives of leadeng transformation of their countries’

2’ The biases inherent in the case study methocharednfirmation bias, the over-determination
problem and negative evidence.

28 As Davis argues, focusing on other theories ambtheses can help, as well as on
counterfactuals, which can be a powerful tool tallemge our preexisting theories (2005:168-
175). However, in general, as Njolstad suggests]dnyfying potential conflict of interpretations
about the evidence, clarifying whether competingl@xations address different aspects of a
case, and comparing various cases and identiffi@gtope conditions for explanations of a
case, the bias can be dealt with (1990).

29 As national identity theory is not only suppose@xplain country’s past behaviors, but also
should be able to explain and predict the curradtfature foreign policy behaviors, which
serves as test of the utility of the theory. Irsttissertation, | specifically predict that China’s
phoenix rising identity will lead to China’s peagkinternationalism in terms of foreign policy
behavior in the future.
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foreign policy and formation of national identit/lboth legitimate and reliable. The “agent-
structure” debate has long existed in internatioekdtions studies. Liberal scholars, like John
Ikenberry, have long argued for the critical rofenalividual presidents like Woodrow Wilson in
the formation of American liberal foreign policyQ@9, 2011). Even classical realist scholars like
Hans Morgenthau recognized the role of individealdership in making foreign policy (1946).
In Joseph Nye’s recent bo®kesidential Leadership and the Creation of the Acae Era,he
focuses on the role that individual leadership gthin American primacy (2013). He writes,
“Sometimes leaders not only take a fork in thednisél road but help to create it” (2013:5). For
him, transformational leaders seek major change tlaeir objectives can be measured in terms
of the degree and scope of change they seek. Thre&tmsevelt, Woodrow Wilson, Franklin
Roosevelt and Harry Truman all responded to theafsAmerican power resources and tried to
create, expand and consolidate a new world ordki6).

Elite perspectives on foreign policy making areremere important in the case of China, an
authoritarian country. Feng Huiyun argues thatéesidoeliefs are crucial in deciding foreign
policy as crises in foreign policy do not transpdsectly into decisions, and decision makers
draw upon analogies and past experiences of thairto make foreign policy judgments
(2009:318). In the case of China, during Mao Zedongle, he took upon himself almost
exclusively the prerogative of defining China’siofl national identity. Implementation
inevitably involved the entire official PRC apparsias they attempted to turn the collective

image of China into viable political action, bothndestically and internationally. For the
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Chinese leadership, a foreign policy line is aiedif theoretically articulated, comprehensive
design for dealing with the global system (Van N2@8-201)*

There are both pros and cons in focusing on thepeetives of leadership and political elites
in an authoritarian country. Shih, Shan and Liwarthat elite studies continue to be important
and necessary for understanding authoritarian regiike China as power is concentrated in the
hands of one or a few leaders, whose prefereneésfd) and actions can have a profound
influence on political and economic outcomes (281652). On the other hand, foreign policy
decision-making in any country tends to be coneged at the top of the hierarchy, and political
researchers lack direct access to the processkesigion making outside of published
documents. Thus, regarding the credibility of leadd high officials’ speeches, statements and
memoirs, two questions arise: are they rhetoricardhey lies?

In order to perceive the rhetoric that politicaders made, | cross-examine Chinese sources
with sources from foreign leaders. As foreign pphegotiations often involve multiple parties,

a cross-examination will enable me to detect whahetoric and what is reality during foreign
policy making®' On the possibility of leaders telling lies in imational politics, John
Mearsheimer itWhy Leaders Liggeaches an unconventional conclusion. “Lyingdsceptable
conduct in international politics,” he says, “Besauhere are sometimes good strategic reasons

for leaders to lie to other countries and evern&irtown people. Nevertheless, there is actually

%01n all, constructivists emphasize how agents slsaqpetures, which then influence agents in
the sense that identity shapes an actor’s inteagstperception, so that the agent creates an
institution embodying the identity, and the ingia influences subsequent politicians, shaping
their imagination about the route map of polici8aileman 193).

31 1n addition, Chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7 examine Chibd#ateral relations with other states, which
can also provide checks for China’s foreign pobejavior.
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not much lying between states” (2011*6As a prominent realist scholar, Mearsheimer dags n
consider morality as an obstacle for leaders tdiésl to other state¥.In fact, he writes, “leaders
do not always lie about foreign policy, but thegasionally say things or purposely imply things
that they know are not true” (8}.The conclusion is certainly counterintuitive, figerves as a
way to provide theoretical legitimacy for my discs@ analysis of the speeches, statements and
memoirs of Chinese leaders and what they revealtdhe Chinese national identity and related
foreign policies.

The second category of sources | will use in tegearch is secondary literature from both
Western and Chinese area specialists in the figlst@rnational relations and China studies. The
benefits of using secondary literature, Gerringiagj are that both literature review and meta-
analyses are systematic attempts to integrateethdts of individual studies into a single dataset
in order to conduct the case study (345). In tksaltation, | use MLA (Modern Language
Association) style in bibliography for academic ke@nd articles cited. For other sources, such
as articles from newspapers, magazines and thmatté use in-text citations for the purpose of

clarity.

32 However, Mearsheimer does find that leaders ddi@eery often to other countries, but
instead seem more inclined to lie to their own peop

33 On the definition of lying, Mearsheimer wrotéyingis when a person makes a statement that
he knows or suspects to be false in the hope thatowill think it is true” (2011:16).

34 Mearsheimer summarizes two different reasonsefadérs to tell international lies: first is the
strategic lieshat leaders tell for the purpose of helping tleeuntry survive in the rough and
tumble of inter-state relations; second, leadenstetselfish liesto protect their personal
interests or those of their friends (2011:11). therconcerns of scholars of international
relations, it is the strategic lies that draw mattentions. However, few inter-state cases of lying
have been discovered and documented in IR schgasshich is contradictory to conventional
beliefs (26)Also, through a cost-benefit analysis, telling rrdeate lies causes one country more
harms than benefits. Hence, statesmen rarelynteliriational lies as they will be hard to get
away from lying. In reality, lying is only effecwhen the potential victim thinks the liar is
probably telling the truth (30). Furthermore, iparticularly difficult for a state to lie or trpt

hide a lie to other states for a long period oftjmwith very few cases of bluffing in international
negotiations and diplomatic lying having been dised to the public.
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Organization of the Dissertation

This dissertation attempts to understand China&mational behavior through both a liberal
and a constructivist view. | share with liberaliamd constructivism the notion that identity can
influence as well as construct a state’s interéstsvever, scholars tend to agree that
constructivism is not a theory of internationalipos, but a framework for developing models of
social interaction. Therefore, constructivist thesmust rely on substantive empirical research
to provide alternative/complementary understandofgbe real world. To that end, my research
explores the relations between Chinese identityitsndternational behavior by asking: first,
what is/are Chinese national identity(s) in terrhgsointernational behavior; second, how does
Chinese national identity affect China’s foreignipg? Chapter 1 of the dissertation deals with

the first question; the remaining chapters dedh Wie second question.

Following this introductory chapter, Chapter 1 itiees the sources and patterns of
contemporary Chinese identities, namely, Confuciatimhood and revolutionary experience.
Chapter 2 will demonstrate the impact of China’samal identity on its foreign policy by
looking at trends in the formal principles and piosis of Chinese foreign policy since the PRC’s
establishment in 1949. | employ content analysanalyze the Chinese Central Government
Annual Reports (1954-2012), as well as discoursdyais to measure the general trends of
Chinese foreign policy since 1949. Chapter 3 arthploy Chinese identity theory to explain its
bilateral relations with the two superpowers, tt&Aland the former USSR. Chapter 5 and 6
discusses China’s relations with secondary andlstaés, using Japan, India, North Korea and
Vietnam as cases. Chapter 7 will conclude by sunzingrthe key patterns of Chinese foreign
policy behavior as informed by its national identand offering my insights on peaceful

internationalism vis-a-vis liberal internationalismunderstanding China’s future policy
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behavior. Ultimately, in this dissertation, | emplive concept of national identity to explain

China’s foreign policy behavior during the histarfythe People’s Republic of China.
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Chapter 1. Chinese National Identity in International Relations:
Sources and Patterns

American exceptionalism is missionary. It holdd tha United States has an obligation
to spread its values to every part of the worldin@ls exceptionalism is cultural.

---Henry Kissingeion Ching xvi

In this chapter, | identify three crucial peridtiat have influenced China’s contemporary
national identity with regard to its foreign policypecifically, this chapter will discuss the
evolution and adoption of the Confucian identitynfr ancient times, the victimhood identity
inherited from the “century of humiliation,” andetidentity of revolutionary internationalism
from the Mao era. These periods will illustrate kigtorical trajectory of the development of the

contemporary Chinese identity.

Confucian ldentity

From its emergence as a unified state in 221 Bn@l. the middle of the nineteenth
century, China stood at the center of the EastrAisigernational system. China produced a
greater share of total world GDP than any Westtate sn eighteen of the last twenty centuries
(Kissinger 2011:11-12). As late as 1820, it produceer 30 percent of world GDP—an amount
exceeding the GDP of Europe and the United Statedbmed (Maddison 2006:261-266).

Despite these economic advantages, however, Chqarad no overseas colonies and

showed no interest in countries beyond its owriteetes > Rather than territorial expansion,

% In the period of Ming Dynasty between 1405 and3l43hina acquired the most advanced
technology, and launched several times’ naval egpilins led by Admiral Zheng He. His fleets
reached as far as India, the Horn of Africa, ardStrait of Hormuz. However, these voyages
brought back only “tribute” back, China claimedcaonies or resources from all those naval
explorations.
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China’s material wealth combined with military weaks making it a periodic victim of
invasions and conquests by much smaller neighbofact, historically, it has been neighboring
conquerors ruling in the name of the Chinese dynakb augmented China’s territories. Henry
Kissinger refers to it as a process of “expansipondmosis” (2011). At the same time, “the
Chinese Emperor was conceived of (and recognizeddst neighboring states) as the pinnacle
of a universal political hierarchy, with all oth&ates’ rulers theoretically serving as vassals”
(Kissinger 2011:2-3). The China-centered tributsygtem kept interstate relations stable in East
and Southeast Asia for millennia.

Why did ancient China behave as a benign hegemwa aource of longstanding
stability for the surrounding international syster8eholars in the West and China usually
attribute this to “Confucian pacifism” (Weber 195H irbank 1974; Solomon 1998; Di Cosmo
2009; Kang 2010; Bell 2008; Feng 2009). Confucianigs long played a dominant role in
Chinese political history. Since the Han Dynas@y§B.C.—220 A.D.), Confucian thought was
adopted as the official state doctrine. Gradu&lynfucianism evolved into something akin to
China’s Bible and Constitution combined (Kissin@@d.1:14), and Confucius came to be
regarded as more than a king—a living god among (lReng 1948:47-48).

The moral basis of Confucian principles derivesrfran optimistic conception of human
nature and human relations. According to Confusianihuman nature is inherently good (in
contrast to the realist conception of human naasreelf-interested) because humans, as such,
are capable of benevolendee), namely love for one’s kinship. Thus, a fathenagurally
capable of loving his children, and his childreriaing their father, etc. By extension, one is

capable of loving members of the larger societye asis for loving humans outside of one’s
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family is to use a measurement: to love otherddcén or parents as one would love one’s own.

Again, by extension, a ruler is supposed to logeshibjects as he would do his own children.

In the original words of th&nalectsa collection of Confucius’ wisdom written by his
disciples,”A man of Renis one who, desiring to sustain himself, sustathers, and desiring to
develop himself, develops others. To be able froioown self to draw a parallel for the
treatment of others; that may be called the wagyréaticeRen” According to Feng Youlan, a
Columbia University-trained philosopher in the @emmunist period, the idea Benis to
“love others” as benevolence entails. Just asfamaly, a father would act according to the way
a father should act, i.e. by loving his son, s@kiending this benevolence to the society, the
man who loves others is able to perform his dutiesociety (1948:42-43). In other words, “Do
to others as you would have them do to you” (4®n¢¢ the Chinese term for the “state” or
“government” is a compound word, “country-familgyojia), while government officials are
traditionally known as “parental officialsfumu guai. Confucianism also holds that humans are

perfectible by nature and, hence, they can culivabral values through learning.

Two basic principles of Confucian political philggty follow from this. One is the
principle of government by the sage or a morallgeemed man capable of benevolent love and
justice. The sage or cultivated wise man is supptsde a combination of commander in chief,
supreme pontiff, and top educator (Pines 2012A¢. sage king is supposed to provide
leadership from abovyédispensing wise counsel and presiding over an yrdealm by
exemplifying of virtue. Good governance, in thigwing, comes from centralized but prudent
leadership from above, not from coalescing aspinstirom below (Pines 2012:65).

Confucianism thus infers a preference for “rulenain” to “rule of law.” It believes that no
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matter how well a system is designed and how wétlsrand laws are established, without the

proper men to conduct them, they will not lead@odjgovernance.

Second, Confucianism advocates the fundamentalatieghteousnessy(). That is, it is
righteous or incumbent upon one to exer&saor benevolence. This obligation entails the
principle of reciprocity. It means that a fatheoslh act fatherly so that his son can follow in a
manner most appropriate to his self-identificatisna son. According to Tu Wei-Ming, a
philosopher at Harvard University, the son’s fildty is conceived as a response to the father’s
kindness, and the father must set an example éosdh as a loving and respectable person
before he can reasonably expect his son to loveesmct him (1985:124). The eminent scholar
of Chinese history, John Fairbank, thus explaims,Ghinese man defines his “self” by his
relations to others through the “web of recipramaligations” (1979:71). Confucius believed
that unless one is righteous and benevolent, omeotanake others righteous and benevolent. In
his words, “the ruler must himself possess gooditiggmbefore he requires them of the people.
He must not have bad qualities in himself beforenag require that they shall not be found in
the people.” In Confucianism, to lead by examplihesway a ruler should govern. He must

constantly try to look at things from the standpahthe people rather than from his own.

The role of familial roots in the conception of hammand societal relations is a key
difference between Chinese and Western politiealitions. The former is closely linked to its
familial root, while the latter tends to ignorg®olomon 1998:28-29). Confucianism sees the
family as the natural habitat of humans, and amprtige father-son relationship as a defining
characteristic of the human condition (Tu 1985:128) Wei-Ming argues that unlike Christian
symbolism, which tends to undermine the signifieaatfamilial relationships in the formation

of society, Confucian salvation takes the basidayeelationships of the family as the
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foundation of Chinese society (1985:123). Rule bgydyolence and rule by the sage (or one who
practices benevolence), in turn, lead a socieprasperity and harmony. These are the ultimate
goals for Confucian ruler.In theAnalects the idea of filial piety and brotherliness are th
foundations of humanity, and by extending the gmbehtion of caring for strangers as dearly as
caring for one’s own kin, social harmony is achbvi@ the Confucian tradition, social harmony

and peace have been fundamental and enduringcpbiailues (Bodde 1953:19-80).

Confucianism and Ancient Interstate Relations

At the interstate level, the ideaRén(benevolence) and rule by the sage (or one who
practicesRer) is the origin of Confucian pacifism and universal. The idea of leading from
above was the ideational foundation of the tritayitem, with China at the top of the interstate

hierarchy that lasted centuries in East Asia.

Established during the Han Dynasty (206 BC — 220, AlRe tribute system included, at
various times, Korea, Vietnam, Japan, the Ryukiantis, Siam, Burma and Malacca. Under
this system, the weaker states would acknowledgeaGhpreeminence by periodically honoring
the Chinese emperor with gifts and ritualized cemei®s paying respect. In return, they were
bestowed gifts of greater value, the right to tred€hina, and for nearby small states, military
protection in the event of foreign invasion. Chied the tribute system not only because of its
economic and cultural prowess, but also as a nexahple and an international duty to the
other states. That is, in a hierarchical intermatiarder, the leading state should act like a

benevolent and righteous state.

% For a detailed discussion of Confucian politidailpsophy, see Wu 1928.
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In dealing with the non-Chinese, Confucian cultemgphasized pacific views. The use of
force was usually considered a reactive and defemseans or else a mechanism for diplomatic
maneuvering. War was destructive to the peoplevaasieful of a state’s resources. It was by
good faith that a small state served a great arcepbanevolence was demonstrated by a great
state’s protection of a small one (Fairbank 19628 This Confucian pacifism in ancient
China has been widely observed by scholars andifiwaers of international politics. Max
Weber notes “the pacifist character of Confuciarii€i851:140) and John Fairbank writes that
Chinese culture has a “pacifist bias,” considethmguse of force the “last resort” (1974:7-9). He
refers to “a cult of state humanism” based on th fial the power of virtuous conduct to capture
the hearts of men, who will be led to the pathrolieo under wise and benevolent authority
(1979:63). Fairbank also writes that in traditioG&linese states, indoctrination in the orthodox
principles of social conduct was the primary waypteserve peace and prosperity within the
state, whereas the use of physical violence to taaiorder was seen as a last resort (1979:70).
The Sinologist Richard Solomon writes about Cordn@voidance of social conflict and
suppression of hostility and aggression in intatestelations because conflict tended to go
beyond the bounds of dispute over specific issniesd “confusion or chaos” for the system
(1998:514). The noted historian Nicola Di Cosmoteg;j “the Confucian and Mencian
philosophical traditions valued the brush far mibi@n the sword. In foreign policy the same
tenets allegedly privileged peace over war, persnas/er coercion, while arms and violence

were solutions of last resort” (2009:2).

Emphasis on hierarchy was another character dtmgucian world order. Scholars
acknowledge the formal inequality (or hierarchy}twé Confucian order but also its informal

benevolence (Bell 2008). Political scientist Dai@hg (2007, 2010) argues that the ancient
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Chinese tribute system is “formally unequal, bdioimally equal” and “created much less inter-
state war than the Westphalian system.” By his taunly six inter-state wars occurred in East
Asia between the middle of the™&entury and the middle of the1@entury, but during the

same period, almost fifty major wars in Europe lerokit (2007:36-41). Further, he argues that
during those four hundred years, Europe’s five meddndependent units shrunk to about
twenty, while the number of countries in East Astiyed about the same during the same period

(41).

The lack of war in Asia was precisely due to thefQoian order and its longstanding
“tribute system,” which recognized China’s statashararchical and the leading power in that
system. As Kang puts it, the tribute system “predié normative social order that also
contained credible commitments by China not to @xglecondary states that accepted its
authority” (2010:2). Compared with the Westphaiiatem, “a formal equality between states
and balance-of-power politics,” the East Asianutédsystem emphasized “formal inequality
between states and a clear hierarchy in the systemd,yet “was marked by centuries of stability
among the core participants” (Kang 2010:2). Asdbminant state in the tribute system, China
achieved the status through its cultural achievesnand social recognition, rather than by its
military and economic capability (Kang 2010:8). Raviitter argues that in the Confucian world
view, those who were privileged to be at the tophefhierarchy were not permitted to abuse that
superior position with impunity, but were requirtedexercise reasonable, in effect just, control
over the ruled (2003:210). This view applied atekels of society, including the relationships

of the Chinese court with its suzerain and tribgtarritories.

Chinese political scientists concur on the hieradibut pacifist structure of the
Confucian world order. Qin Yaqing, a leading IR@e in China trained in the West, writes
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that the nature of the Confucian world order isé¢gual but benign” (2007). Feng Huiyun, also
trained in the West, writes that under Confucidtluance, China had a defensively strategic
culture, and in its thousands of years history, jws large-scale military expansionist
movements. China avoided war at all costs becdgsade of force, particularly as an aggressive

means to gain material advantage, was anathenmwvalue system (2009:314).

In contemporary terminology, China was, in shaxgereising its “soft power” overseas
while it was the strongest power in the systema®Fairbank puts it, “Chinese influence abroad
was based on commerce and culture rather than laamnpower” (1979:65). From a cultural
perspective, the nature of Confucian identity dredihternational system based on it were
distinct from the Westphalia system, enabling Chaact as a benign hegemon throughout

history.

Confucianism and Contemporary Interstate Relations

The Confucian pacifist order and the tribute syséssociated with it, however, collapsed
when Britain invaded China in the middle of theateenth century. It was replaced by the
British imposed “Treaty System,” where a long seoéunequal treaty clauses contributed to
China’s deeply felt “century of humiliation.” Theuth hated clauses ranged from losses of tariff
and customs controls, cession of ports and teiegpthe ending of opium controls,
extraterritorial rights for foreign subjects, aneblry indemnities for wars that China lost fighting

imperial encroachments into its own land.

The Chinese Communist Party has staked its legityraa a nationalist movement
against foreign imperialism symbolized by the “unadreaties” and has continued to buttress

its legitimacy as the party that ended foreign ingdsm. As China becomes a normal state once
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again, after embracing and virtually abandoningitimgorted Marxism as official doctrine, it is
re-embracing its traditional cultural heritage. BhBell, a Princeton trained political theorist
working at Tsinghua university, reports that a rgeace of Confucian ideas and values can
easily be found, and these continue to influence€de society in both visible and invisible

ways (2008).

Indeed, Confucian pacifism has increasingly beéeated in the policy goals and
strategies of the post-Mao regimes. Under the pawatieader Deng Xiaoping, from the late
1970s to the mid-1990s, “China’s strategy is amdhgt will be defensive” (Wang 2011:21).
Under Jiang Zemin, head of the CCP and presidetiteo€hinese state from 1989 to 1999, one
of the goals of the party was to achieve “the grewitval of the Chinese nation.” Under his
successor Hu Jintao, “a harmonious society” at hantke“a harmonious world” abroad were
promoted, both echoing the Confucian tenets of bagnunder the heaven (Bell 2008:9). With
specific reference to China’s foreign policy, Hue®) “China since ancient times has had a fine

tradition of sincerity, benevolence, kindness andtttowards its neighbors” (Wang 2011:2).

Chinese foreign policies have also exhibited Comafupacifism in the post-Mao period.
Taylor Fravel, a Chinese foreign policy expert dTMargues that China has rarely exploited its
military superiority to secure its disputed temiés. By his count, out of China’s twenty-three
territorial disputes with neighboring countried @lwhich resulted from imperial
encroachments in modern times), China offered oggmt concessions in seventeen, or over
70% of the disputed cases. On the other hand, Glas@nly gained back between 25% to 30%
of the disputed territories (2008). Since Chinae of force against Vietham in 1979, in response

to the latter’s invasion of Cambodia, China hasergaged in any military conflict with other
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countries. One scholar notes after studying Chisesg¢egic behaviors in the past, “if history is

any guide, it will shed light on China’s future laefior” (Wang 2011:3).

Despite its wide recognition, the thesis of Cordngacifism is not without challenge.
The most prominent is the “cultural realism” perspe proposed by Alastair Johnson, a
Harvard political scientist. If from the perspeetiof Confucian pacifism, China’s historical use
of force is defensive, reluctant and reactive, 3ohmattributes a cultural realism to China’s
traditional strategic culture. “China has histoliicaxhibited a relatively consistent hard
realpolitik or parabellumstrategic culture that has persisted across diftestructural contexts
into the Maoist period” (1996:217). He thus intetgrtraditional China’s use of force as eager,
proactive, offensive and, often times, expansiodislefensive grand strategy is adopted only
when China is in a weak position, Johnson argu@35)L For him, China’s leaders have
internalized the parabellum strategic culture, ilegdo an offensive grand strategy that China

has pursued in times of superior strength.

In rebuttal, scholars familiar with ancient Chiegsxts point out that Johnson’s
argument was based on a highly selective readirg@tnt texts, and only military ones at that.
Wang Yuan-kang writes, “by selectively drawingrealipolitik-conforming elements from the
military classics and disregarding the Confucidimaing evidence as well as a vast body of
Confucian writings, the theory of cultural realismderestimated the impact of Confucianism on
Chinese strategic culture” (2010:27). Feng Huiyuasiions Johnson’s selection of cases from
the Ming Dynasty, whose rulers fought and replabedviongol invaders that established the
preceding Yuan Dynasty in thetﬁBentury. It is thus highly misleading to choose frarticular
period to conclude that Chinese strategic cultuse wffensive. As Feng points out, “Johnston

prescribed one identity for the Chinese as a hestlty and culturally produced realpolitik
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state...This deterministic feature in Johnston’sualtrealism leads to a misperception that

China is a rising revisionist state that is agguess nature” (2007:30).

More importantly, Johnson’s claim about a Chinadeucal realism is not supported by
empirical history. Examining China’s external redas rather than internal strife shows that
China was highly pacifist. David Kang, last Asia before the Westrites, “From 1368 to
1841—from the founding of the Ming dynasty to thgi@n wars between Britain and China—
there were only two wars between China, Korea,ndiet, and Japan” (2010:2). Rana Mitter
argues that the traditional tribute system was wafaathe Chinese court to retain nominal
control over remote areas while the suzerain ryen®, in fact, autonomous, betraying a tacit
understanding that Chinese authority could notairbeyond the empire’s military capabilities
(2003:209). Furthermore, in regard to China’s styat culture in the post-Cold War period,
Johnson himself no longer subscribes to his vieldhinese leaders or a cultural interpretation

of the Chinese security stance (2003).

Victimhood Identity

If millennia of the Confucian civilization have hrght pride and glory to the Chinese
nation, the “century of humiliation” since the 184@presents shame and injury. Hence,
avoiding a repetition of such humiliation has beeamne of the crucial goals in conducting
foreign relations for the Chinese government eureres From its traumatic decline during the
mid-1800s to the mid-1900s, a psychological stataind, what scholars have called a
“victimhood identity,” has evolved and provided #mer key source of China’s national identity.
It has made China highly sensitive about its paesngs and contemporary slights from

Western countries.
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Scholars of postcolonial studies generally agraedlsociety is in close contact with the
history of a prior regime, as collective memoryresh and institutional political legacies are
vibrant (Cruz 2000). However, since each societyitsaown collective memories and historical
legacies, there can be no generalizations aboutpostzcolonial nations are supposed to behave.
Some scholars argue that symbols of defeat foomaften assume a foundational role in the
construction of national identity. Although symbolsdefeat may not explain formations of
nationalism for all nations, one study finds theyt serve as the very signifier of modern
national identity building in such states as Isr&elrbia, Greece and Ghana (Mock 2012).
Among theories of post-colonial ideology, depengetheory has emerged as a powerful tool
that blames underdevelopment and backwardnesstoribal creations by modern imperialism.
Likewise, Chinese scholars have argued that theeSkistate has used historical memories as
raw material for constructing China’s contemponaagional identity, a key to understanding

Chinese foreign policy behavior and nationalisma@004; Wang 2012).

The colonial past of many developing countrieses significant effects on post-
colonial interstate relations. In the modern periodina has always found engagement with the
(West-dominated) international system a frustraérgerience. The theme of “victimhood”
helps both to lend legitimacy to the Chinese regame inform its policies. Studies on Chinese
victimhood identity and nationalism suggest thasthare among the most important sources of
motivation for Chinese international behavior. deecCohen, a scholar of Chinese law at
Harvard University, argues that the successioruafiliations that began with the Opium War
(1839-1842) created nationalism out of Confucialitucalism (1967:110). The sentiment caused
by a loss of territoriality and sovereignty havstilted in a proud and once powerful people the

determination to end their country’s status asmai-e®lony and to achieve its recognition as a
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sovereign equal (110). Callahan argues that “shaohics” should be considered a
methodological approach in understanding Chinaraekiic and foreign policies. According to
him, national humiliation continually informs Cheeforeign policy in both elite and popular
discussions. Thus, it is imperative that the Waestaustand China’s particular suffering during
the “century of humiliation,” as well as why thaiffering has led the Chinese to conclude that

they need a strong state to save the nation frapefi@lists (2003, 2004).

The historical details of the “century of humil@i’ are widely taught in Chinese
classrooms and well known to the Chinese publisetfan with the first Opium War (1842) that
Britain started in Canton after a Chinese commaddstroyed 1189 tons of opium smuggled
into China by British merchants. After losing thpi@m War to the militarily superior British, a
notorious “unequal treaty” was imposed on Chingerrang to the one-sided nature of
concessions made under gunboat diplomacy. It iedithe age of imperial wars and unequal

treaties made at China’s expense. The unequay tceatses included:

The abolition of tariff autonomy for China, thuseming the door to manufactured

goods from the newly industrializing countries afr&pe;

- Heavy indemnities imposed on China for losing eaah eventually leading to
British takeover of custom revenues and Britishkdflamancing to pay off the
reparations;

- Extraterritorial rights, or exemption of Westerrbgcts from local law;

- Opening of ports in coastal cities, with loss afdbcontrol over trade, trade products
and routes; easing of opium trade;

- Most favored nation (MFN) status;

- Cession of territories or territorial concessions;
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- Cession of suzerain rights over tributary statebtarritories.

The unequal treaties resulted in eventual Britmhtiol over a majority of China’s key
manufacturing industries, trade, finance, trangimm sectors and resource exploration

(Moulder 1977:106-107).

Table 2 shows a list of “unequal treaties” thatr@hivas forced to sign between the
1840s and the 194685Among them, the two Opium Wars between China arehtBritain
established a pattern whereby China paid heavynndgs to foreign governments as
punishment for resistance (Moulder 1977:105). Tinequal treaties brought grievances to
generations of Chinese as victims of Western “gahldglomacy” and became symbols of
national humiliation. At the same time, they haedpld to strengthen the sentiment of “never

allowing another national humiliation” among thei@se public and elites.

37 See Moulder 1977:Ch 4; Wang 2005.
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[4S]

Treaty Year | Imperial Power Chinese Concessions

Treaty of Nanjing 1842 Britain Abolition _of tgrn‘f autonomy; CESSIOY? of I—_|ong Konigdemnity of 21 million
taels of silver; opening of five ports; easing pfuon trade

Treaty of the Bogue 1843 Britain British residentéhe newly opened ports and extraterritorial tsgh

Treaty of Wanghia | 1844 | United States Most-_favored N_atlon (MFN) status, namely, rightseoeive the same treat
benefits as earlier Western powers

Treaty of Whampod 1844 Erance Same privileges Fo France as in the Treaty of NapmkNanjing) and
subsequent treaties.

Treaty of Canton 1847 Sweden, Norway MFN status

Treaty of Kulja 1851 Russia Opening of three Chenaiies to Russian trade with MFN status

Treaty of Aigun 1858 Russia Cession of 300,0000,d00 square miles of territory

Treaty of Tientsin 1858 Eijasns?:, 52?'”’ Further loss of tariff autonomy; opening of ten ngovts; legalization of

. — opium trade; cession of more territory to Britaimgemnity of 16 million
Convention of Britain, France .
. 1860 . taels of silver

Peking and Russia

Treaty of Tientsin 1861 Prussia MFN status to Rauss

Chefoo Convention| 1876 British Empire Opening afrfadditional ports to Western trade and residence

Treaty of Saint 1881 Russian Empire 9 million rubles in returnfor

Petersburg

(Tlrggg of Tientsin 1885 France Loss of suzerainty over Vietnam

Sino-Portuguese :

Treaty of Peking 1887 Portugal Cession of Macau

Treatv of Colonization of Taiwan by Japan; loss of suzeragugr the Ryukyus;

-aty . 1895 Japan cession of the Liaotung peninsula; MFN status &pah in Korea (a Chines

Shimonoseki . : NG . -
suzerain) and in China; indemnity of 200 millioelta

Li-Lobanov Treaty | 1896 Russia Increasec_l Russian presence in I\!ort'heast Chmg:ftﬁhnese ports in war;
construction of Eastern Railway linking to Russia.

Convention for the

Extension of Hong | 1898 Britain Cession of Hong Kong for 99 years.

Kong Territory

Guangzhouwan 1899 France Cession of Guangzhouwan.




€g

Leased Territory

Boxer Protocol

1901

Britain, USA,
Japan, Russia,
France, Germany
Italy, Austria-
Hungary,
Belgium, Spain,
the Netherlands

" Indemnity of 450 million taels of silver over a ¢ea of 39 years; rights to
base troops in Beijing

Division of Tibet into “Outer” and “Inner” Tibetmposition of boundary

Simla Accord 1914 Britain Between Tibet and China proper and between TibdBamish India (the
McMahon Line).
Twenty-One Formalization of acquisitions in Shandong Provinireitation of coastal or
1915 Japan . :
Demands island concessions to Japan only.
Tanggu Truce 1933 Japan Creation of demilitarized zone from Beijing to Tjan with the Great Wall

under Japanese control.

Table 2 A List of Unequal Treaties Between China ashForeign Nations Since 1840




The Century of Humiliation and Chinese National laity

The “century of humiliation” is so deeply ingraingdthe collective psychology of
Chinese society that it has shaped the so-calletirhhood identity.” Renwick and Cao are the
first to argue that such an identity would continaénform Chinese foreign policy into the
twenty-first century (1999). Gries (2004) and SuZ@k07) argue that modern China’s national
identity has been characterized by an acute sdriseettimhood” arising from its turbulent
interactions with international society and thdtaimes the ways that China interacts with the
West today. Suzuki suggests that Japan also prayeportant role as an “other” that enhances
China’s self-image as a “victim.” Moreover, the UJapan military alliance compels China to
act defensively and is perceived by the Chinesegouent as a new attempt by the West to
contain China (2009). Kaufman suggests that Chiektss are suspicious that Western powers
will ever be able to treat China as equals. Inotherds, the “victimhood identity” erects a

psychological barrier between “them” and “us” (2R10

Other studies have noted a revival of anti-impgtadationalism in contemporary
Chinese society. Chen argues that Chinese foraiticyphas always tried to set itself apart from
power politics, whereby the powerful bullies theakend interferes in the domestic affairs of
other states (2005). Hughes (2006) and Gries (29080) observe that the resurgence of
Chinese nationalism since the mid-1990s has béeattom up” phenomenon, with popular
opinion constraining the options open to Chinesasiten makers. They suggest that this new
Chinese nationalism cannot be understood in ismdtom the nation’s past trauma. China’s
leaders and scholars go to great lengths to préseritise of China” as “peaceful” (Zheng 2005;
Wang 2005; Qin 2007; Feng 2007; Jia 2005), butehson they have to do so is that China was

denied equal status with the Western powers fong time, and is still often treated as such in
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the Western media today. As long as historical asities and memories linger, Yinan He

argues, reconciliation remains difficult (2009).

For generations of Chinese, the history of thetaey of humiliation” cannot be simply
“forgotten” and has been embedded into the Chinelective memory. The “victimhood
identity” that comes out of it creates two possipligdelines for Chinese foreign policy. First, in
a serious conflict of interest, China may standgagyarely to former “imperialist” powers in
order not to repeat the humiliating history. Secandlealing with post-colonial countries that
have similar historical sufferings, China may aanpathically,” being less likely to oppose

them in time of their international isolation orsis.

Scholars have noticed such trends in Chinese @liiin discussing “the revival of the
Chinese nation” by the Chinese leadership sincedhny 1990s, Huntington notes that one of
their missions is to bring to an end of the “centoi humiliation and subordination to the West
and Japan” (Huntington 1996:229). Zheng Wang, &psor of international relations at Seton
Hall University, argues that the CCP has used hisgducation as an instrument for the
consolidation of national identity in order to géagitimacy in the post-Cold War era. The
collective historical consciousness in turn becompswerful force in the way the Chinese
conceptualize, manage and resolve external comilitteir foreign policy (2012). Moreover,
Wang argues, historical memory affects the way €terieaders and people interpret and

understand the world (2012:225).

In addition, scholars have demonstrated that hegtbhumiliation may not heal through

time or the rising status of states because pallyiconstructed narratives and interactions with
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former conquerors may reshape contemporary natideatities>® In part, this is a matter of
degrees of grievance. Rana Mitter, a political rsitst at Oxford University, points out that the
Chinese suffered a grave injustice between 1868.848, during which the country fought ten
major wars, at great material and human costs toad2013)* It may, then, be difficult for
countries like the United States to appreciate titmmraumas of national setback have shaped
China’s worldview (Chan 1999:201). For instance, ldgacy of the Sino-Japanese War (1937-
1945), which led to more than thirty-five milliorh@ese deaths, remains a source of the
troubled relationship between China and Japarganicontinually fails to show contrition for
its war crimes (Mitter 2013). The phradgiwang Guo Chior “never forget national
humiliation,” has frequently appeared in Chinedwsost textbooks, public events and political
assemblie&® Topics related to the Opium Wars (1840s and 18608)the War of Resistance
against Japan (1937-1945) have been repeatedly imadaovies and TV series since the PRC

was founded in 1949. They have become an impop@mtof Chinese public culture and psyche.

The similar discourse of the Chinese leadershgfferent historical periods provides
further evidence of a consistent victimhood idgrdind its influence on Chinese foreign policies.
After overthrowing the traditional dynastic systenl911, successive Chinese regimes have
used China’s traumatic national experiences tofoabolidarity and support from the people.

No Chinese leader, regardless of historical setimgeneration, has suggested that China ought

to be at the center of the world or that its owhure is superior to other civilizations. But they

% There is no denying that there may be contradistiin what actually happened in history and
the constructed narrative by the state. Neverteglessmentioned before, collective memories
are often time a political project and construdigclites.

39 He also points out that the U.S. and the Britisipie each suffered losses of 400,000 during
WWII, China suffered losses of 14 million.

“0 Chinese government constructed more than ten amousiemorial sites nationwide for the
purpose of patriotic education stared in 1991.
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have all asserted that China ought to stand equatilyother great powers (Zhao 2000:115). Dr.
Sun Yat-sen (1866 — 1925) was educated in Ameridalapan, and led the revolution to
overthrow China’s last dynasty and to establishRepublic of China. Considered the founding
father of modern China, he is embraced by botKinamintang (the Nationalist Party, which
fled to Taiwan in 1949) and the CCP. In his lastdgo‘The Will of Dr. Sun Yat-Sémhe

deplored the continuing vestige of China’s uneqrestment by the imperial powers:

“I have served the cause of the People’s Revoldtoforty years, during which
time my objective has consistently been to secheztly and equality for our
country. From the experience of these forty yelanaye come to realize that, in
order to reach this objective, it is necessaryaken the masses of our people,
and to join hands with those countries which aepared to treat us as equals in
our fight for the common cause of humanity...l haveypsed the convening of a
national people’s conference and the abolitionm&qual treaties. You should
especially work toward the realization of thesesawithin the shortest period of
time.”

Sun Yat-sen’s unfinished goal, “fighting for Chisa@qual rights,” was carried on by his
successor, General Chiang Kai-chek in the late 492he early years of his rule, Chiang’s
Kuomingtang (KMT) government demanded a repeal esi&fn powers’ extraterritorial and
tariff rights in China, an effort known as “revalnary diplomacy” (Jordan 1991). As China
plunged into the Anti-Japanese War in the 1930s48sd and subsequently the civil war
between the CCP and the KMT in the late 1940s, igh@éntinued to declare that the upholding
of China’s territorial integrity was the vital paiaf his foreign policy (Rosinger 1944:18-20).

Although a close friend of the United States ar@hastian, Chiang emphatically deplored the
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“unequal treaties” imposed by Western imperialgstd their devastating consequences for

China®* In his best-known writingChina’s Destiny Chiang wrote:

“During the last hundred years, China’s positiothea world has been greatly weakened
and the morale of the Chinese people has steaglyned, thus giving rise to an abnormal
situation never before witnessed in our historjivaf thousand years. China has had the pain of
seeing parts of her territory necessary for haonat existence seized by alien races, and has
been bound and oppressed by the unequal treatie$waich has seriously diminished the
chances of her survival as a nation and stater Afteveying China’s long history the conclusion
is inescapable that although the nation has ip#s¢ undergone many vicissitudes, yet they bear
no comparison to what China has suffered durindasiehundred years. During this period all
kinds of dangers and weaknesses brought about@eaedented crisis that threatened to
destroy the foundation of our existence, and toqumeany possibility of national revival.”

(Ch.1)

The next leader of China, the CCP’s Mao Zedongladed famously on the Tiananmen
podium, “the Chinese people have stood up!” on ©c1949. Specifically, they had “stood up”
against “oppression and exploitation by foreign@mglism and domestic reactionary
governments® The establishment of the PRC, he announced prpwalyld protect its people
from “being a nation subject to insults and huntibia” and would “foster its own civilization
and well-being while at the same time promote wpddce and freedom.” Few Chinese
knowledgeable about China’s modern history wouldtéeappreciate the profound historical
meaning of Mao’s pronouncements. Not least, the 8&Pbuilt its (initially massive) popularity
and continuing legitimacy on its historical roleths party that ended the legacies of the colonial

era once and for all.

1 For Chiang Kai-shek, he divided China’s “centufynomiliation” into three periods: the first
period was from the First Opium War (1840-1842h® Sino-Japanese War (1894-1895); the
second period started from the Treaty of Shimondd&05) to the joint expedition of the Eight
Powers (1901); the third period started from BdRebellions (1901) to the end of World War Il
(1945).

“24The Chinese people have stood ipSelected Works of Mao Tse-tung,
http://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/mao/stddenvorks/volume-5/mswv5_01.htm
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In the post-Mao era, the paramount Chinese leadagXiaoping was no less assertive
on issues relating to the “century of humiliatiod/hen Sino-British negotiations began in the

1980s over the return of Hong Kong, Deng told BhitPrime Minister Margaret Thatcher:

“On the question of sovereignty, there is no roemnianeuver for China. Frankly
speaking, the question of sovereignty is not atipreshat can be negotiated with...If China
failed to recover Hong Kong in 1997, when the PeggRepublic will have been established for
48 years, no Chinese leaders or government wouéblgeto justify themselves for that failure
before the Chinese people or before the peopleeoivbrld. It would mean that the present
Chinese government was just like the governmetti®fate Qing Dynasty and that the present
Chinese leaders were just like Li Hongzhang!” (D&8§4)

Jiang Zemin, the Chinese leader who succeeded Riaoging, launched the “patriotism
education campaign” in the early 1990s. He freqdyentoted Lu Xun’s (a famous patriotic
writer during the period of the “century of humil@n”) phrase, “We Chinese have backbones,”
to accentuate his point, “We shall never yield noeasonable pressure exerted on us by
foreigners” (Gilley 1998:16). As the head of theR;Qiang stated in hReport at the 15th CCP

National Congresg 1997:

“Earth-shaking changes have taken place in Chiea the past century. In 1900, the
eight-power allied forces occupied Beijing and sgbgd the Chinese nation to great humiliation
and subjugation. In 2000, China will enjoy a faickymfortable life on the basis of socialism and
will make big strides towards the goal of being enprosperous and strong}.”

Four years later, on the 80th Anniversary of thenfding of the CCP, Jiang’s speech

again touched on the sentiment of victimhood wHernifging the party’s achievements:

“We have thoroughly put an end to the loose-saatk sif the old China and realized a
high degree of unification of the country and umtiated unity of all ethnic groups. We have
abrogated the unequal treaties imposed upon ClyiNddstern powers and all the privileges of

*3In Selected Documents of The 15th CCP National CoagBesjing, New Star Publishers. 3.
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imperialism in the country. We have thoroughly eshttee history of humiliating diplomacy in
modern China and effectively safeguarded our soyetg security and national dignity

Wen Jiabao, Chinese Prime Minister from 2003-2@&Eguently used his personal
memories to illustrate this sentiment of victimhaudfered by the nation. He used his family
stories during the anti-Japanese war to expressiisvgentiment had shaped his own identity.
In his speech at Harvard University in 2003, heingsned, “I spent my childhood mostly in the
smoke and fire of war...our home was burned downptimeary school that my grandpa built
himself went up in flames” (Wen 2003). When Premi&n talked to Secretary of State Colin
Powell during the dinner Powell held for him, hedsd was born during China’s Anti-Japanese
War. | can never forget the scene when | huddleihag my mother frozen in front of the
bayonets of Japanese soldiers...If my American fsemduld ask me about my political beliefs,
| can tell you clearly and definitely, | myself amy people will use our own hands to build my

country well” (Wang 2012:139Y.

According to social scientists, “anger’ can havéhsymbolic and instrumental
dimensions. When a country has been treated wjitistine, it can act in a way to restore a
desired state of affairs, reassert power or reéafigainst the offending parties (Shaver,
Schwartz, Kirson and O’Connor 1987). It may alsotdr correct imbalanced or disjointed power
relationships (Barbalet 1998:136). Peter GriesasritThe Chinese are neither innately pacifist
nor hardwired for conflict. Instead, history andtare shape how individual Chinese will
construe the events of world politics. The socslghology of intergroup relations can then help

explain whether they will choose cooperation orflicinin a given situation” (2005).

4 Jiang, “Speech at the Meeting Celebrating the 8thiversary.”

> Originally, see “Wen Jiabao zai huanying yanhairghzhici” [Wen Jiabao addresses at the
welcoming dinner]China Daily,December 9, 2003, accessed July 24, 2005,
http://wwwchinadaily.com.cn/gb/doc/2003-12/09/cant88689.htm.
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The changing status of China following its indepamze in 1949 and its recent
resurgence create new meanings for its victimhdedtity in contemporary times. One is
empathy for those countries that had a similaohisdl past but have now stood up to Western
states on various issu&#nother is to promote greater equality in the in&tional order. As
Yan Xuetong, one of China’s leading IR scholargs it the rise of China entails a restoration of
fairness in international relations rather thanm@hgaining an advantage over others (2001). Yet
another contemporary meaning is national vindicatiss Zheng Wang puts it, the legitimacy of
the CCP lies in putting an end to the history dfareal humiliation and rejuvenating the nation

(2012:130).

In other words, China no longer seeks revenge ageauntries that once inflicted deep
wounds on it. However, its victimhood identity isigeful factor in understanding its foreign
policy behavior of standing firm on issues deentele “core interests,” namely, those relating

to Chinese sovereignty and territorial integrity.

Identity of Revolutionary Internationalism

The Mao era, from 1949 to the late 1970s left tar@iign policy tenets for post-Mao
China. One is the “Five Principles of Peaceful Gstexce,” while the other is the theory of the
“Three Worlds”. They form the core values of wh&grim China’s revolutionary internationalist
identity, the third element in the post-Mao Chineadonal identity. Shaped during the first
three decades of the PRC'’s diplomatic history, stédyinfluence Chinese foreign policy in the

post-Cold War era.

“® In many former colonial states across regiongotil grievances are partly the sources of
anti-Western nationalism.
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China’s revolutionary internationalism has dual poaments, that is, a nationalistic and
an international dimension (Tang 1986). When Cfinsaemerged from the “century of
humiliation,” the CCP won the revolution at homdiberate the Chinese people from
“imperialism, feudalism and bureaucrat-capitalisthtlowever, for a new socialist state that
officially endorsed Marxist-Leninist ideology, ti@ernational communist revolution had yet to
be accomplished. As Marx and Engels declarethie Communist Manifesttihe working man
has no country.” And Mao Zedong acknowledged thadate, “By establishing a new republic,
we just finished the first step of the Long Marchtiat is, the CCP was supposed to help other

countries to achieve their communist revolutidn.

It is not altogether clear whether the CCP felueefy ideological call or a common
cause with fellow victims of imperialism in develog countries. In November 1949, Liu
Shaoqi, Mao’s deputy, declared that the peopleaabus colonial and semi-colonial countries
should follow “the path taken by the Chinese peapl@efeating imperialism and its lackeys”
(Tsou and Halperin 1965:82). As Tsou and Halpeoimtpout, China’s revolution to overthrow
the KMT was also a struggle against the so-callelldys of Western imperialism, particularly
American imperialism (1965:81). The new Chinesemeg on the eve of its establishment, faced

tensions to balance between socialist internatisma&nd its national interests.

7 Both the Communist Party of China and the Natish&arty endorsed Dr. Sun Yat-sen's
revolutionary nationalism aiming at anti-imperiati®nd anti-feudalism. And both parties till
today considered Dr. Sun as the “founding fathéid Modern China.

8 James Hsiung argues, “The discovery of Commurésna, variant of the "revolutionary
nationalism" mode of China's response to the Westyned the long progression of successive
responses aimed at “saving” China, a search thatdeom the mid-nineteenth century. It also
means that the Chinese Communists were more likélyend,” or adapt, Marxist ideology to fit
the reality of their revolution in China” (2012:97)
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The Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence

In the arena of foreign policy, therefore, tenstousted between the Marxist orthodoxy
of “spreading revolutions overseas” and an indepentbreign policy that served the best
interests of the new nation. Marx did not haveecHjz “theory” of international relations and
the Russian revolution in 1917 occurred outsideMhiaexist prediction that socialist revolution
would happen in advanced capitalist countffeBoth the Russian and the Chinese revolutions
made theoretical innovations to orthodox Marxisradabon their national contextsThe
“Sinification of Marxism” had its own historical @vitabilities. As Germaine Hoston observes,
“The systematic historical analysis of the pad¥liarxian terms grew out of conflict among
Marxists within and outside the Chinese Communastypconcerning the proper strategy and

tactics of the Chinese revolution” (1994:273).

On the other hand, internationalism had its appedioth ideological and historical
grounds. Since the CCP and the Chinese revolutere mspired by a wave of international
communist revolutions, the CCP felt a historicalp@nsibility to stand firmly for revolutions
elsewhere. The nature of internationalism, in pagplains China’s initial decision to join the
international socialist camp led by the Soviet Wnieven though it did not fit with Mao’s own
ideas about the importance of the United Front{&at993:118-119). The United Front meant

uniting all social and progressive forces agaipgiressive and imperial forces. Particularly Mao

9 Though Marx believed that imperialist countriegnpetition over the territories of the world
was bound to lead to world war, and the classixpéetation was that socialist revolution would
erupt insider the imperialist power.

*Y Mao used to declare, “There is no such thing agratt Marxism, but only concrete
Marxism...Marxism applied to the concrete struggléhie concrete conditions prevailing in
China, and not Marxism abstractly used” (Tang 1988).

°1 For an analysis of the relations between Marxiagh@hinese Revolution, see Hoston
1994:Ch 7.
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Zedong, the chairman of the CCP and one of thedimgrfathers of “Chinese internationalism,”
considered the CCP one of the leading partiesdrstitialist revolutions. Mao specifically called

his party to oppose “narrow” nationalism and paisio:

“We must unite with the proletariat of all counsi® oppose the capitalist countries,
with the proletariat of Japan, Britain, the Uniteithites, Germany, Italy and all other capitalist
countries, before it is possible to overthrow ini@iesm, to liberate our nation and people, and to
liberate the other nations and peoples of the wdithis is our internationalism, the
internationalism with which we oppose both narratianalism and narrow patriotism.” (Vol.
2:337)

Nevertheless, joining the international socialaings did not prevent China from
developing an independent foreign policy. In then€ke case, since all top CCP leaders were
educated in the pre-revolutionary era, the CCRmwegdnherited both the Confucian heritage and
the legacy of the “century of humiliation” (Solom&@98:xiii). As Sophie Richardson observes,
“The first two decades of Chinese foreign policg aften characterized as revolutionary. Yet
this label is somewhat misleading in its implicatmf an aggressive, worldwide campaign to
promote Marxism; such activities were carried dotast exclusively during the Cultural
Revolution” (2010:26). In fact, as early as 1945ha CCP’s Seventh Party Congress, Mao’s
conception of China’s future was “an independaeg fpeople-orientegninzhu),unified,

prosperous and strorffygiang new country” (Hsiung 2012:101).

The same report stated China’s willingness to adoepign technology and assistance,
an opposition to any “closed-door policy” and asfy endorsement of “peaceful coexistence” in
China’s approach to foreign relations (Hsiung 2@12; Richardson 2010:5). According to
Richard Solomon of the University of Michigan, MAedong'’s intention was to “embody a
complex mixture of efforts to change part of Chgnaditional political culture and to draw

upon other elements of the tradition in order tstgun political influence” (1998:xiii). Thus, the
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CCP’s revolution was a change within traditionheatthan a change of traditional Chinese
culture. Nonetheless, the CCP leaders’ initialonsiof the new international system were vague
except for absence of imperialism and presencatdmal equality (Garver 1993:117; Friedman

1979; Tsou and Halperin 1965).

Hence, the birth of the Five Principles of Peac€&faéxistence in the mid-1950s, a
symbol of China’s own independent foreign policgt anly reflected the domestic needs of
Chinese foreign policy, but also indicated a gldbahd following the end of colonialism after

WWII.*2 These Five Principles are:

1) Mutual respect for territorial integrity and sereignty,
2) Nonaggression,

3) Noninterference in others’ internal affairs,

4) Equality and mutual benefit, and

5) Peaceful coexistence.

The first, ‘Mutual respect for territorial integrity and sovegaty’ is the most important
one, as the “century of humiliation” taught the heestablished PRC that all countries,
regardless of their size, wealth and power, shbaltteated as sovereign equals. Only when

sovereignty was protected could individual coustghoose freely their paths of development.

The second principl@lonaggressiondoes not mean to preclude China’s option and righ
to use force, but is designed to oppose offensmeswsuch as imperial wars aiming at the

seizure of foreign territories or natural resources

*2|n fact, it was Stalin himself who raised the phiisy of “peaceful coexistence” first in a
speech at the nineteenth congress of the Commgaiist of the Soviet Union in October 1952.
His successors, both Malenkov and Khrushchev embraach ideas (Garver 1993:119).
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The third principle Noninterferencen others’ internal affairs, prescribes that indual
countries and international organizations shoukdmterfere in the domestic affairs of another
country. It is in accordance with Article 2 (7)tbe UN Charter, which states, “Nothing
contained in the present Charter shall authoriedthited Nations to intervene in matters which
are essentially within the domestic jurisdictioraofy state or shall require the Members to

submit such matters to settlement under the pré3eatter.”

The fourth principlegquality and mutual benefhias roots in the historical memories and
suffering from the “unequal treaties” and econopxploitation by the West. It is meant to
prevent the assumption of unfair benefits and [@ges while dealing with less powerful
countries. It signifies that the Five Principles aot just principles for peace, but also prin@ple

for development.

Finally, the principle oPeaceful Coexistenaemonstrates China’s willingness to have
relations with divergent regimes. State size, regiype, levels of economic development or
strategic importance should not be the reasondtarchining whether to establish, maintain or
alter diplomatic relations. “Seeking common grounttsle reserving differencesji( tong

cuny))” describes relations among different countriesnggback to the Confucian period.

In the early days of the PRC, Chinese leaders\msi¢hat the existing international
system was profoundly unjust, being based on tisbed of several hegemonic powers (Garver
1993:116-117). As Jerome Cohen observes, becausaaiican intervention in the Chinese
civil war in the late 1940s as well as over Taiveargturn to China, the PRC perceived itself as
unsuccessful in preventing new humiliations (1967)1 Amid the wave of decolonization in

Asia and Africa during the 1950s, the imperativeateguard independence and sovereignty,
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resist foreign interference, cultivate equal ini@es relations and secure international peace and
development, all contributed to China’s embracthefFive Principles. Scholars argue that the
impulses leading to the emergence of the Five pilexwere not especially different from those
that led to Western realism and American foreigicgat that time: leaders perceived historical
challenges and determined the best way of avoitiediorrors of major international conflicts

(Richardson 2010:8-9).

China’s victimhood mentality also played a roletsienthusiastic embrace of the Five
Principles. Dittmer and Kim argue that those ppites allowed China to avoid becoming either
“victim or victimizer” (1993:245). In other wordsjctimhood mentality motivated realism on
the part of the post-revolution Chinese leaderdhipm a realist perspective, the PRC emerged
out of great atrocities from the 1840s until 1948 ahus, the priority of the first generation of
post-revolution leaders was to secure the sunaf/éie state and the restoration of sovereignty.
As Sophie Richardson observes, “In order to foguthe core project of domestic development,
the CCP needed to ameliorate the threats to itgiggdut it had no military or diplomatic
capacity comparable to that of the United States USSR, or European states and had few
international allies” (2010:6). The Five Principleffered a new set of rules in world politics for

such a self-perceived weak country.

By the mid-1950s, the Five Principles of PeacefoéxXistence became the basic norms
for China’s relations with other developing couasti The Sino-Indian joint declaration, made in
1954, stated, “these principles not only are apple to relations between nations, but also to the

general international relationship.” The Sino-Busagoint declaration, made in the same year,
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expressed the hope that “these principles will tigeoved by all nations® In 1955, the Five
Principles were introduced to the first “Asian-Afain Conference” in Bandung. A total of 29
newly independent nations signed on to them. Ir61@Hen anti-Soviet sentiments erupted in
Eastern Europe, China empathized with the weakantdes, believing that Stalin’s “errors”
should be rectified and relations among all sosti@ountries and communist fraternal parties
should be founded on the Five Principles of Ped¢&dexistence (Garver 1993:121-122). Since
then, the Five Principles have been reiteratedouthents relating to China’s establishment of
diplomatic relations with all countries. In 20040 ears after the birth of the Five Principles,
then Prime Minister Wen Jiabao reaffirmed, “Holdimgh the great banner of the Five
Principles of Peaceful Coexistence, and making e@viributions to the noble cause of world

peace and development” (Wen 2084%).

The Five Principles reflected the internationainelte that faced the PRC upon its
founding. Their creation reflected the PRC’s defaation to have an independent foreign
policy after the country was established in 19%Bhey have also demonstrated longevity in the
PRC'’s diplomatic history, since China characterize$oreign policy toward all countries as

following the Five Principles of Peaceful Coexisten

In recent years, Western scholars have startpdytanore attentions to the role that the

Five Principles actually play in Chinese foreigiipp Sophie Richardson argues that those

>3 «Five principles of peaceful coexistence,” see
http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/english/focus/2005-2@lcontent_435930.htm

> “Carrying Forward the Five Principles of Peacd&®akexistence in the Promotion of Peace and
Development,” Speech by Wen Jiabao Premier of tate £ouncil of the People's Republic of
China At Rally Commemorating the 50th Anniversafyrbe Five Principles of Peaceful
Coexistence, see http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/tdpaminaronfiveprinciples/t140777.htm

% For a thorough analysis of the application ofEhee Principles to PRC policies, see
Richardson 2010.
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principles are not “empty rhetoric or a dilutedsien of Maoism” but instead “were, and are a
guide to action that explains why China forges @araintains relationships with all manner of
states...they clearly indicate that certain kindaafon against or scrutiny of China itself are
unacceptable” (2010:4). In\orld Policy Journakrticle in 2009, a mix of Western and eastern
scholars argue that the Five Principles will seaase¢he framework for Eastphalia as Asia rises

collectively in the global system (Kim, Fidler a@nguly 2009).

If the Five Principles represent the guideline€binese foreign policy and its desired
world order, the “Three World” theory is more ofealist approach to the world order and how
China is supposed to act based on its status trotbar. Credited to Mao Zedong in the early
1970s>° it was announced to the world by then Vice-Prerieng Xiaoping in his speech at the
United Nations in April 1974’ This theory was path breaking because it categotizree blocs
of countries by their material (especially militapower and global designs, rather than by
ideological affiliations as the Cold War paradigmagled at the time. The insight from this new
paradigm for China was that China belonged and evalwways belong to the developing third
world or, in other words, different and independeoin the other two worlds. But Mao also saw
the developed second world as potential alliesresgdine first world, where both superpowers
were hegemons. Until the end of the Cold War, tiesy of world order served as the standard

lens through which Chinese foreign policy makeesmad and interpreted international politics.

*% Mao first introduced the concept of “Three Worttliring a talk with Zambian President
Kenneth Kaunda in Feb.22, 1974.

" Deng’s speech was made at the Sixth Special $esstbe UN General Assembly. He was
the Chairman of the Chinese delegation.
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The Three Worlds Theory

The “Three Worlds” theory was based on China’sustats a socialist developing
country. Historically, like China, many other demgihg countries suffered from oppression and
exploitation at the hands of imperialist powersteAindependence, it became natural for China
to identify with other developing countries in thanti-imperialist, anti-colonial, and anti-
hegemonic struggles. Economically, like China, d@w@g the economy was a vital objective
for newly independent countries to maintain stapdind progress. As Samuel Kim puts it,
“China is a socialist country belonging to the BWorld. Support for and solidarity with the
Third World is indeed a basic principle in Chinése=ign policy, and such identification will
continue undiminished even if China becomes aarath powerful state” (148). China’s foreign
policy identity towards the Third World countriegcording to Peter Van Ness, can be called an
“official national identity,” as it was articulatday Chinese leaders as a part of their official
responsibilities, a collectively determined offigesition on China’s role in the world (1993:

196).

Central to the “Three World” concept is the unifezht strategy against both
superpowers. In other words, China was not to teasard one side despite being a socialist
country. The united front was supposed to be angirstable and united coalition of social
classes during the stage of national revolutiore 3&ime was to be of the peace movements
within the imperialist, colonial and neo-colonialuntries (Garver 1993:137). The essence of
Mao’s “Three World” theory was to unite the thirerhd states, to win over the “middle” second
world and to isolate the two “reactionary” supergosv(Yee 1983). In the 1960s, China faced
both superpowers as potential enemies—a capitadgrialist United States and a socialist

imperialist Soviet Union. Identifying as a membéthe Third World, China assigned itself a
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leadership role in the forefront of “defense” agaisuperpower expansion (Yee 1983:241).
Chalmers Johnson suggested that Mao hoped to peabsuU.S. to cease its support of the
KMT in Taiwan, its blocking of China’s entry intbé UN, and its economic embargo on China.
On the other hand, China might emerge as the ledderevitalized world revolutionary

movement (1973).

The “Three World” theory came at a time of greatentainty in international politics
during the heyday of the Cold War, and served Chinaeds to confront both the Soviet Union
and the United States. It was a major shift fronn@ls initial “leaning to one side” foreign
policy to a pragmatic approach to internationaltfsl: the criteria and standard of making
Chinese foreign policy was not based on the paliideology of a country, but the expansionist
and military capacities of a state. According tbrd®V. Garver, the “Three World” theory
differed from the old interpretation of the worlevolutionary process by taking countries, rather
than social classes or national liberation moves)eat the main agents of change in the
international system (1993:167). That is, Chinthen1970s positioned itself as one of the third
world countries—rather than ideologically, as omé¢hie socialist camp—based on its own

economic and military status in the world.

However, recognizing China’s inferior material chitiies did not mean that China
would stay neutral in the Cold War or sacrificeesthountries’ interests to serve its own. The
“Three World” theory also accompanied China'’s fgrepolicy to oppose “global hegemony and

imperialism with all the force and defend the iet#s of the third world countries®Nonethe-

%8 During the Meeting between Deng Xiaoping and Jin@ayter in 1979, Deng spoke to Carter,
“During the line of anti-hegemonism, frankly spaakithe United States should be included,
and the United States should be a major force atagung the expansion of Soviet
hegemonism.”
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less, the anti-Soviet orientation in the “Three Ws't theory brought China into conflict with
many leftist revolutionary regimes, such as Nortatiam?>® On the other hand, it endeared
China to the capitalist countries in the seconddavdy the end of the 1970s, China had

established diplomatic relations with almost aljon&Vestern countries.

With the end of the Cold War, the world order cheshgnd left the United States as the
only superpower. At the same time, economic glab#ibn also changed China’s relations with
both the United States and the “Second World” ceesit Thus, China quietly abandoned the
“Three World” theory while still calling itself aeveloping country. Of course, China’s position
had always been to oppose the imperialism and heigiem in American and Soviet policies,
rather than those two countriger se In rhetoric, at least, China has repeated its pledge that
it would not seek to become a hegemon or condwgrhenic and imperialistic foreign policy
toward other nations (Deng 1974 1985:43Hence it has continued to reiterate that the

developing countries are the main forces in theridtional system against hegemonism.

Indeed, China’s perspectives on the developingdMaalve remained fairly consistent
under both Mao and successive leaders. These mdalutb gain political support against
hegemonism and threats to national sovereigntig pjesent an alternative model of political
and economic development; 3) to acquire resoumeGHina’s own economic development; 4)
bilaterally and through multilateral groups, to aicg leverage against Western-dominated
groups and 5) to speak with one voice as a devayoguntry leader (Ditmmer and Yu 2010:24-

25). This is a list of a mix of ideational and nr&kgoals. Indeed, despite China’s increasingly

*9 To Hanoi, Beijing’s new orientation, such as makiriends with the United States, was
considered as a betrayal of the Vietnamese andlwevblutions as U.S. forces were still
ravaging North Vietnam during President Nixon’stbiigal visit to China in 1971.

%0 Speech by, chairman of the delegation of the RémBlepublic of China, Teng Hsiao-ping, at
the special session of the U.N. General Assembyyil A0, 1974.
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material interests in its relations with the Wéss}ill appears to identify as a “Third World”
country. Thus, China declined to join the “G-8*(eh country club”) or a proposed “G-2” with
the United States. Not least, a key rationaleliesé refusals is that “China is always a Third

World country.”

Revolutionary internationalism, consisting of theePrinciples of Peaceful Coexistence
and the “Three World” theory, is a combination @déalism and realism, and the first trial of the
PRC'’s independent foreign policy since its estaipfisnt. China’s revolutionary heritage and
Marxist-Leninist ideology continue to have an imipa its foreign relations, although they may
no longer play a major role (Garver 1993:175). “®ation” means overturning the old
international order founded on superpower hegemamy,creating a new “international” order
based on the Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistelhbecame a prototype of contemporary
Chinese foreign policy and served a pivotal roléhmidentity formation of the Chinese nation.
Since then, developing good relations with develgmountries and associating with developing
countries have been the focus points of foreigicpoalso parts of the contemporary Chinese

national identity.

Conclusion

In all, Confucian identity, victimhood identity amelvolutionary internationalism have
historical roots and have had a formative impacthencontemporary Chinese national identity.
They were formed over the course of the rise alh@ffahe Chinese nation in different historical
periods, hence my characterization of the conteargdChinese identity as a “phoenix rising”
identity. Of the five broad patterns in China’sdign policy identified in the introductory
chapter, we can trace “hypersensitivity over sogeitg issues” and “assertiveness about

national autonomy and independence” (patterns llignd the victimhood identity; we can

73



attribute “defensive posture and conflict avoiddr(pattern Ill) to Confucian heritage; and we
can link “non-alignment” and “pluralism” (patterit¥¢ and V) to both the victimhood identity

and the legacy of revolutionary internationalism.
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Chapter 2 Chinese Foreign Policy in Six Decades: @hging
Principles and Positions

In the next four chapters | elaborate the rolaeaifonal identity in Chinese foreign
policy. This chapter attempts to identify this rbjelooking at the basic trends in Chinese
foreign policy since the PRC’s establishment ind.94proceeds by an analysis of the central
government’s annual reports and the broad contfuthinese foreign policy under four
generations of CCP leadership. These four timeogderinclude the Mao era (1949-1978), the
Deng era (1978-1989), the Jiang Zemin era (1982PaAd the Hu Jintao era (2003-2012). The

last three periods will be referred to, collectiveds the post-Mao era.

| argue that changes in Chinese positions andipslin key areas of international
relations do not simply reflect power dynamicsettirlevels or the distribution of interests at the
international level over time. Rather than puredjalnce of power considerations, the
endogenous role of ideas in transforming Chinessda policy positions cannot be ignored
(Legro 2000:255). Although both structure and aggaiay a role in states’ changing views of
international affairs (Wendt 1987, 1999; Johnst88d Risse 2000; Finnemore 1996; Keck and
Sikkink 1998; Price 1998), | show that changingatilenal structures under different generations
of Chinese leadership have had a greater impagctthigachanging international environment on

Chinese foreign policy.

| employ two methods to detect and measure chandesgional structures. First, |

conduct a content analysis of the Central Governianual Reports (hereafter CGARS), the
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equivalent of the State of Union Address in thetemhiStates, from 1954 to 2032Specifically,

| extract foreign policy positions and look for geal patterns in Chinese foreign policy from the
CGARs over the past six decades. By doing so,tesyatically document broad trends and
changes in the principles and positions of Chiriessgn policy during each period. Second, |
conduct a discourse analysis of four generatior@Ghofiese leaders’ statements, speeches and
memoirs to determine whether actual foreign paicienformed to the broad principles and

positions held in the CGARSs.

Both content analysis and discourse analysis gpeftant methods for conducting social
inquiry, particularly in case studies. Content geigl is a quantitative method designed to
summarize of the key words of messages (Neuen®6#:33)°> Components of the message—
terms or categories of terms—constitute the uritalysis, and their frequencies are
summarized quantitativeR7. Content analysis seeks to count the statemertsiog and purpose
associated with a group identity and the other gsagainst which it may be defined, as well as
to analyze the semantic qualities of such statesnaftveing and purpo$8. Political scientists
have used content analyses of speeches, lettetg hpanifestos, textbook, government bills, and

court rulings to study beliefs of political elit€Stockmann 2010:109). These constitute primary

®L1n general, political texts are the concrete hyduict of strategic political activity and have a
widely recognized potential to reveal importanbmhation about the policy positions of their
authors (Laver, Benoit Garry 2006:311).

%2 One of the functions of the content analysis isdont both key words and categories of terms
in the text in order to disclose the meaning behiwdrds. Another is to categorize a text into
multiple meanings, a method based on the ideahleanhdividual text is meaningful on its own
and that a summary of the messages within it islédsgrable outcome (Neuendorf 2004:6-7).

% The critical step is the creation of a coding selehat is written out in great detail in order to
ensure reliability among coders of the text (Abtetal 5).

% For example, Sylvan and Toronto use content aisalyreate measures of media coverage
on the issue of Israeli-Palestinian relations (300dgro used content analysis to demonstrate
the development of American internationalism thtoagalyzing the States of Union speeches
(2000).
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sources about the major decisions and policies rhggmlitical leaders. The goal is to open the
“black box” and observe how certain policies orasidave been formulated and how they affect
a state’s relations with othe¥sPolitical scientists have used content analysispetches,

letters, party manifestos, textbook, governmens élind court rulings to study beliefs of

political elites (Stockmann 2010:109). | choosettiaditional coding method, since an analysis

of fifty CGARs is manageable without computerizediag.

In the second section of this Chapter, | suppldroentent analysis with discourse
analysis. Discourse analysis is a qualitative aterpretive means to uncover meaning from the
language that actors use to describe and understamm phenomena (Herrera and Braumoeller
2004; Hardy, Harley, and Phillips 2004; Crawford20Hopf 2004; Laffey and Weldes 2004;
Neuendorf 2004; Fierke 2004). It relies on thenmtetive skills of the scholar to mediate
between the reader and the text or practice uriddy & Scholars employing discourse analysis
rely on close readings of primary source textshagbooks, newspapers and news magazine
articles, speeches, and other historical docuntergkace texts and practices in their inter-
subjective context¥. For my discourse analysis, | use speeches, memuitstatements by
Chinese leadership to further illustrate the rdlaational identity in the PRC’s foreign policy

over the past six decades.

® According to Laver, Benoit and Garry, using contmalysis, observed patterns in texts can
be used to generate a matrix of similarities aisdihilarities between the texts under
investigation (2006).

% According to Abdelal, Scholars have relied onatited and semi structured interviews and
their own informed interpretations of a varietytexts, including policy statements, newspaper
articles, and classic texts of prominent publieliectuals, speeches of political leaders, and the
minutes of government meetings (2009).

®7 Rather than statistics, social knowledge and alitanity with interrelated texts are required
for an analyst to recover meanings from discouard,to demonstrate that a particular
reconstruction of the inter-subjective contextaihe social phenomenon, such as national
identity, is useful for understanding an empiricatcome (Abdelal et al 2009:7-8).
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The CGAR and Its Credibility

Analyzing discourse and symbols is a common waassess collective ideas in the
research of international relations. Most relevtarthis study, Legro (2000) has examined the
origins of American internationalism by analyzimg tState of the Union addresses of the U.S.
government. He argues that many pressing contemypgsalies of world politics hinge on the
likelihood of change in national ideas about inéional security, with State of the Union
addresses reflecting such changes (2000:253). G#ARds a comparable official document,
delivered annually by the Chinese Prime Ministacsi1l954. The annual CGAR elaborates the
broad principles and contours for government pedi@nd contains sections on foreign policy.
Because there is no competing political party emBRC, the CGAR rather accurately reflect the
collective identity of each successive CCP leadprEtOverall, the uniform format of the
annual report makes it meaningful to compare Cleiieseign policies under different political

leadership.

How credible are the foreign policy pronouncemémthie annual reports, from an
international relations perspective? As with anyeggament pronouncements, it is necessary to
scrutinize distinctions between rhetoric and actoadign policies. This can be done in two
ways. One is to understand the nature of the CGARS the other is to see how
pronouncements correlate with actual foreign pohelyich | analyze in the second half of this

chapter.

To understand the nature of the CGARs, I first labkheir drafting processes to see how

the content is created. In the Chinese politicatey, these annual reports provide the sole

% For reasons of domestic political turmoil, theaep were not issued for some years. The
missing years serve to provide a rough measurdeeofdntent and timing of change.
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official documents summarizing the works of thetcangovernment over the past year and
giving future direction to different administratig&rata of the government. Nominally, the
drafting of CGARs is performed under the directahip of the Prime Minister and is one of
the central tasks of the State Council’'s Gener&t@fThe drafting process formally lasts two to
three months—from the end of the calendar yearaochl when the Chinese National Congress
gathers. Participants include members of the &atencil’s General Office as well as experts
from different branches of the State Council, saslthe Ministry of Foreign Affairs for the

foreign policy section of the report.

The drafting consists of three stages. In theahgiiage, members of the drafting
committee will do research and consult with reléx\government branches and ministries to
form a first version of the draft. Such a drafsimilar to the concept of an omnibus bill in the
United States. In the second stage, debates asdltations are held with a broad spectrum of
state and party agencies as well as groups outioféicialdom. The omnibus report will be
sent to the highest operational organ of the Statencil for debate and discussion. A revised
draft will then be sent to the Standing Committéthe CCP, the highest decision making body
in the Chinese political system, for further disgios and debate. After Standing Committee
gives its input and approval, the draft report \gdl to different ministries of the central
government, provincial governments, and the Pespldgeration Army for feedback. During
this stage, the draft report will also go to vasanfluential individuals and groups, such as

business leaders and associations, prominent ssteold think tanks for suggestions. At the end
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of the consulting process, the drafting committdeproduce a final draft of the report before it

is delivered to th@olitburo of the CCP for approv&F.

In the third stage, the report is formally approaed disseminated. The prime minister
delivers the report at the annual convention ofNMagonal People’s Congress (NPC), China’s
national legislature, and NPC members make suggestAfter a further revision of the report
by the drafting committee, it is sent to the NPEftomal approval and thereafter, for
dissemination to the general public. In recent gean English version of the report is also

available.

The drafting of the report is, thus, a collectivel aleliberative effort. The process is
serious and not at the caprice of a single leadpolitical agency. Although there is no input
from the public or political opposition, the drafli process serves the state’s purpose of
explicating its work to the public. On the one hatin@ report lays out the accomplishments and
agendas of Chinese government to a domestic aadjyfoaudience. On the other hand, it
provides broad policy guidelines for various ages@nd levels of the Chinese governments in
the coming year. As such, the report serves ampartant channel to understand and analyze
policies of the Chinese government. In each CGAR foreign policy section contains general
principles and summaries of Chinese foreign pahcgtifferent regions of the world, not specific

strategy-driven policy reports.

% For Instance, one news report indicates that duhie drafting of the 2011 Report, the drafting
committee received 659 suggestions from variouscesy and eventually 216 of them were
adopted into the final draft; see http://epapeenjs.com.cn/html/2011-
03/18/content_211981.htm. Another report indic#ttes during the draft of the 2012 report, 143
suggestions were accepted by the drafting commitse
http://news.china.com.cn/2013lianghui/2013-03/14feat_28243800.htm.
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Broad Trends from the CGARs: 1954-2012

Figure 1 below presents the results of a contealtyais of the CGARs from 1954-2012.
My assessment, in half-point scale, is based otyftee of language and ideas related to foreign
policy contained in the reports. | use the follogvsix-point numerical continuum to measure the

degree of “peaceful internationalism:”

Point 5: Reports contain language stating that €d@rforeign policy shoulpromote
development, stability and peaicethe world through participating in multilatei@operation
and institutions and playing a large rolebunlding a peaceful, prosperous and just world arde

Point 4: Chinese foreign policy shoyddomote peace, development and cooperatwough
participating in multilateral cooperation and ingions in order talefend China’s sovereignty
and national interests

Point 3: Chinese foreign policy shoulfthintain peace with other countridgsrough multilateral
cooperation, whilepposing hegemony and unilateralismposed by others.

Point 2: Chinese foreign police shoaldoid wars and conflicts with superpowens the basis of
the principle of peaceful coexistence, and it stigulpport other developing countrigstheir
struggle against colonialism and imperialism.

Point 1: Chinese foreign police shogldpport developing countrieand to the extent possible
China should live and let live through peacefulxéstence, while preparing for clashes with
Western powers.

Point 0: China shouldeek alliances against major Western paaaand helfring revolutionin
other developing countries.

In the above schematic, there are not necessaffidyehces in China’s goal of world
peace but there are crucial differences in the @Glaiypa perceives how that goal is to be achieved

and for what purpose:

A score of 5 marks a most positive attitude aliernational cooperation and
institutions as instruments promoting peace anaeower, for the good of the world (“*building a
peaceful, prosperous and just world”).

A score of 4 shows endorsement of the same institeniier peace promotion, but for
China’s own good (“defending Chinese sovereignty iaterests”).
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A score of 3, a mid-level grade, shows endorseroemtultilateral cooperation but
guardedness against superpower politics (“oppdseggmonism and unilaterialism”).

A score of 2 and below reflects a polarized viewhef world, i.e. a Chinese perception
that hegemonic and imperial powers are the keyta® world peace while developing
countries are partners in peace. But a score ofi2still indicates approval for peaceful co-
existence with the perceived threatening powers.

A score of zero marks dissociation with major Vas{powers and support for social
revolution in developing countries. The latter mplication would bring about anti-Western (i.e.
anti-imperial and anti-capitalist) regimes in deyghg countries and thus change power
dynamics world politics.

Level of Peaceful Internationalism

1954
1956
1958
1960
1962
1964
1966
1968
1970
1972
1974
1976
1978
1980
1982
1984
1986
1988
1990
1992
1994
1996
1998
2000
2002
2004
2006
2008
2010
2012

Year

Figure 1 Chinese Foreign Policy Episteme, 1954-2012

The line shown in Figure 1 reflects my assessmeahicading of the reports. The solid
line indicates the level of “peaceful internatiasal” detected in the annual report for that year.

Over the span of 59 years since 1954, data isablaifor 36 year& For the years without data,

® There was either no annual report or no mentidiorgign policy in 1955, 1956, 1958, 1960-
1963, 1965-1974, 1976,1977, 1980-1982 and 1991.
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| assign a value representing a mean of the pregexdid following years. The lowest value
recorded is 0.5, in 1954, representing the fadt@téna considered the maintenance of regime
stability to be the primary goal of its foreign gl The scores rose significantly in the late
1970s, and have sustained high levels during t884,3orresponding with the leadership
transition from Mao to Deng in the late 1970s. Tilghest value scored is 4.5, from 2008
(China’s Olympics year) to 2012 (the latest yealgred), representing a high degree of

peaceful internationalism.

These changing scores may be accounted for by eBandpoth the international
environment and domestic identities. The Cold Watirenment abroad and Mao’s
revolutionary policies at home combined to prodieee scores from the early 1950s to the late
1970s. For the dramatic ideational changes in plagi-leadership in the late 1970s, studies
suggest that the logic of epistemic change proakadavo steps (Abdelat al2009). One stage
involved the collapse of the reigning consensusthadgecond required consolidation of a new
consensus. The death of Chairman Mao in 1976 panhdrio the Cultural Revolution—an end
of radical domestic politics in China, althoughsle® in terms of foreign policy. Deng
Xiaoping'’s regaining of power in the late 1970sersll in a new national priority—economic
development and opening up. In order to ensuneridsity of developing the economy while
maintaining close ties with a vast majority of ctries in the world, the post-Mao leadership
ridded itself of the Maoist orthodoxy that focusmdclass struggle and social revolution. This
new national identity has developed further indirection of peaceful internationalism with the

three successive generations of post-Mao leadership

Though realist logic would predict increasing balag behaviors against the remaining

superpower, externally, the end of the Cold Warmditiproduce many changes in Chinese
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foreign policy. After the 1990s, two events accdiontthe slight drop in scoring between 2000
and 2004. One was the Sino-US air collision inSbeth China Sea in 2001 and the other was
the victory of the Democratic Progressive Party PR pro-independence party, in Taiwan’s
presidential election the same year. Both eveméslypincreased tensions in the region, and were
reflected in the foreign policy stipulations of t86&ARs from 2000 to 2004. However, a
peaceful resolution of those two crises returnedanhguage of the CGARs to positive
assessments since then. The second small changeeatafter the 2008 global financial crisis,
this time a rise in perceived peaceful internatisna With China well integrated into the global
economy, the annual reports from 2009-2012 califore cooperation among nations affected
by the crisis. In a far more constructive tone thamarlier revolutionary internationalism, the
recent CGARs advocate reforms toward an internalisystem represented by more developing

countries, or a “fairer and more just” world ordexther than one dominated by the West.
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Figure 2 Positive and Negative Words in the CGARs
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Figure 2presents a rather detailed analysis of each yE&AR. It shows the percentage
of words reflecting positive or negative views ffiernational politics in the foreign policy
section of the CGARs in a given year. Line Il (blune) represents negative and pessimistic
attitudes toward international relations and Chsrfateign relations with other countries, while
Line | (red line) indicates positive and optimistittitudes. The words | extract from the CGARs

that are considered positive and negative aregotisgly:

Positive:peace; cooperation; stability;

Negative:war; invasion; threat; offense; imperialism/colofigm;

hegemony/unilateralism; revolution.

Because the reports are written in Chinese ane #er different wordings to express
similar meanings in English. | adjust them usingemyn understanding and translate them to
similar words in English. In addition, after anahg each report during the past six decades, |
translate the Chinese words according to theirtambise meanings. Phrases that are double
negatives have been counted as positive wordsiaad/@rsa. For instance, the phrase “to
oppose hegemons” is counted as positive, sincedbeyey criticism of power politics and

superpower domination. Words such as “without peapecounted as negative.

The findings in Figure 2 show a clear demarcatibklao and post-Mao periods in terms
of China’s view of international relations. Thedteencies of “positive” views on foreign
relations decreased between the 1950s and thef ¢inel 8970s, then surged until the late

1980s’* The percentage of positive words toward the wortter has risen steadily from the late

"L The different lengths of the annual reports orifym policy rather than substantive changes
caused the sudden change of percentage in 19810&8d In the 1987 report, there were 755
words on foreign policy, with positive words appegr38 times. In the 1988 report, there were a
total of 4839 words on foreign relations, with givg words appearing 38 times as well.
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1980s to the present. The year 1979, the samedpdwad Deng regained power after the death of
Mao, was a turning point for China’s attitude todsmternational relations and the world order.
In that year, positive words outnumbered negatiged® in the annual report. The end of the
Cold War, on the other hand made little impactr@wordings for peace and security. Entering
the 2000s, the China-US air collision in 2001 dml2008 Global Financial Crisis affected the
frequency of words on peace and cooperation iretgears, with a decrease of positive words in
the annual reports of those years. As an overltirthe decrease of negative words has been
constant in the post-Mao era and, particularlyré#@06, pessimistic words disappear from the

annual reports completely (see Figure 3).

Positive Vs. Negative Words
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Figure 3 the Share and Numbers of Positive/Negativ&/ords

In the next section, | will give a brief overviefithe PRC’s actual foreign policy
behaviors over the past 60 years, to see whethse thave been compatible with the regime’s

identity change in the same period.
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PRC Foreign Policy in 60 years: a Brief Review

Using the CGARs as a blueprint of Chinese foreigiicy in the past six decades, | trace
the evolution of Chinese foreign policy in termdigé pairs of relations deemed essential in the
reports. In addition, since the annual reportsaarten in a standardized format, i.e. arranged by

topics, the topical sections can be summarizedcantpared across time.

Table 3summarizes the annual reports (1954-2012) basdaediollowing dimensions
of Chinese foreign policy for the past six decad@&grnational involvement, relations with
superpowers, international cooperation, role of thiditary, approach to recovery of Taiwdas
an important indicator of the use of force) @hne international environment (ordefjo measure
changes in foreign policy and the evolution of ol identity, | follow the Chinese political
periodization: the Mao era (1954-1979) and the-ped era (1980-present). The post-Mao era
is further divided into the eras of Deng (1980-199@ang (1991-2003) and Hu (2003-2012). |
argue that in each period, Chinese foreign pokagyoinsistent with the five broad foreign policy

patterns identified in Chapter 1.
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CCP Position

The Mao Era (1954-197¢

)The Deng Era (1980-
1990)

The Jiang Era (1991-
2003)

The Hu Era (2004-2012)

International
Involvement

Opposition to imperialism
and colonialism; support
for third world; limited
participation in
international organizations

Opposition to hegemony
as foundation of foreign
policy; support for third
world against
superpowers

Support for peaceful
negotiation in solving
conflicts; opposition to
use of force and external
intervention

Building peaceful world
order with other countries;
confronting challenges
together

Relationship
with
Superpowers

Counter-balancing U.S. by
allying with USSR in
1950s; breakup with USS]
in 1960s; rapprochement
with U.S. since 1970s

Improving relations with
both superpowers, but

opposition to their

hegemonic policies

Maintaining stable
relations with U.S.;
opposition to
unilateralism &
hegemony

Strengthening strategic
dialogue; improving trust

and cooperation; opposing

unilateralism & hegemony

International
Cooperation

Allying with socialist
states; peaceful co-
existence with others that
endorse the tenet

More cooperation with
third world; developing
relations with all others.

Global cooperation to
promote economic growt
and development

Active participation in globa
hgovernance; striving for

fairer & more just rules

Role of the
Military

Strengthening defensive
capabilities; preparing for
invasion by imperialist
countries

Serving the country’s
economic development;
modernization of the
military

Improving overall
capabilities & defending
national sovereignty

Modernization of the
military; improving

defensive capabilities in cas

of regional conflicts

Approach to

To recover from KMT and
U.S. occupation;

Economic engagement
and direct

Ending hostilities through
negotiations; reserving

Peaceful engagement;
opposition to independent

Taiwan’s e . communication; right to oppose N .
opposition to foreign o . movements; unification still
recovery : : opposition to independence by all
intervention . goal.
independence necessary means
View of Threats of new world war;| Competition between thg New multilateralism in Peace and development as

International
environment

possible to be delayed

two superpowers as key

through power balancing

source of instability

the making; world still
unstable.

dominant trends; regional
conflicts persisting

Table 3 Transformation of Chinese Foreign Policy Reeption in 60 Year
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The Mao era (1949-1979): Revolutionary Internatiolism

Foreign policy during the first three decades GFRQule exhibits continuity and change
from prior Chinese governments’ understanding ofidvorder and national identity. Influenced
by domestic turmoil and foreign intrusions over flevious one hundred years, the new regime
went beyond its traditional geographical reach laechme a revisionist power in the
international community. As Richardson notes, Chieaders looked out at massive historical
challenges and changes and tried to determinea$teAmy of avoiding the horrors of imperial

collapse and major international conflicts (2019)8-

First, the newly established PRC regime appearée toypersensitive to issues of
sovereignty due to China’s aggrieved sense ofratotiod in modern times. In the early 1950s, a
perception (or misperception) that the U.S. wasmleg an invasion of the Chinese mainland
during the Korean War resulted in the two countmeiitary clash. After the Korean War, the
Taiwan issue, in which the PRC considered the BnQbstacle to China’s reunification, was a
defining source for Sino-U.S. confrontation oves tiext three decades. Despite their initial
alliance relations in the 1950s, only after thei8bWMnion ended military hostilities towards
China over border disputes did Sino-Soviet relaiomprove. In addition, China and India,
despite being fellow victims of imperialism and@ailalism, engaged in a border war in 1962.
All of these developments reflected China’s hypesgevity over its own sovereignty, leading to

China’s use of force in conflicts during the Maa.er

Second, the PRC'’s foreign policy was assertive alt®national autonomy and
independence, and expressed such sympathy andrstpfelow third world countries. The

CCP’s legitimacy is derived in large part fromstsccessful struggle against imperialism and the
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ending of unequal treaties with the West and tipadese. The historical experiences informed a
conscious identity about national autonomy andpedeence. As the PRC'’s first chairman, Mao
Zedong, put it, “for one hundred and five yearobefl949, almost all large and small
imperialist states in the world have invaded ucdpx for the Anti-Japanese War, all foreign
invasions ended up with China’s loss and uneqeatig's imposed by the West ... China must
strive to overcome its economic and technologieakivardness to catch up with the West.

Otherwise, we will repeat those humiliating histsfi (CGAR 1978).

In foreign policy, the young PRC supported felleistims of imperialism, regardless of
their ideological affiliations. While China engagedooth “hot” and “cold” wars with the U.S. in
the 1950s, its relations with developing countnmeproved in the same period regardless of
ideological differences or conflicts of intereshel1954 report offered these guidelines for
China’s relations with other Asian countries: “Isif, countries need peace and cooperation,
rather than wars and hostilities. Countries in Asiauld negotiate with each other, and promote
cooperation in order to maintain collective peaoe security in Asia.” Even referring to Japan,
the 1954 report stated, “The Chinese people degphpathized with the Japanese people now
under the U.S. occupation...we hope Japan can refoosign control and become an
independent, democratic and peaceful country, raki@a pursuing militarism.” China’s feeling
towards its neighboring states during the 1960ssyagathetic, yet with an interesting mix of

former (tributary) patron and modern victimhood tadities.

Besides associating with fellow victims of the impBsm and colonialism, the PRC
gradually became a force supporting national inddpace movements throughout the world.
The 1959 annual report expressed explicit supporihtiependent movements in Asia, Latin

America and Africa, stating, “We Chinese always pgthize the struggles against imperialism,
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colonialism and invasion by any country, becaugdarmg ago, China was suffering from
imperialist and colonist invasions, even today, Baiwan, was still under occupation by the
imperialist power.” Mao linked common victimhood@inese support for Vietnam during the
Vietnam War: “the fraternal people of southern et and the entire fraternal Viethnamese
people can rest assured that your struggle istougge” (Mitter 230). Mao also showed a desire
to demonstrate solidarity when he stated, “we lglorthe same family. The North Vietnam, the
South Vietnam, Indochina and Korea, we belong ¢éostime family and support one another”
(Mitter 220).

Both the foreign policy of preserving sovereigntylassertiveness about national
autonomy have been formalized into the PRC'’s iitdependent foreign policy principle,
namely, the Five Principles of Peaceful CoexisteBespite territorial disputes and the Tibet
issue, the Five Principles were formally put to uis€hina’s efforts to normalize relations with
India in 1954. Later, through the Asian-African terence in Bandung in 1955, the Five
Principles were the primary instruments by whichn@hreduced suspicion and hostility from

non-alignment countries in South Asia and Africa.

Third, in the late 1960s, Mao’s revolutionary itgy led China to take a radical anti-
hegemonism stance, briefly turning the Five Prilesupside down during the Cultural
Revolution. Through the 1960s, according to Henigsiger, Mao made three points in terms
of China’s status in the international systemhahvily influenced by revolutionary
internationalism. First, China endorsed a “selfamte” foreign policy aimed against “American
imperialism and the Soviet Union’s revisionist” siltaneously. China was prepared to stand
alone, against the United States in the Korean &Ndrin military conflicts with the Soviet

Union over border issues. Second, Mao reaffirmedtimciples of permanent revolution
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advanced in these confrontations, and called fogrotountries to go against the two
superpowers. Finally, facing the two superpowergasntial enemies, Mao was preparing to
appease relations with the United States, butdikisiot imply an end of ideological struggle

between socialism and capitalism (2011:311).

In the heydays of the Cultural Revolution in thiel2960s, not only did China become
confrontational with the superpowers, but also memwyntries believed that China intended to
export the communist revolution to the developimgyld. During the 1960s, the PRC’s
statements of anti-imperialism and liberation folonized peoples were sometimes matched by
its foreign policy. They became an extension off@ld assertiveness about national autonomy
and independence to other states. Mao personatlg statements supporting revolutionary
causes overseas. In 1960, he “expressed full sywpatd support for the heroic struggle of the
African people against imperialism and colonialisand the patriotic and just struggles of the
South Korean people and the Turkish people aghir&timperialism and its running dogs”
(Mitter 2003:218). According to Rana Mitter, havililgerated China itself from the “century of
humiliation,” it made sense for the Chinese to faghpathy for other peoples in the same
position (218). Under the anti-imperialism umbre{ldina actively supported the Vietnamese
communist movement, Pol Pot and the Khmer Roug@aimbodia, and the PKI, the Indonesian

Communist Party (Van Ness 1970:101-110).

Nevertheless, China’s revolutionary agenda waglgrcpnfined to rhetoric of liberation
rather than actual attempts to upset the estahlisipowlar world order. As Rana Mitter observed,
besides opposing the dominant order monopolizethdy).S. and the Soviets, China was
prepared to compromise as well as to confront (ZEIB. Furthermore, China’s own insistence

on national autonomy constrained it from exporti@golution through real policies. Thus,
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Mao’s assistance to African countries consisteg ohfailway construction, stadiums and
medical personnel. Only in Vietnam did Mao providaterial help to the North Viethamese side
during its war with the U.S.

Fourth, the revolutionary face of the Chineseitgrgolicy halted in the early 1970s, and
was gradually replaced by a foreign policy of camfhvoidance and non-alignment. In the early
1970s, Mao adopted the “Three World” theory, whiebognized the hierarchal structure of
international system, in which the United States #ye Soviet Union were two superpowers. It
also indicated China’s self-identification as a nbemof the third world? China’s readmission
to the United Nations, with the help of the devalgmations in 1971, influenced changes in
China’s negative perceptions of international orgations and, more importantly, changes in
China’s perception towards its own position in ithternational system. For example, in Deng
Xiaoping’s 1974 speech to the UN General Assembltha representative of the PRC, he
pointed out the similarities between the Five Rples and the UN Charter, emphasizing the
same focus on peace, security, equality, and deredat (Richardson 2010:17). The
readmission to the UN also gave China a platfonnaftvocating its own vision of the world
order. Mao Zedong summarized by saying,

“Clearly, it (The readmission to the UN) set fo@hina’s foreign policy from an overall
strategic point of view. Uphold justice, boost therale of the world’s peoples and deflate; the
arrogance of the superpowers. China is againstrtperialist policies of war and aggression and
the superpowers’ hegemonic behavior, against amgeps acts of aggression, interference,

control, subversion and bullying. China supportsjtist struggle of all oppressed peoples and
nations. China advocates the Five Principles ot&fehCoexistence and equality among, all

2 Deng argued in his UN speech, “Since the two supeers are contending for world
hegemony, the contradiction between them is irreitalole; one either overpowers the other, or
is overpowered. Their compromise and collision @aly be partial, temporary and relative,
while their contention is all-embracing, permanamd absolute, they may reach certain
agreements, but their agreements are only a fawatla deception...the really powerful are the
Third World and the people of all countries unitiegether and daring to fight and daring to
win” (Kissinger 2011:303-304).
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nations, big and small. China belongs to the TWiafld, and will never be a superpower. The
United Nations belongs to all its member stateg Whited States must be criticized for its
obdurate blocking of the restoration of the lavdeht of the PRC in the UN over the years-
China demands the withdrawal of U.S. forces fronwaa” (Huang 2008:252-253)

Since the 1970s, when China’s aspirations of ddwyewolution faded, the confrontations
and struggles between it and the two superpoweyarb® shift from ideological differences to

specific foreign policy disagreements.

Toward the end of Mao’s rule, China’s foreign pgliegan to abandon the ideological
struggle between socialist and capitalist stated,ravolutionary sentiments toward a bipolar
world order as well. China moved toward a moreiséa] issue-driven and problem-solving
foreign policy by recognizing its own power statnshe system, influenced by the emergence of
a new national identity. As a result, from 197Q@He end of 1976 the number of countries with
diplomatic relations with China increased sharpbnf 49 to 105 (Huang 2008:285-286). On the
other hand, the idea and policy of the Five Prileg@nd the “Three World” theory also began to
be rooted in China’s perceptions of internatioritdies and the international system and,

ultimately, they became the bedrocks of Chinesgetoporary foreign policy.

The Deng Era (1980-1990): Pragmatic Internationain

The end of the Cultural Revolution following byetbeath of Mao Zedong started another
chapter of the PRC'’s history, characterized by De€g@ping’s new policies of “Reform and

Opening Up.” Chinese foreign policy after Mao s\Wwed rapidly from supporting revolutionary
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ideas abroad to a pragmatic one that supportestdities quo while advocating pluralism within

the existing world ordef®

The first change was the imperative of a new irggomal environment for new domestic
priorities. Facing a daunting economy after thet@al Revolution, Deng promoted the “Four
Modernizations,” or the modernization of agricutuindustry, national defense, and science and
technology at home. Hence, foreign policy was twes¢his grand strategy, and the idea of
Mao’s continuous revolution had to come to an &@whg’s priority was to promote China’s
economic development, and he calledtéar guang yang hukeep a low profile) angiou suo

zuo wei(take selective actions) in conducting China’®ign policy. As Jeffery Bader puts it,

objective it had to enjoy a peaceful internaticgr@ironment (2012:80). Thus the 1983 report
stated, “China’s modernization requires a peadatalnational environment, and that is the
common demand from both the Chinese people andgabmver the world.” The 1988 report
stated again, “All of our foreign policies will s&rthe goals of peace and economic
development.” Pragmatic foreign policy indeeddualed. During the 1980s, China joined the
IMF and the World Bank, among other internatiorglamizations, and foreign loans began to

flow into the country.

3 In the azrena of foreign policy, Mao’s positivgaey still played a significant role. As
indicated in the 1981 Report, “We must continu&lyow the foreign policy principles made by
Mao Zedong and Zhou Enlai, which are anti-hegenmnimaintaining world peace and support
other countries’ just fights against imperialisrin’principles, the beginning of the Deng era
inherited those largely from the Mao era. Thus, étgpnsitivity on sovereignty and
assertiveness about national autonomy was bedofcksinese foreign policy in the post-Mao
era. On the other hand, defensive posture, comflicidance and advocating pluralism were
increasingly appeared in the post-Mao foreign gdbiehaviors, and gradually became new
Chinese national identity during the Post-Mao era.
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A second change was to eliminate revolutionarylaigg completely in its foreign policy
and to phrase it in accordance with the norms amttiples of the international organizations
that China had joined. In the words of Rana Mittdomestic necessity forced the revolutionary
state to follow international norms” (2003:223). Beng Xiaoping explained, “It is absolutely
essential that we remove the appearance of bewvay dke power, and show that we really want
to take on this role” (Mitter 2003:223). This changas reflected in the annual reports of the
early post-Mao era. The 1981 report, in summarigihgqha’s foreign policy goals, stated,
“China wants peace, not war; China opposes hot,\wara/ell as the Cold-War.” The 1988
report affirmed, “All states need to follow the nw of international community and respect for
each other’s sovereignty.” Thus, under Deng Xiagphinese foreign policy moved from a
peripheral member to a full member of the interai community; and from “leaning on one
side,” going against both superpowers, and supmpttiird world revolutions to normal relations

with the superpowers, the developed countries laadléveloping countries.

Yet another change from Mao’s revolutionary intéiorzalism was to avoid conflicts
with the two superpowers while promoting pluralisnthe international system. The Five
Principles, which placed less emphasis on ideolbggame useful guidelines in the 1980s for
China to pursue full normalization with the Unit8thtes and Japan while continuing to
condemn the USSR’s hegemonism. Deng Xiaoping spgist revolutionary antagonism this
way, “This turmoil (the Cultural Revolution) hasdrea lesson to us. We are more keenly aware
that the first priority should always be given ttional sovereignty and security” (1989). In May
1984, Deng summed up China’s foreign policy in seotences: “first, to safeguard world peace
we oppose hegemony. Second, China will always lgeiothe Third World” (Scott 2007:77).

Specifically, Deng emphasized that China needéddpe with affairs calmly and bide our time,
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be good at maintaining a low profile, and neveuassleadership” (Wang 1994:29). All these
signified a shift to a foreign policy of conflictaidance and pluralism in a new age.

At the same time, on issues of sovereignty, Chif@sggn policy remained unyielding.
Thus in dealing with the two superpowers, the Uhiates and the Soviet Union, Deng adopted
Mao’s “Three World” approach, whereby China stopdrafrom superpower competition, and
adhered to an independent foreign policy whilengytio avoid conflicts and alignment with
either on€’* Despite the post-Mao regime’s eagerness to estathiplomatic and economic
relations with the United States, it did not yield the most important precondition, the status of
Taiwan. Only when President Jimmy Carter acceptada’s three conditions on the issue,
namely to withdraw U.S. troops from Taiwan, abolisa U.S.-Taiwan Mutual Defense Treaty
and end all official relations with Taiwan, did ttveo countries finally establish diplomatic
relations in 1979. From that point until the 1990, largest obstacle for improving Sino-U.S.
relations remained the U.S.” arms sales to Taiwdach China considered an infringement on
its national autonom{”

Early post-Mao foreign policy also remained unyiietdon opposition to superpower

hegemonism, a corollary of its insistence on planal Vietnam’s 1978 invasion of Cambodia

" Hu Yaobang, a Deng protégé and then Party Segretatlined the prevailing Chinese foreign
policy concept to the Communist Party’s Twelfth idaal Congress in September 1982. Its key
provision was a reprise of Mao’s key tenets, swetChina has stood up,” “China will never
attach itself to any big power or group of powewrs] never yield to pressure from any big
power” (Hu 1982:29).

> The U.S arm sales to Taiwan were in fact an umsbissue when two countries established
diplomatic relations in 1979. In the third Commurédgoetween China and the US, the key
operative paragraph concerned arms sale to Taitvaaad: ‘The United States Government
states that it does not seek to carry out a lomgipolicy of arms sales to Taiwan, that its arms
sales to Taiwan will not exceed, either in qualitator in quantitative terms, the level of those
supplied in recent years since the establishmedipddmatic relations between the United
States and China, and that it intends to reducelgadly its sales of arms to Taiwan, leading
over a period of time to a final resolution. In&ating, the United States acknowledges China's
consistent position regarding the thorough settlenod this issue.”
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backed by the Soviet Union as well as the SoviebkJa 1979 invasion of Afghanistan
confirmed to China that a hegemonic Soviet Uniotlegigered regional peace in a more
imminent way than the United States. To halt Vieteae and Soviet expansion in Indochina,
China launched a border war against Vietham. Tinoigically, anti-hegemonism entailed

putting aside the principle of conflict avoidanées. Deng Xiaoping later explained, “Our
proposals for safeguarding world peace are by ransiempty talk, but instead are based on our
own needs . . . Opposing hegemonism and safeggandirid peace are our established policies
and are the foundation of our foreign policy” (Det@84)’® When Gorbachev sought to
improve relations with China, China set up thre=-qonditions: to evacuate from Cambodia, to
withdraw Soviet troops stationed in Siberia and B along China’s northern border, and to
withdraw from Afghanistan (Qian 2006:47-53; Su2800). All of these aimed at ending the
Soviets’ hegemonic dominance in the region.

The policy of conflict avoidance and the promotadrpluralism were also reflected in
China’s changing attitudes toward internationalmigations. For the first time, the PRC praised
the United Nations’ endeavors in maintaining waréce. In 1985 the Chinese foreign Minister
Wu Xuegian stated, “In the past 40 years the Uritations has followed a torturous path and
made some erroneous decisions. But on the wholshaeald affirm its effective efforts to
maintain peace, prevent and ease conflicts, aateldecolonization, and promote international
cooperation” (Shichor 1991:263). In 1986, for thetftime, multilateral diplomatic policy
appeared in the PRC'’s foreign policy language. dimaual report of 1986 stated that China had
joined international organizations in a broad waganduct active multilateral diplomacy in

order to enhance cooperation with other countries.

7 Excerpt from a talk with Javier Perez de CuelBecretary-General of the United Nations.
“China’s Foreign Policy,” August 21, 1982.
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During the 1980s, China was also solidifying itsition in the Third World by being a
neutral power, in the sense of a conflict avoidang non-aligned promoter of pluralism. China
considered imperialism, hegemonism, and coloniatsime the main forces jeopardizing peace
among nations. The brief Sino-Viethamese borderimvdre late 1970s and the early 1980s, the
sole international military conflict China engagadhe post-Mao era, was characterized by the
PRC as a struggle against Vietham’s attempt aidnad hegemonism.” During the same period,
China made concrete foreign policy changes to eggpesations with Southeast Asian states that
did not share ideological affinity with China. Diigi Deng Xiaoping’s 1978 visit to Singapore,
Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew suggested to Deng @faha stop urging the overthrow of local
governments in Southeast Asia through its broad¢aghe regions and end funding to arms for
insurgents. Deng promised to deal with it, anddigadcasts stopped a year later (2013:32).

The end of China’s support for “Third World” revdilonary causes can also be observed
in Chinese foreign policy during the 1980s. The3 8&port called for changes in the “unequal
economic relation” between developed countriesthadhird world countries, stating that China
would follow the principles of “mutual benefits” glealing with relations with other third world
countries. The 1984 report stated, “We will nevetrigvolved in conflicts within the Third
World countries bloc, and we oppose interventiomother countries.” The 1989 report stated,
“While China actively cooperates with the globalidg we support dialogues between the global
south and north, and advocate a new world econorder based on mutual benefits.”
Throughout the 1980s, revolutionary language irpsupof third world countries gradually
vanished from the reports, replaced by calls foew “world economic order” and “mutual

benefits” with other developing countries.
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These patterns of conflict avoidance, non-alignnagal pluralism were sustained during
the Deng era despite severe international and denveses. One such circumstance occurred in
1989, when the Cold War was ending abroad and idn@gaimen protest movement occurred at
home. The socialist camp was collapsing in Euragéle almost all Western countries put
sanctions on Beijing after its Tiananmen crackdoMenvertheless, the 1990 annual report still
assessed the international order in a positive W& think that a peaceful world can be
maintained, it is possible to have a long periogedceful time.” There was almost no change in
tone compared to the previous years. In respongéeiern sanctions, the report stated, “We do
not interfere with the internal affairs of othemuodries, and will not allow any country to
intervene us either; trying to overthrow the regimyeantagonism cannot succeed.” On the post-
Cold War international order, the 1990 report state.no matter how complicated the
circumstance is and will be, we believe that a mexld order should be based on the Five
Principles of Peaceful Coexistence, which are berests of all countries.” Obviously, China’s
vision of the “new” world order after the end oétold War was a long way from reality, a
unipolar world represented by the United Statestl@rother hand, both China’s behavior and
its assessment toward the end of the Cold War stigiggt China was unlikely to go back to a
revisionist power.

The Jiang Era (1991-2003): Emerging Peaceful Inteationalism

The “third generation” leadership of the CCP, urideng’s handpicked successor Jiang
Zemin, inherited Deng’s foreign policy ideas aslwebr them the end of the Cold War
symbolized the end of a bipolar world order andeheergence of a multipolar world order. As a
result, China strengthened its resolve to prombteajism within the liberal world order. Instead

of changing directions after the Cold War ended,gbst-Tiananmen era became one
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consolidating Deng’s foreign policy platform, pattiarly in terms of conflict avoidance, non-

alignment and the promotion of pluraligt.

One reason for remaining in this direction wasn@ats assessment during the early 1990s
that the world was moving toward multipolarity, gneace and economic development
represented the overall global trend. Though susbréd order had not yet been achieved,
China at least believed in the promise of suchoagss. As expressed in the 1993 annual report,
“Actively developing friendly relations with neighling countries, having a peaceful
environment, is the goal of our foreign policy.”dddition, the Chinese government would like
to portray itself as a force for “maintaining peacel stability,” or inde factocompliance with
the world order dominated by the United States.ikstance, the 1996 report stated, “China’s
development is a contribution to world peace, it mever be a threat to any country.” It aimed

at avoiding becoming a new “enemy” to the West.

For specific ways to promote pluralism, Jiang'sgomment of the 1990s identified
“hegemonism” and “power politics” as the two largelsallenges in world politics, while
positioning itself as the force for “maintaining cbpeace and stability.” Different from the
Mao and Deng’s eras, phrases that described Westaniries as “imperialist” totally vanished
in the annual reports of the 1990s. In additionathng for opposition to any form of
hegemonism—global or regional, the Chinese govemmepeatedly stated that it would never
seek the position of a hegemon either. Througlatimual reports in the 1990s, the Chinese
government began to emphasize the role of intemaliorganizations in maintaining a peaceful

and stable world order. The 1992 report statedjri€would like to cooperate closely with

" As stated in the 1992 report, “The old world ordas been ended...[the new world order] is
moving toward a multipolarity.” Also, Jiang Zemiengonally called, “The world is moving
towards multipolarity, a hall mark of the preseay dhternational situation” (Scott 2007:86).
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regional and international organizations in dealntp international affairs; China supports the
roles of UN Security Council and UN Secretary-Gahar dealing with international affairs.”
Again the 1993 report stated, “China, as one op#menanent members of the UN Security
Council, will always respect and follow the UN Claar..” These statements were new in
Chinese foreign policy, and they partly reflectddr@’s wish to have a multipolar world order,
in a way to constrain the supremacy of the U.S elt wurthermore, China’s approach to the
international human rights regime, a sensitiveadsuthe past, has changed significantly since

the post-Mao era, and moved toward a more cooperstance®

On the other hand, the commitment to conflict asowk, particular with the United
States, did not undermine or alleviate China’s ngfesitivity on sovereignty issues. China’s
relationship with the United States—the only supergr, became the most important bilateral
relation that China needed to manage. During tl@®94.@nd the early 2000s, the Taiwan
guestion, an issue China deemed crucial to itdédagal integrality and sovereignty, dominated
the ups and downs of Sino-U.S. relations. Ove@ilina’s policy was to “keep a low profile” in
dealing with the United States in the 1990s, whiiclited the confrontation with the U.S. to a
minimum. The U.S.-Chinese military standoff in 138&r the Taiwanese president Lee Teng-
hui’s visit to the United States and his speeclide®eating “Taiwan independence” did result in
resentment toward the United States. The contionati U.S. weapons sales to Taiwan made
China continually suspicious of U.S. intentionsgri@rfere in China’s national autonomy,

notwithstanding the U.S.’ rhetoric of providing gritlefensive weapons” to Taiwan. AlImost

"8 For instance, China signed the International Caménn Social, Economic, and Cultural
Rights (ICSECR) in 1997 and the International Caregron Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR)
in 1998.
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two decades after the Sino-US reconciliation, Taivaan issue of a sovereign claim, was still the

biggest concern for China in dealing with the Udigtates.

Hypersensitivity to issues of sovereignty was hgited again during the 1999 war in
Kosovo. This conflict made China worried aboutowen ethnic conflict and territorial
sovereignty in Xinjiang and Tibet, in spite of geeater integration into the world community.
According to Rana Mitter, the Chinese leadership js&tice in the international community as
being primarily a collective issue for a countrthex than for individuals within those countries
(2003:222). Hence, the Kosovo war indicated newiehges for the Chinese government,
withdrawing from participation in the new globaber, in which humanitarian intervention was
becoming a new norm, was not an alternative. Thad3ke government faced the dilemma of
maintaining its stand on sovereignty issues, onhamal, while honoring the changing global
norms on human rights, on the other. This hypeiBeitgto sovereignty and the perceived
humiliation associated with it, furthermore, reedlin two Sino-U.S. diplomatic crises in the late

1990s and early 2000s, which will be analyzed ertbxt chaptef?

9 In May 1999, when the U.S.-led NATO force bombieel €hinese embassy building in
Belgrade, most Chinese thought that this was iiteat and provocative, and the leadership
would not accept the explanation from the U.S. gowent after the incident. Another similar
incident happened between China and the Unite@sitat2001 in the South China Sea, a U.S.
EP-3 surveillance airplane had a collision withhar@se fighting jet, which resulted in the death
of the Chinese pilot. The U.S. crews were detalmethe Chinese military after they made an
emergency landing on China’s Hainan Island. Then€$e side blamed the U.S. for violating its
territorial sovereignty and caused the death oh€s$e pilot, and demanded a formal apology as
the condition to solve the crisis. The U.S. crewly oeturned after the Chinese believed that the
U.S. had formally apologized to its wrongdoing.h&ltigh in both cases China apparently
suffered from causalities, those episodes did retgmt US-China relations towards a trend of
more cooperation and engagement through the 188§sly due to the Chinese government
curbed its domestic angers and constrained itenadit foreign policy response to avoid further
damages to Sino-US relations. Moreover, Chinaedad rethink the role of sovereignty in its
overall foreign policy making, and moved towardsare flexible gesture in dealing with it.
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China’s relations with neighboring countries imyad dramatically during the 1990s
through azhoubiandiplomacy (“good neighbor”), an extension of isdign policy patterns of
non-alignment and promotion of pluralism. After g&@af confrontation, China normalized
relations with Russia and Vietnam, two neighbogogntries that were accused by China of
seeking global and regional hegemony in the past-Bdian relations suffered a brief setback
during India’s nuclear test in 1997, but recovegadtkly over the next several years because
India’s testing was not an essential issue accgrttirthe Chinese national identity. China could
not in principle condemn India’s national autonoimygonducting the nuclear test. The buildup
of diplomatic relations with South Korea and Isrdiel not come at a big cost for China’s
relations with North Korea and the Arab countreesthere had been no alliance relations
involved. As for many Southeast Asian countriesn@s relationships were primarily
characterized by increasing trade and businesstment rather than any type of alliance. As
economic interdependence between China and thefrést world strengthened dramatically
during the 1990s, China’s attitude towards paréttgn in international organizations became
increasingly positive. China joined the WTO in 2@0ter a decade of negotiations and hosted
the Olympic Games in 2008 as well as the World Exp®hanghai in 2010.

On the other hand, during the 1990s, China’s rep&lcreated new tensions for its
identities of victimhood and third world status.i@dis economic relations with other countries
underwent steep changes because of the rapid geveid of its economy and its shortage of
natural resources. China’s relations with develgmountries began to move from Third World
fellowship to more pragmatic “mutually beneficia€lations. Since 1993, China became a net

oil importer; and the amount of oil from overseasreased from 6% to over 50% in merely 16

104



years®® Meanwhile, following China’s ascendance, the petioa of a “China threat” gained

ground in the West and compelled the Chinese Ishgeto deal with such a perception.

The Hu Era (2004-2012): Peaceful Internationalism

The fourth generation of CCP leadership, underiHiad, began to deal with the issue of
China’s appropriate status in light of its risir@promy. In 2004, two years after Hu assumed the
office, peaceful internationalism strengthened. fidneign policy patterns of conflict avoidance,
non-alignment and the promotion of pluralism cambé grouped into the concept of “peaceful

development” advocated by his government.

This concept of “peaceful development” began toeapprequently in Chinese foreign
policy reports and was repeated by the top Chitesstership domestically and abroad.
Beginning with the Central Foreign Affairs Work Gerence in August 2006, the Chinese
leadership proposed a strategic guideline for Caiftaeign relationsdaguoshiguanjian,
zhoubianshishouyao, fazhanzhongguoijiashijiiig powers are the key, periphery countries are
the priority, and developing countries are the ftation)®! These guiding ideas on foreign
policy can also be observed from the annual repdhs 2004 report stated, “We will promote
multilateralism, advocate the democratization téninational relations and the plurality of
developmental models.” Specifically, it stated timatlealing with developed countries, China
should “solve disputes and promote stable developstbrough equal dialogues and

negotiations;” in dealing with developing countri€hina should “deepen friendships and

80 «China's Qil Imports Continued Upward Climb in D8yailable at: http://www.

Energy/tribune.com/articlcs.dm/2982/chinas-oil-intpecontinued-up\vard-climb-in-09
81 «Xin Shigi Zhongguo Waijiaode Fangxiang,” (New Bitions of Chinese Foreign Policy),
http://www.outlookweekly.cn/htm/content_4954.htm
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cooperation, increase solidarities;” and in dealinily neighboring states, China should

“develop friendly companionships with them.”

From the Chinese side, the leadership believedhiedirst twenty years of the twenty-
first century represented a distinct “strategicanpynity period” for China. Hu Jintao voiced this
thought at a November 2003 meeting of the Commurasty Central Committee’s Political
Bureau, where he suggested that a unique convergérmtomestic and international trends put
China in a position to advance its developmentsdatlis in the world. Any opportunity entailed
danger, and vice versa, according to Hu Jintae;dither rising powers before it, if China were
to lose the opportunity presented, “it might becarsgraggler” (Lida 2009). Similarly, the 2005
report explained “peaceful development” in thedwaling language: “This strategy is to develop
China by utilizing the opportunity of world pea@sd using the advantage of development to

maintain and promote world peace.”

The platform of “peaceful development” was alsmé#itial response to Western
countries’ suspicions that China would conduct@pcative, power balancing and unilateral
foreign policy following its ascendency. This pgrtten of “China threat,” following China’s
rapid economic and military development, woulddeagthe West, particularly the United States,
to worry that China’s growing power might endanther existing world order. Hence, potential
conflicts might erupt between China and the UnB¢ates (Mearsheimer 2010). Facing growing
Western sentiment of the “China Threat,” Beijinigdrto articulate the idea of China’s “peaceful

rise.”®® Almost at the same time, President Hu Jintao degit a speech at the United Nations

8 This concept was published in a 2G6Beign Affairsarticle by the influential Chinese policy
figure Zheng Bijian served as a quasi-official pglstatement. Zheng offered the assurance that
China had adopted a "strategy . . . to transcemdr#iditional ways for great powers to emerge."
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General Assembly, entitled “Building Towards a Hamous World of Lasting Peace and

Common Prosperity.”

At least in earnest rhetoric, he reaffirmed theontgnce of the United Nations system as
a framework for international security. Hu insist&@hina would pursue its goals peacefully and
within the framework of the UN system and Chinagselopment, instead of hurting or
threatening anyone, can only serve peace, stalality common prosperity in the world” (Hu
2005)23 The 2007 annual report defined a harmonious wasltEquality in interstate relations,
mutual benefits and cooperation in economic refati@and meeting traditional and non-
traditional security challenges through cooperatwith the eventual goal of achieving perpetual
peace and prosperity.” These manifestos found ezmme in China’s post-Mao foreign policy

patterns of conflict avoidance, non-alignment arahpting pluralism.

Even hypersensitiveness on sovereignty and natartahomy, which were fundamental
to the Chinese identity, increasingly accommod#techew strategy of peaceful development.
Taiwan was no longer the ultimate defining issueSimo-U.S. relations as the two countries
became more “mutually dependent.” When George VéhBeift office in 2008, many high
officials in his cabinet characterized the Sino+@ttionship as having reached its best period
historically (Paulson 2008). China was described &hareholder” rather than a “strategic
competitor.®® After the Global Financial Crisis, President Obasffared Chinese Prime

Minister Wen Jiabao a vision of “G-2” (the Unitethfs and China) to solve global affairs

China sought a “new international political andemmic order,” but it was “one that can be
achieved through reforms and the democratizatiantefnational relations.”

8 Hu Jintao, “Build towards a Harmonious World ofstiag Peace and Common Prosperity,”
speech at the United Nations Summit, New York, &aper 15, 2005.

8 This idea appeared first in a 2005 speech at #t®hal Committee on United States—China
Relations, Robert Zoellick, then Deputy Secretdr@tate, amounted to an invitation to China to
become a privileged member, and shaper, of thenatienal system.
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together. Important issues between the U.S. andeChere dramatically shifted to economic
issues, such as China’s trade surplus and the RidBaage rate. In the security area, China
cooperated with the U.S. on the North Korean aadiém nuclear crises, and stayed largely
neutral on the U.S.” “war on terror.” For many slare and policy makers, the United States has
quite successfully engaged China as it rose ta aniberal world order (Overholt 2008;

Steinfeld 2010; Bader 2012).

But China’s illiberal domestic regime remainedaarker to fully convincing the world of
its identity and strategy of peaceful rise. The@obal Financial Crisis weakened China’s
confidence in the Western economic development inadd thus strengthened China’s
confidence in its own model and its wish to haveerinfluence in the making of a global order.
The relative decline of the West, meanwhile, atsmweased the suspicions of western politicians
and policy makers about China’s strategic intergidviartin Jacques’s 2009 bodkhen China
Rules the World: the End of the Western World &edBirth of a New Global Ordealerted
many in the West who were used to the superiofith® Western liberal world order. Many
Western scholars and policy-makers speculatedxhiaia’s declaration of a peaceful path might
be a conciliation under circumstances when it widlsnst powerful enough to challenge the
United States (Mearsheimer 2006, 2009; Buzan 20d€ques 2012). In response, Chinese
politicians and scholars tried to rebuke such amgus State Councilor Dai Bingguo, the
highest-ranking official overseeing China’s foregolicy, wrote,

“Persisting with taking the path of peaceful depet@nt is not the product of a
subjective imagination or of some kind of calcuwdatiRather, it is the result of our profound
recognition that both the world today and Chinaatotdave undergone tremendous changes as

well as that China’s relations with the world todewe also undergone great changes; hence it is
necessary to make the best of the situation anot &olzhe changes” (Dai 201%).

% Dai Bingguo, “Persisting with Taking the Path efeeful Development,” Beijing: Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of ChiBacember 6, 2010.
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Dai went on to trace the root of the peaceful sisategy embedding in China’s early
post-Mao reorientation under Deng Xiaoping. Thaswahina should remain humble and
cautious; it should refrain from taking the leawph waving the flag, from seeking expansion,
and from claiming hegemony. Dai reiterated Dengi® @ledge, “If one day China should seek
to claim hegemony in the world, then the peopléhefworld should expose, oppose, and fight
against it. On this point, the international commynan supervise us” (Dai 2010). Zheng
Bijian, the author of the “peaceful rise” concdptgd a Western reporter that China had at last
overcome the legacy of the Opium War and Chinarsuwrg of struggles with foreign intrusion,
and that it was now engaged in a historic procésatonal renewal. As it emerged as a major
power, China would rely on the attraction of itsdabof development, and its relations with
other countries would be “open, non-exclusive aaghtonious,” aiming to “mutually open up
the route to world development” (Kissinger 2011:602

In all, “peaceful development” and “a harmoniouwM,” two concepts that were the
themes of Hu Jintao’s rein from 2002-2012, encaisdlthe essential continuities in China’s
post-Mao foreign policy: upholding sovereignty arational autonomy, maintaining a defensive
posture and conflict avoidance, and promoting agliktic world order. As Henry Kissinger
summarized:

“The peaceful rise and harmonious world theoriesked the principles of the classical
era that had secured China’s greatness: graduaistionizing with trends and eschewing open
conflict; organized as much around moral claima tarmonious world order as actual physical
or territorial domination. They also described ateoto great power status plausibly attractive to
a generation of leadership that had come of agegltine social collapse of the Cultural
Revolution, that knew its legitimacy now dependegart on delivering China’s people a

measure of wealth and comfort and a respite fraptlvious century’s upheavals and
privations” (2011:500)
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Conclusion

This chapter has reviewed the general trendseoPfRC’s foreign policy, by identifying
the basic foreign policy themes in six decadesooegiment annual reports and the broad
patterns in six decades of foreign policy behavitbréhe Mao era, the identity patterns of
hypersensitivity over sovereignty and assertiveadsait national autonomy dominated Chinese
foreign policy, at times expressed in radical aral/pcative gestures toward superpowers and
neighboring states. In the post Mao era, thosepattave remained but have been de-
ideologized and moderated, while the identity patdef a defensive posture, conflict avoidance,
non-alignment and the promotion of pluralism haregged and been strengthened over time.
Together, the above patterns form what | term Chioantemporary “peaceful

internationalism.”
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Part Two China’s Relations with Superpowers: the Wited States
and the Soviet Union

Part Il and Part 11l will use some key turning psiand crises in China’s bilateral foreign
relations with selected countries to illustrate hmatterns of China’s national identity have
influenced its foreign policy across time. The saksehoose will be the two superpowers and
China’s neighboring countries. | will make the argant that during the Mao era, it was mainly
identity patterns associated with victimhood idigrgind revolutionary internationalism that
guided China’s bilateral foreign policy. In the pddao era, “peaceful internationalism,” with a
mix of Confucian heritage, victimhood identity ameVolutionary internationalism, has emerged
and gradually gained prominence in China’s forgighcy.

Part Il will examine the role of China’s nationdéntities in influencing relationships
with the two superpowers. Needless to say, Chirgétions with the United States and the
Soviet Union are too complicated to be fully exaadinn two chapters, but my focus will be on
the role of national identity in Chinese foreigripp decision-making. Specifically, | choose
several important events in Sino-U.S. and Sino-&awelations for my case illustrations, because

they represent critical junctures in the PRC’stretes with them.
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Chapter 3: The Mao era: Simultaneous Opposition td&oth
Superpowers

Over the past six decades, in power relations an@mniga, the United States and the
Soviet Union, China has been constantly locatedweaker position. According to realism, this
position should leave China with very limited stigit choices, namely to either ally with one or
balance against it. Although in the early 1950sn@ldid briefly align with the Soviet Union to
balance against the United States, this allianedioa lasted only a little over a decade. For
most of the Cold War era, China confronted bothstingerpowers. Why did Mao’s China lock
itself into simultaneous confrontation with bothpstpowers for three decades while being in a

much weaker power position?

Political scientists have long noticed this phenoamebut provided few answers. Andrew
Nathan and Robert Ross point out that China wasnhemajor country during the Cold War
standing at the intersection of the two camps,atatget of influence and enmity for both
(1997:13). Similarly, Michael Yahuda notes, the PR&S the only power that by its independent
actions has been able to exercise a major influendie strategic central balance between the
two superpowers, and became the only state to lheee threatened at different times with
nuclear attack by both the United States and thveeSdnion (1978:14). Tsou and Halperin
argue that China has proceeded to engage the pesmawers simultaneously in a contest from
her position of military and economic weakness, uiés recent revolutionary experience
(1965:80, 99). But what was it about this expergetiat drove Mao’s China to seemingly

audacious foreign policy behaviors?
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Realist interpretations offer inadequate explamatior the changing Sino-U.S. and Sino-
Soviet relations over the past six decades. Realdrite initially correct in explaining China’s
behavior toward the superpowers in the early yehtise Cold War, fails to explain the breakup
of the Sino-Soviet relationship subsequently. Iditoin, realism provides few answers for
understanding China’s antagonism toward both suvezps during the bulk of the Cold War

era.

In this chapter, | demonstrate that patterns oh€se national identity can provide a
good framework to understand Chinese foreign palith the United States and the Soviet
Union. The period | focus on is the Mao era, frodd4 to the mid-1970s. This also coincided
with the heyday of the Cold War era. During thaiqu the U.S.’ global reach as a superpower
— not least its reach in China’s own vicinitiesed to Chinese hypersensitivities over
infringements upon its sovereignty and nationabaainy. By the same token, the Soviet
Union’s global reach as a superpower led to singilaaims on China’s part, despite their
common membership in the socialist camp. Thusnhdumuch of the Mao era, China stood up
firmly against both the U.S. and the Soviet Uniewen at the cost of the use of force. This
chapter uses several key events to illustrate myraent. For Sino-U.S relations, | use China’s
involvement in the Korean War in the early 19504 #re negotiations over the normalization of
Sino-U.S. diplomatic relations in the 1970s. Fa 8ino-Soviet case, | use the Sino-Soviet split

in the late 1950s and the Sino-Soviet war over Bhersland in the late 1960s.

China'’s Decision to Enter the Korean War

For China, entering the Korean War was not plannedivance, or as a part of a global
socialist revolution. Neither was it done for thepose of helping the Soviet Union to balance

against the United States in Asia. Rather, its g@al to prevent the U.S. from invading
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mainland China after the U.S. deployed its fleetthe Taiwan Strait. China’s decision to enter
the Korean War, at a time when it had barely engefgem its own civil war, had less to do with
Sino-DPRK relations, but was considered vital tontzaning its own sovereignty and security
(Shen 2000; Stueck 2002; Chen 1994; Christense®) 8t other words, it was mainly part of
the new government’s efforts at regime consolidatio

First, from the perspective of both the Chineséonat identity and realistic concerns, it
was a war perceived by the Chinese as a potentraigement on Chinese sovereignty and
autonomy. Recent accounts by both Chinese and Aareanalysts have confirmed Chinese
concerns about the impact of the Korean War oawits territorial integrity. Based on Chinese
sources available in the post-Mao era, Chineselachshow that Mao’s objective was to send
troops to North Korea to prevent the collapse ofth&orea, while saving China from attacks
by Taiwan and the United States through the Tai8taait (Zhang 1995:101-7, 123-25,132-33;
Chen 2001:91-96) During a meeting of the Chinese Politburo, Mad it members, “If the
American imperialists are victorious, they will lo@ce dizzy with success, and then be in a
position to threaten us. We have to help Koreahaxee to assist them” (Kissinger 2011:143).
Zhou Enlai, Mao’s deputy and longtime Chinese Priviieister, summed up the Chinese
objective by saying, “We do not treat the Koreaolgbem merely as one of concerning a
fraternal country ... it should be regarded as aromgmt international issue,” namely one

involving the neighboring country, China (149-150).

8 That was different from what scholars believediStamain goal in Korea was to create a
buffer zone so that he could invade Japan in futarglicts and to divert American military
attention away from Europe (Goncharov, Lewis ane X893).

87 That was also the reason the slogan for entehimd{orean War was precisely “Resist
America, Aid Korea.”
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China weighed whether to enter the Korean War afir the U.S. occupied Taiwan and
signaled that it would enlarge the war to the Céenmainland. The United States had responded
to Kim ll-sung’s attack on South Korea not onlydigpatching U.S. troops to the Korean
Peninsula, but also by ordering the U.S. PacifeeEto “neutralize” the Taiwan Strait to prevent
military attacks in either direction across it (&isger 2011:129-130). This became a turning
point for China to reevaluate the situation it thae the Korean Peninsula. It eventually decided
that the Seventh Fleet's deployment constitutetiravasion” of China. Furthermore, once the
United States marched to the Yalu River, which thasborderline between China and North
Korea, it posed a direct threat to China’s Northeagions, which housed China’s only heavy

industrial bases at that time.

The U.S. at the time did not perceive the Chinessitivities nurtured out of China’s
modern history of imperial invasions and nationaifiiation. The United States dismissed
warnings about a possible Chinese interventiohéorean War. For instance, Allen Whiting
argues that the problem of mutual misperceptionatgsay in Sino-U.S. relations over intent
and capability during the Korean War with both sideemingly unable to understand the frame
of reference within which the other was operatib@60). Western scholars tend to use the
concept of “strategic misperception” to describe 8ino-U.S. war in Korea (Christensen 1996;
Stueck 2002). According to Kissinger, the Unitedt& did not anticipate that the PLA, barely
finished with the civil war and largely equippedhvcaptured weapons from the Kuomingtang
(KMT), would take on a modern army backed up byleaicweapons; but Mao decided to get
involved in the Korean War to prevent attacks by tmited States (2011:133). Thomas
Christensen, a Princeton political scientist and\ssistant Secretary of the State during the

Clinton administration, argues that president Troim@lacement of the Seventh Fleet in the
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Taiwan Strait signaled to Mao that Americans munplicate that along the Yalu River. Thus, it
was miscommunication and misperception that dragigedwvo countries into a war (1996,
2011). Indeed, after Russian and Chinese docuroeritse Korean War were released from
previously sealed archives, little or no evidenas suggested that China encouraged North
Korea to start the war or saw the war as an oppitytto spread revolution.

Like his ready entry into the Korean War, Mao’sdgavithdrawal from it also
demonstrated a well-defined and limited objectneamely to prevent the takeover of North
Korea by the U.S. and South Korea and to curb thr®ats on or across the Chinese border.
Because Mao’s goal was mainly to safeguard Chioais sovereignty and stability, there was
no desire to station Chinese troops in North Kofdee Chinese armies stopped further
engagement in the war after they reached tHepagallel, the dividing line between South and
North Korea where the war originally started. Bylg 1953, the total number of Chinese troops
in Korea had reached 1.35 million, a number unmtested in Chinese history. As David Scott
points out, “In itself this represented a dramatigjection of China’s power and presence
outside her boundaries in a way not seen for omeramd a half centuries since her old Middle
Kingdom days” (2007:26). In July 1953, both sidesched agreements to stop fighting, and in
1958, the Chinese army withdrew completely fromtNd&torea. Despite tremendous costs to
China, the Korean War did achieve China’s stratggal, which was to prevent the United
States from enlarging the war to the Chinese maghlthus helping to consolidate Mao’s newly

established regime.

One side effect of the Korean War was that it gjftleened China’s determination about
anti-imperialism, an important part of its revotutary internationalism. At a moment of great

weakness, China fought the most powerful countypéworld to a standstill. In China’s view
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the Korean War demonstrated that a weak militasygyacould stand up to the strongest in the
world, and that its words and policies must be naderiously by the Western powers. As
Kissinger puts it, Mao framed the war as a struggtelefeat American arrogance” that restored
China’s pride and confidence from the “one hundrear’s humiliation” (Kissinger 2011:143-
147). Peter Gries, an expert on Chinese nationahsgues that to many Chinese, the Korean

War marks the end of the “Century of Humiliationicethe birth of “New China” (2004:56).

Not incidentally, after the end of the Korean Wad D54, Beijing and Moscow reached
agreements for the withdrawal of Soviet forces fidont Arthur, which had been taken by
Czarist Russia. Some scholars argue that Chinerfefisas on the battlefield in Korea enabled it
not only to stand up taller with the U.S., but alth the Soviet Union (Scott 2007:36).
However, China did not exploit its sacrifices tkaadvantage of North Korea. The PRC signed
the Sino-North Korean Mutual Aid and CooperatioreRdship Treaty in 1961. Article 2 of the
treaty stated that the two nations were resolvextitipt all necessary measures to oppose any
country or coalition of countries that might attagther nation. Because of this treaty, which
was renewable every twenty years, IR scholars bene considered North Korea an ally of the
PRC. However, in contrast to the United Stategsimtang of military forces in South Korea after
the Korean War, Chinese military forces never agairfoot on Korean soil.

An alternative explanation for China’s entry inb@tKorean War is to consider the war
part of a global socialist revolution, which Chiwauld support ideologically. However,
empirical evidence suggests otherwise. Both StalthMao opposed Kim ll-sung’s idea of
recovering South Korea and restoring a fully soxgrenited Korea. Stalin did reverse this
position in April 1950 and gave the green lighKim’s request, on the assumption that the

United States would not intervene (Kissinger 2024)1But he did not promise to give Kim any
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help. Stalin was said to have told Kim, “If you sitebget kicked in the teeth, | shall not lift a
finger. You have to ask Mao for all the help” (Ghaoov, Lewis and Xue 1993:144-145).
During Kim’s meeting with Mao in Beijing in mid-MayL950, Mao told Kim, “not to launch a
military attack until the moment is favorable” atiét China could not help North Korea until
China’s own revolution was complete (Shen 2000:65at is, Mao had wanted to liberate
Taiwan before Kim Il-sung launched an invasion otith Korea. Kim replied that the North
Koreans’ own forces would be enough for the invasand China’s military involvement was
unnecessary (Cheng 1994:112). Later on, North Kevez#t along with the attack on South
Korea unilaterally.

In short, although China ultimately entered thed&r War, it was not a war that Mao
meant to fight from the beginning. It was the fliste that the PRC faced a superpower directly

in the military battlefield. But it was not to bleetlast.

Negotiations over Sino-U.S. Diplomatic Relations: Wy Did Taiwan Matter?

Since the establishment of the PRC in 1949, UsM@alwement in Taiwan has been the
key issue preventing China from establishing dig@timrelations with the United States. In
Beijing’s conception, Taiwan was a renegade prayseparated from the mainland during a
“century of humiliation.” The U.S. alliance with iT@an was therefore an extension of that
subjugated experience. Hence, the reunificatiohabivan and China became a sacred goal of
the Chinese leadership for each post-1949 genestamd an uncompromising goal at that. The
Taiwan issue could trigger China’s hypersensitiaitysovereignty because Taiwan remained a
breakaway territory after the establishment ofRRC. It could spark China’s assertiveness over
national autonomy and independence because tharaiStained both official and military

relations with the Taiwanese government, evenastadg its troops in the breakaway province.
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An analysis of the negotiations that led up togb&blishment of diplomatic relations
between China and the U.S. provide direct evidéoic€hina’s non-comprising stance on
sovereignty and national autonomy in spite of adiantageous power position and eagerness to
end such disadvantages. The negotiations lastexigBylears, and its processes revealed much
about China’s “un-realist” concerns. My analysisobewill be based on primary sources,
including recent memoirs by Chinese and Americatodnats directly involved with the Sino-
U.S. rapprochement, such as China’s former mingdtésreign affairs Huang Hua and former
national security advisors Henry Kissinger and Ay Brzezinski.

First, when the PRC was founded in 1949, the Taiguaastion was the biggest obstacle
for the establishment of a Sino-U.S. relations@ipina’s relations with the United States, unlike
its relations with other former imperialist powengre not problematic until the Chinese Civil
War (1945-1949). On the eve of its establishmenio49, the PRC indicated to the U.S. that it
was willing to establish diplomatic relations witton the condition that the U.S. abandoned all
policies detrimental to China’s independence, saigaty and territorial integrity. This mainly
referred to Taiwan, to which the defeated KMT goweent had just fled. Huang Hua,
representative of the CCP, conveyed Mao’s messagebassador Stuart that the United States
must “withdraw all its armed forces from China, eels relations with the KMT government
and abandon all policies detrimental to China’spehdence, sovereignty and territorial
integrity” (Huang 2008:116-117). In response, th8 ide offered loans to help China’s
industrialization, but refused to break up with KT government, citing international law
(Huang 2008:120-121). Seeing no hope that the Wo8Id sever its relations with the KMT
government, China decided to adopt the “leaningremside” foreign policy, i.e. to embrace the

Soviet camp.
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Second, in the early 1970s China set as a precomdit Sino-U.S. rapprochement that
the U.S. change its stance on the Taiwan issugif@d3resident Nixon’s enthusiasm for
rapprochement, China insisted that the Taiwan issgethe largest obstacle for the two
countries to normalize relations, and would not pose on that issue. During National Security
Advisor Henry Kissinger’s secret trip to Beijing1®971, Prime Minister Zhou Enlai told him
that “the U.S. military forces must be withdrawarfr Taiwan within a limited time, and the
U.S.-Taiwan treaty was null and void” (Huang 20@&-2221). Kissinger told Zhou that the
United States government did not support “two Céinane China, one Taiwan, or Taiwan
independence,” and would withdraw two-thirds of th&. military forces from Taiwan during
the present term of Nixon’s government, and theatader after an improvement of Sino-U.S.
relations (Huang 2008:227-228). Only after reachimg consensus did the two countries
announce Nixon'’s historical visit to China. In faélee rapprochement was so important to China
that Premier Zhou flew to Hanoi and Pyongyang form the Viethamese and Korean leaders of
Kissinger’s secret visit, and the Japanese govantraeclose ally of the United States, was
informed only one hour before the announcement.

During Nixon'’s visit, the Chinese leadership matdgear to Nixon that despite China’s
eagerness to make a breakthrough in the Sino-el&ianship, by no means would China
sacrifice its foreign policy principles, particulaon the issue of Taiwan. Zhou Enlai told
Kissinger that in terms of a reconstruction of gaiigs, “The first question is that of equality,
or in other words, the principle of reciprocity Wween China and the United States” (Kissinger
1971). During the meeting between Premier Zhouitamd President Nixon, Zhou mentioned
that the withdrawal of American armed forces froemwWlan and from the Taiwan Strait was a

condition for restoring Sino-U.S. relations (Kiggen 2011:233). For the Americans, the
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precondition was that China committed itself toeageful resolution of the issue with Taiwan
(248). Nixon made five points on the U.S. policyTmiwan: the U.S. (1) would acknowledge
the Chinese position that there is one China aadTthiwan is a part of it; (2) it would not
support a Taiwan independence movement; (3) a# iTaiwan, it would ensure that Japan does
not come in to replace it; (4) it would support greaceful solution to the Taiwan situation, and
not support Taiwan in any military action agairst People’s Republic of China; and (5) it
would seek normalization and try to achieve it.

On the Taiwan issue, Nixon’s intention was to wihwd American troops from Taiwan in
his second term while making no formal commitmerthiat effect (Kissinger 2011:27%But
his visit allowed him to learn that Taiwan was adamental matter for China, and that there
could be no compromise on a sovereignty issue. Zémlong, China’s ultimate leader, had made
it clear to the U.S. government that establishimp&).S. diplomatic relations would only be
possible once the U.S. was ready to sever relatathsTaiwan. According to Kissinger, Mao
told him in their meeting in 1973, “The questiontleé U.S. relations with us should be separate
from that of our relations with Taiwan.” For Mag l@ng as the United States severed
diplomatic relations with Taiwan, Sino-U.S. diplameaelations would be possible, and while he
did not believe that a peaceful unification woukdpgmssible between China and Taiwan, he felt
that the issue should be considered an internadeSki matter (Kissinger 2011:279-280).

Third, throughout the negotiations over the Sin&.Wiplomatic relationship, Taiwan
lingered as the defining issue during the ups awvdd of the negotiations. In the aftermath of

Nixon'’s historical visit to China, the Taiwan issigmained the central issue for the two

8 As the achievement of Nixon'’s historical visit@hina, which he called “the week that
changed the world,” a communiqué between ChinalamdUnited States, named the Shanghai
communiqué, had been produced after intensive regots between two countries.
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countries to negotiate over the next decade. Nstepped down as U.S. president after the
Watergate scandal, but Sino-U.S. relations dicsnffer setbacks or improvement under the new
administration. When Jimmy Carter became the W&sigent in 1977, normalizing Sino-U.S.
relations was one of his foreign policy prioritiéecording to Zbigniew Brzezinski, Carter’s
National Security Advisor, normalizing Sino-U.Slatens was a key strategic goal of the Carter
Administration and “a central stabilizing elemehbar global policy and a keystone for peace”
(1983:196-202; Huang 2008:346-347). For China’s, paremained steadfast on the Taiwan
issue. Even before Carter became the U.S. presi@ainia experts in the U.S. had already
warned that no country had succeeded in both narimglrelations with the PRC and
maintaining an embassy in Taipei. Jeremy CoheriaaZexpert at Harvard, wrote Koreign
Affairsin 1976, “The PRC is not prepared to make an eiaepf the only major holdout—the
United States—even if Taiwan is” (1976).

It thus came as little surprise for China expdrtd tenewed negotiations under the Carter
administration did not go well initially, due toefifferent views on Taiwan among Carter’s
foreign policy teams. Not all of Carter’s high gtefforeign policy teams would agree to give in
to China’s demands on the Taiwan issue. While Mati&ecurity Advisor Brzezinski saw
enhanced Sino-U.S. relations as a potential cowetght in the struggle between the United
States and the Soviet Union, Secretary of StatesCyance believed that improving the U.S.-
Soviet relationship would enhance prospects forsaramtrol. He would only push to normalize
Sino-U.S. relations by preserving an official UiSison in Taiwan. Carter first sent Vance to
Beijing in August 1977 to talk with Chinese leadddsiring his meeting with Deng, Deng
opposed Vance’s idea and told him, “The arrangemkebtS. government officials remaining in

Taiwan unofficially actually means an embassy withe national flag and a name plaque.”
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After this encounter, in an interview in Septemivéh an Associated Press delegation, which
included Kay Graham of the Washington Post andwr8ulzberger of the New York Times,
Deng said that efforts to normalize relations haifesed a setback during Vance'’s visit
(Brzezinski 1983:196-202).

The Chinese government firmly insisted that the.ddnplete three tasks in order to
establish diplomatic relations with China, andvadire related to Taiwan: abrogate its military
treaty, withdraw its military forces and cut of idiplomatic relations with Taiwan (Huang
2008:345-346). After fully weighing China’s posiii@n the Taiwan issue, the U.S. government
was ready to meet China’s preconditions in orddiréak the deadlock. In the final stage of the
negotiations, the Chinese side stated that any@segvould have to be a reaffirmation of
Nixon’s five points on the Taiwan issue made dupngvious negotiations. Brzezinski, who was
responsible for the negotiations after Vance, gofficmation from President Carter on these five
points. Meanwhile, Carter told him, “We should ass-kiss them the way Nixon and Kissinger
did, and also be careful not to antagonize domestistituencies” (Brzezinski 1983:196-202).
However, facing an unyielding China on the Taiwaesiion, it became unavoidable for the
U.S. to comprise. Brzezinski told the Chinese $ide the United States would accept the three
basic Chinese conditions regarding normalizati@amely to terminate relations with Taiwan,
withdraw all U.S. troops and abrogate the U.S.-BaiBecurity Treat; but the U.S. would
continue military sales to Taiwan (207-208).

Eventually, the two sides made compromise on tlse ‘af force” on Taiwan. The U.S.
made a statement calling for a peaceful settlemietite Taiwan issue, while China could also
issue a statement expressing the position thairtiieg and means for Taiwan reunification was

exclusively a Chinese internal affair (Tao 2011)1@dthough the Chinese side would want the
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United States to discontinue weapon sales to Taimamediately and would not endorse the
United States’ position on this matter, China helde/ed most of what it demanded, and did not
want to jeopardize the entire deal by insistinglos detail. Hence, the Chinese government did
not call off the deal but maintained its opposit@mnU.S. arms sales to Taiwan in principle.
Finally, the United States and China agreed tdoéistaofficial diplomatic relations in 1979,
ending 30 years of hostility. Strategically, thiasna convergence of interests for both sides, but
tactically it would have been impossible without@mmodating China on the Taiwan issue. It
was also a result of compromise from both counttles U.S. could not make China promise not
to use force in solving the Taiwan issue in therfeit while China could not stop the U.S. from
continuing the sale of weapons to Taiwan. Afterepting requests from the Chinese
government, the United States responded with its ‘thwree preconditions” regarding the
Taiwan issue. First, the Chinese would not conttatiie unilateral statements at the time of
normalization concerning the peaceful future ofwWem. Second, the U.S. would retain a full
range of economic, cultural, and other relationhwWiaiwan on an unofficial basis. Third, the
U.S. could continue to sell arms to Taiwan (Brzskir225; Carter 1982:197). The Chinese
government agreed to the second one, but founfirth®ne hard to accept. Deng Xiaoping told
the U.S. counterpart, “We cannot take the obligatmachieve national reunification by
peaceful and no other means. We cannot bind o@seip. If we do so, we will find it harder to
realize the aim of peaceful settlement in the Taivgaue” (Tao 2011:109). As expected, arms
sales were to become the next major obstacle inovmng Sino-U.S. relations and a major cause
of conflict between the two states since then. Taievan question has persisted and influenced

the wax and wane in the bilateral relations betw@kima and the United States to this day.

124



China’s material and strategic interests for esthlvig relations with the United States
were to counter the Soviet Union. Why did it alldve seemingly small issue of Taiwan to hold
up negotiations for almost a decade? The reasorCis's deeper belief that it was just as
important to prevent a powerful U.S. from interfeyiin the internal affairs of a relatively weak
China. Realist scholars argue that China only natgat with the United States once its own
position improved because the United States watotpthy the “China card” with the Soviet
Union (Ross 1995). Indeed in the early 1970s, Cfanad potential wars along its frontiers, and

in terms of material interests, China would seerbbedhe desperate party among the three.

As for the United States, it was also plausiblé thaould want to play the China card.
After all, Nixon inherited a war in Vietnam and weeger to end it. According to Kissinger, Mao
treated the rapprochement as a strategic impenatibeeak the circumstance of facing two
hostile superpowers, while Nixon saw it as an oppuoty to redefine the American approach to
foreign policy and international leadership aftez ¥ietham War (2011:241). Kissinger believed
that “they (Chinese) are deeply worried about thei& threat to their national integrity, and see
in us a balancing force against the USSR” (197ajthfermore, Nixon and Kissinger did
consider China to be the most vulnerable parthénstrategic triangle among the United States,
the Soviet Union and the PRC. Zhou Enlai confirr@gha’s concern about its vulnerabilities,
telling Nixon that China’s problem was that “You abuld attack China—the Soviet Union
comes from the north, Japan and the U.S. fromake and India into China’s Tibet®
Kissinger also believed that the Soviets mightcktt@hina’s nuclear facilities, attesting to

China’s very vulnerable position and need for rappement with the U.S. (216-217).

89 “Memorandum of Conversation,” Tuesday, Februaryl®Z2, see
http://www2.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/nsa/publications/DOg&aders/kissinger/nixzhou/ (accessed 18
September 2013).
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Moreover, there did exist doubts on the part ofulh®. as to whether the Sino-U.S.
rapprochement would serve the national interesteeot).S., that is, if the China card was worth
playing. For instance, a limited Sino-Soviet warymma/olve Soviet strikes to destroy Chinese
nuclear facilities, which could be a solution te tbhinese nuclear problethThus, a potential
Sino-Soviet clash may not be a disaster for theddrstates during the Cold War, and the Sino-
U.S. rapprochement would bring more benefits tan@hihan the U.S., since China was the least

powerful state among the three.

However, if the only rationale for the Sino-U.Sppaochement was the common threat
from the Soviet Union, this would raise two issugsst, what led China to break up with the
Soviet Union in the first place? IR scholars haaitetl to predict or explain this. Second, what
explains China’s non-compromising stand on the aaivgsue at the risk of direct military
conflict with the United States in the early staféhe Cold War? The answer to both questions,

| argue, was China’s concern for sovereignty artcbnal autonomy.

This concern predetermined China’s strategic istsrand behaviors in the negotiations
over the Sino-U.S. rapprochement. During the neaade of negotiations, as this section has
demonstrated, the biggest obstacle was the U.&8ygolvard Taiwan, an island that was not
strategically crucial to China’s survival and stai yet psychologically so. Historical
documents suggest that it did not matter who walseahelm—Mao, the revolutionary leader, or
Deng, the pragmatic reformer—the Chinese leadetstiyaved unyieldingly on the issue of

Taiwan. Hence the realist assumption, which didocooisider the role of Taiwan in Chinese

% Hyland, William, “Memorandum from William Hylandyational Security Council Staff, to
Henry Kissinger on Sino-Soviet Contingencies,” 28jAst 1969, Secret. See “The Sino-Soviet
Border Conflict, 1969: U.S. Reactions and Diplomatianeuvers,” National Security Archive
Electronic Briefing Book No. 49. See http://www2 gpe@du/~nsarchiv/NSAEBB/NSAEBB49/

126



national identity, is insufficient for understangdithe difficult process of the Sino-U.S.

rapprochement in the 1970s.

The Sino-Soviet Split in the 1960s-70s

Although China and the Soviet Union entered intorenal alliance in 1950, bilateral
relations were built on a series of elements thatoounter to the Chinese national identity.
These eventually triggered the spilt between theedauntries a few years later. China’s
alignment with the Soviets in the early 1950s warginally motivated by economic and
strategic concerns, along with aspirations of bangma strong and well-off socialist state. But
after a series of Soviet behaviors activated Ckihgpersensitiveness over sovereignty and
assertiveness on national autonomy, the Chinesecsiasidered the Soviet a hegemon and a
socialist imperialist. Hence, the spilt was inelitain the end. This section will first highlight
the reasons for the Sino-Soviet alliance in théye®#50s and its attendant tensions. Then it will

discuss their split since the late 1950s.

Economic and strategic reasons, above all, accddateChina’s alignment with the
Soviet Union in the early 1950s. From a WesterpéRspective, the relations between Stalin’s
Soviet Union and Mao’s China, from 1949 to 1953revwelatively normal. Economically and
strategically, when the PRC emerged from the ewait in October 1949, its survival and
stability were at risk as a revolutionary regimbeTSoviet Union was the first country to
recognize the PRC upon its founding. The two coessigned th&ino-Soviet Treaty of
Friendship, Alliance and Mutual AssistaniceFebruary 1950. Based on the treaty, the Soviet
Union provided China with low interest credits dB$B00 million in 1950 and of 500 million in
Rubles in 1954 to complete 156 projects, thus ntpkital contributions to the early

industrialization of China (Huang 2008:494).
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But the relations were also built on a compromis€lina’s sovereignty because of the
special rights for the Soviet Union in China. Bigalng with the Soviet Union, China also
joined an international division of labor in thecgdist camp, with the Soviet Union overseeing
leadership of the world communist movement. Thei@esdelegated China to lead the anti-
colonial movements in Asia and promised to be Chimanguard (Westad 1998:304). As Liu
Shaogi, Mao’s deputy, remarked to the Sop@itburoin July 1949, “The Soviet Communist
Party is the main headquarter of the internati@whmunist movement...the interests of China
should be subordinated to international intere@i¢éstad 1998:313). Thus, through the Sino-
Soviet treaty, China agreed to a hierarchical ieghip. The PRC foreign policy eventually
became “leaning to one side” in the 1950s, measiiagding with the international socialism

camp led by the Soviet Union.

For the first generation leaders of the PRC, thae&sdJnion was the “older brother.” It
not only inspired China’s communist revolution, bigo provided material aid and diplomatic
support to the new regime. At the same time, tarsguard role also benefited the Soviet Union
during the early days of the Cold War. Soviet aicChina, including the sharing of secrets
necessary for the development of atomic and nugleapons, was considered to be aid to the
Soviet Union itself (Westad 1998:306). Khrushchewete in his memoirs that the Soviets
considered such aid to China a way to strengthesabialist camp by securing the eastern
borders (Khrushchev 1997:306). Although this aresmgnt entailed Chinese subordination to its
big Soviet brother, it gave hope to China thataswnaking progress on the road to socialism
(Westad 1998:305).

Thus, in early Sino-Soviet relations, there wasiacomfortable trade-off between

Chinese equality and Chinese development. AlthdbglBino-Soviet treaty of 1950 indicated
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that the Soviet Union should relinquish its rigttso-manage the Manchurian railway system
and the naval port of Lushun and Dalian as sogwasible, it was not until 1955 that the Soviet
Union fulfilled its promises. Moreover, China wasver able to restore sovereign control of
Outer Mongolia, which had been made independent féhina due to Soviet pressure.

From the Soviet side, its alliance with China wasmeant to be equal from the
beginning. The Chinese were seen as less deveioaidctually and technically in modern
history. Even before the CCP took power in Chirtalis demanded that Chiang Kai-shek’s
Nationalist government grant the Soviets privilegelsoth Manchuria and Xinjiang comparable
to those achieved by the Czarist regime. He alessured Chiang to grant Outer Mongolia
independence as a condition for Soviet entry ineowar against Japan in 1945. In August 1945,
the Soviet Union and the KMT’s Republic of Chingred theSino-Soviet Treaty of Friendship
and Allianceto confirm these privileges that China had cedetiécSoviets. Through this treaty,
Moscow was able to achieve control of the Chinem&tdfn Railroad, Lushun and Dalian. All
this restored thde factoRussian influence in Manchuria before the Octdb®rolution of 1917
(Shen 2000:55).

In the beginning, the PRC tolerated these histbbigedens in order to maintain the Sino-
Soviet alignment. Following the CCP’s victory irethivil war and the establishment of the new
regime, Stalin was reluctant to relinquish rightgured through the KMT government just
because a communist party came to power in ChindelJsuch circumstances, Mao’s first
meeting with Stalin in Moscow in 1949 did not golwAccording to Nikita Khrushchev’s
memoir, during Mao’s visit in Moscow, Stalin wowddmetimes not meet him for days and
ordered no one else to accompany him. Only when &daaplained would Stalin meet him for

another dinner (Khrushchev and Talbott 1974:240¢nEually, it took Mao two months in
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Moscow to convince Stalin to put China under Mossosecurity umbrella, at the cost of
China’s major economic concessions in both Manehanid Xinjiang.

International pressure, particularly from the Udit&tates, also played a role in Stalin’s
decision to form an alignment with China in 1950SUSecretary of State Acheson asserted that
the integrity of China was an American nationaérest regardless of China’s domestic
ideology. “We must take the position we have alwayen—that anyone who violates the
integrity of China is the enemy of China and isragtontrary to our own interest,” said
Acheson (Kissinger 2011:120). Acheson’s speechueed Taiwan and South Korea from
America’s defense perimeter in the western Paaficl suggested that the Soviet Union was
pursuing an imperialist policy toward China, espgiin Xinjiang and Manchuria (Shen
2000:53). Immediately after this gesture by the.|US&alin reassured Mao, who was still in
Moscow for alliance negotiations, and told him tt be deceived by the United States
(Kissinger 2011:120-121). Mistrusting the intensamf the United States himself, Mao made the
decision to “lean on one side”—toward the socialamp.

The U.S. attitude on Taiwan, namely recognizirgsithe only legitimate government of
China and refusing to recognize the PRC, also imried to Mao’s decision to finally embrace
the Soviet Union. Mao thus explained his decisfdiere are still people who have doubts
about this policy. They think China should takeiddte course and be a bridge between the
Soviet Union and the United States. . . . If Chstends between the Soviet Union and the United
States, she appears to be in a favorable posémhio be independent, but actually she cannot
be independent. The United States is not reliable would give you a little something, but not

much. How could imperialism give you a full mealwbn’t” (Stuart 1989:153).

130



There are multiple reasons for the split betweerRRC and the Soviet Union in the
mid-1950s, but all are plausibly related to ther@ke victimhood identity. As discussed earlier,
China’s alignment with the Soviet Union was a traffebetween regime stability and striving
for equal status among nations. With regime codatibn and the birth of China’s own foreign
policy principles, Mao began to stand up againstSbviet Union’s excessive demands, which
had unsettled China’s sensitivity over sovereigutg national autonomy. From the perspective
of Chinese national identity, the Sino-Soviet altia relations were problematic from the very
beginning, and being a satellite state of the Sayreon could only be transient. With the
Chinese regime consolidated after the Korean Varfdeling of not being treated equally and
constantly bullied by the “socialist imperialistduld no longer be tolerated. It did not help that
the Soviet Union under Khrushchev regarded the conishworld as being a single block under
Moscow'’s leadership.

Despite a formal alignment with the Soviet Uni@hjna could not subordinate the
defense of its national interests and territoreaeseignty to an international coalition. Mao
refused to join the Warsaw Pact of communist coesitivhich was created by the Soviet Union
in 1955 to deter NATO. Instead, in 1956, Chinaipgrated in the first Asian-African
Conference in Bandung and offered its own foreiglicyg doctrine: the “Five Principles of
Peaceful Coexistence.” These began to symbolizddparture from China’s “leaning on one
side” foreign policy in the early 1950s, and theelepment of an independent foreign policy.
Realists such as Henry Kissinger argue that Macsbagdht to organize the Non-Aligned into a
safety net against both the United States and éh@SUnion in Asia (2011: 162-163). But it
could be seen as the return to the national autgritbat was so important to the first generation

of Chinese Communist leadership who fought a vialewolution to achieve it.
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In addition, through interaction between Mao andushchev, China’s increasing
concerns about sovereignty and autonomy becamacaalassue. They led two leaders to clash
over issues that realist IR scholars would condidal. For instance, in 1958, Khrushchev
proposed to Mao that the Soviet Union be allowebuitd a radio station in China to
communicate with Soviet submarines and that theeSdlavy be given the rights to use Chinese
ports. In return, the Soviet Union would help Chiaduild submarines. This did not look like a
bad deal for a young regime in desperate neeccbhhtdogical support. However, despite the
two countries’ formal alliance and the Soviets’ glypof military technology to the Chinese side,
Mao furiously refused Khrushchev’s proposals byinfing the Soviet ambassador in Beijing.
This caused Khrushchev to travel to Beijing to achére relationship with Mao. To alleviate
Mao’s anger, Khrushchev offered China special act®$Soviet submarines based in the Arctic
Ocean, as an exchange for Soviet use of Chinats pothe Pacific. Mao once again refused,
and replied to Khrushchev, “We won't agree to #igter and every country should keep its

armed forces on its own territory and on no one’gl{Khrushchev and Talbott 1974:260).

Clearly alluding to China’s past sufferings, Maatifier claimed, “We’ve had the British
and other foreigners on our territory for years nand we’re not ever going to let anyone use
our land for their own purposes again” (Kissinget 2:168). Mao explicitly traced the Soviets’
“red imperialism” to the Stalin era, telling Khrugtev, “It is not a matter of red or white
imperialists. There was a man by the name of Stadimo took Port Arthur and turned Xinjiang
and Manchuria into semi-colonies, and he also edefatur joint companies. These were all his
good deeds” (Kissinger 2011:170). The incidentshingggem trivial, but what lay behind them
was China’s strong assertion of sovereign equalitly and national autonomy from the Soviet

Union.
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Furthermore, Mao’s sensitivity did not only apptyi$sues of national security and
territorial integrity, but also to any issue thafringed on China’s quest for equal status with the
Soviets. During his visit to China, Khrushchev atsade a request that China supply workers for
logging projects in Siberia. Mao replied directlypu know, Comrade Khrushchev, for years
it's been a widely held view that because Chinanisinderdeveloped and over populated
country, with widespread unemployment, it represengood source of cheap labor. But you
know, we Chinese find this attitude very offensi€eming from you, it's rather embarrassing. If
we were to accept your proposal, others might tkinak the Soviet Union has the same image of

China that the capitalist West has” (Khrushchev aaithott 1974:249).

For many Soviet observers, these personal cldstegeen Mao and Khrushchev
represented two different cultures, and the Sdeedership could not understand China’s Sino-
centric culture (Zagoria 1962; Westad 1998; Radkb&®09; Luthi 2008). Based on China’s
strategic interests, its action was also irratierdairning down and offending the leader of a
superpower and its principal ally. But from thegmactive of China’s national identity, Mao’s
clashes with Khrushchev on various issues werenalily rooted in China’s preoccupation with
national autonomy and territorial integrity afténuggling for national independence and

equality for a century. China made no exceptiortliat principle, even with its closest ally.

Finally, Mao and Khrushchev clashed on the Squadity of intervention in other
socialist states. This can also be attributed tm& identity stance on sovereignty, national
autonomy, and anti-hegemonism. China opposed Khhgsts treatment of Tito’s Yugoslavia
as a deviant state, and opposed his decision tou=ein Hungary and Poland in 1956. During
Khrushchev’s visit to China in 1959, Mao accused bf “right opportunism” (Taubman

2003:394; Zhang 2001:229). Before the Sino-Soviétary conflict in 1969, Beijing had
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condemned the 1968 Soviet invasion of Czechoslaviaka manner more vehement than many
Western protests of the invasion at the time. Challed Brezhnev the new czar, even the new
Hitler (Chang 1990:286-287).

Along with conflicts between two countries’ top diesiship, Sino-Soviet relations
deteriorated on all fronts in the 1960s. Afterially taking a neutral stand on the border clashes
between China and India in 1962, Khrushchev jothedUnited States to denounce China as the
aggressor. Khrushchev later publicly declared Malbe an “ultra-leftist, ultra-dogmatist, indeed
a left revisionist” (Westad 1998:25; Taubman 2008)4 The Soviet Union and China also
fought for the support of other developing courstri@ 1961, Khrushchev approved an
unprecedented level of military aid to a numberesolutionary groups in Latin America and
Africa, citing competition with China over the leadhip of revolutionary movements in those
regions. The two countries’ economic relations unweat steep changes in the early 1960s. In
1960 the Soviet government withdrew its expertskimgy on all 156 projects in China. By 1962,
economic activity between the two countries hachlveduced to just 5 percent of its 1959 level
(Hopf 2009:311).

In the end, the Sino-Soviet split in the midstle# Cold War did not fit with the
conventional predictions of foreign policy makensldR scholars. China was a much weaker
power compared to the Soviet Union, but by theyeE®60s, less than a decade after the Korean
War with the United States, China was facing twestit@® superpowers with the potential of
military conflicts with both of them. If realistsefe right that the alliance formed between China
and the Soviet Union in early 1950s was aimed kanoeng against the United States, the split

between China and the USSR suggested otherwistheFumore, during the heyday of the Cold
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War in the 1960s and 1970s, Sino-Soviet relatives @eteriorated to the level of military

conflicts despite the fact that China also facéormidable U.S. military power.

The Sino-Soviet military clashes on Zhenbao Island

The Sino-Soviet split eventually resulted in mijt@onflicts along the disputed border
between the two countries in 1969. Since the opénlsetween China and the Soviet Union,
there had been a number of armed conflicts aloagtviet border with China’s northeastern
provinces and the Xinjiang province. Among thene, ¢kash over Zhenbao Island (Damansky
Island), in March 1969, marked the nadir of Sinei8brelations. The conflict stemmed from
disputes between the two countries on the Heilangji(Amur) River, which China considered
territory lost through the “unequal treaties” dgrithe Qing Dynasty. From January 23, 1967 to
March 2, 1969, the Chinese complained that Sokeeps had intruded sixteen times onto
Zhenbao Island (Robinson 1972:1182). In respohgeChinese side organized the ambush on
Zhenbao Island on March 2, firing the first shohother armed incident took place on Zhenbao
Island on March 14-15, during which Soviet authesitreported several scores of dead and
injured soldiers, while the Chinese side mentioaledindetermined but high number of
causalities (Robinson 1972).

The reasons for China to initiate the attack wemmex. China’s use of force on
Zhenbao Island, from a foreign policy point, wa®ppose the Soviet violation of the border
status quo. Nevertheless, the border problem didmaear to be a crucial issue before the two
countries’ split, and once that happened, it hetpaedorsen Sino-Soviet relations in a dramatic
way. On the surface, the conflict was about teniatalisputes between two countries, but the
Chinese side initiated the attack despite gainmgctual benefit through the conflict. Neither

side achieved its strategic goal, and to gain tfm@ugh the negotiation of border disputes later,
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the issue was left until the late 1990s to be sbleside the possibility that China was too
weak to gain back any disputed territory, a deepativation for China, | argue, was the
sentiment of historical victimhood and humiliaticaused by the loss of territories in the past,
and intensified by the further deterioration of &fBoviet relations.

Using the paradigm of Chinese hypersensitiveness swereignty and anti-
hegemonism, it is easier to understand the redspndich the Chinese side instigated the
conflict, even though it was not a good strategawven First, the PRC had long declared that the
border treaties signed between Tsarist Russia &nth@ Qing Dynasty were among the
“unequal” treaties of the imperial age and hend®gesu to revision. China claimed that
according to international law and practice, thedbo of two countries along a river should be
marked by the central line of the river's mainstned@he Soviet Union maintained the claim of
the Czars that the border was on the Chinese $ithe oiver. In fact, by the beginning of the
nineteenth century, the Russians had seized altdgtahillion square kilometers, and another 1.5
million by 1900. The Russians codified these g#msugh a series of “unequal treaties,” as
current Chinese histories call them. Khrushchevrefused China’s request for repudiation of
the treaty in the 1950s (Robinson 1972).

After the armed conflicts on Zhenbao Island, Beijgnstand that it would not negotiate
any border agreement with the Soviets unless Mosmknowledged that the nineteenth century
border agreements were “unequal treaties” akihase forced on China by the imperialiSts.
During that period, the tension between China &edloviet Union was high. By the summer of

1969, the Soviet troops along the Chinese bordaw ¢ over a million and signs of an

°L This statement was according to a CIA report.“See Sino-Soviet Border Conflict, 1969:
U.S. Reactions and Diplomatic Maneuvers,” Natiddaturity Archive Electronic Briefing Book
No. 49. See http://www2.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/INSAEBB/NEBB49/
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imminent war between China and the Soviet Uniorevegaparent. The Chinese government
worried about the possibility of a Soviet “preemptattack,” and Chinese Prime Minister Zhou
Enlai even claimed that if Moscow struck, Beijingsweady to “respond in a war that would
know no boundaries’

Few realist foreign policy observers in the Wesild have predicted that in less than a
decade, the two countries’ relations could detate®to such enmity. Realism would predict
global balancing in a bipolar world from 1949 tB®99or the sustenance of the Sino-Soviet
alliance to face a common threat—the United Stétesvever, the decisions of the Chinese
leaders to go against both the superpowers camnetlained rationally according to realist
understanding of world politics.

Through the lens of Chinese identity we may undexsthe reasons why China behaved
in such an unorthodox way or put itself into sugboaition. For social constructivists, the Sino-
Soviet split was not caused by any change in themahbalance of power, but by China and the
Soviet Union’s identities and how these differenioegacted their perception of each other
(Hopf 2009). From a realist perspective, China xbkke the irrational party, being the weaker
power and engaging in military conflicts while gaigpn no concrete advantage. But this
symbolized the willingness of the Chinese governmenise force to defend its territorial
integrity against any power. Since the border wak969, for almost two decades, rather than
seeking reconciliation, both Mao and Deng waiteiiepdly for a change of foreign policy on the

Soviet part.

%2 See “The Sino-Soviet Border Conflict, 1969: U.®aRtions and Diplomatic Maneuvers,”
National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Bodlo. 49.
http://www2.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/NSAEBB/NSAEBB49/
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Conclusion

This chapter has analyzed four major episodesarstho-U.S. and Sino-Soviet
relationships during the Mao era: China’s entry ithte Korean War; the Sino-U.S negotiations
over rapprochement; the Sino-Soviet split; andSim®-Soviet conflict over Zhenbao Island.
While realism may explain the larger strategic emwvnents and choices faced by China,
national identity theory provided explanations @ina’s specific foreign policy behaviors
toward the superpowers. In terms of realistic a@sitions, due to China’s weakness, it was left
with very limited strategic choices other than lg with one or balance against it. But identity
patterns—hypersensitivity on sovereignty issuesagsertiveness over national autonomy
influenced by a historical sense of victimhood #m&lparty’s revolutionary internationalism—
also helped to shape Chinese foreign policy belhdaswward both superpowers during most of
the Cold War era.

China’s decision to enter the Korean War in 1950 leas to do with balancing against
the U.S., and more to do with China’s own regimesotidation. The main goal was to prevent
the U.S. from invading mainland China after the .Wl&ployed its fleets in the Taiwan Strait. On
the one hand, a perceived long-term threat fromuUtise would be posed to China if North Korea
fell. On the other hand, the U.S. dismissed wahadgput a possible Chinese intervention in the
Korean War. Thus, the war was largely due to ategic misperception” between China and the
u.S.

When Sino-Soviet relations deteriorated after gte 1950s, there were both potential
material and strategic interests for China to éstalpelations with the U.S. However, during the
1970s, the status of Taiwan emerged as the defissug highlighting eight years of

negotiations between China and the U.S. Facingenpal invasion from the Soviet Union,
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reconciliation with the United States would haveaily improved China’s security status and
served as a strong deterrent to Soviet aggreddmmetheless, China’s unyielding stance on
sovereignty and national autonomy prevented it fommpromising on the Taiwan issue in spite
of a potentially disadvantageous power position@meagerness to end the encroachment by
both the U.S. and Soviet Union.

While realism was initially right to predict then®-Soviet alignment of the 1950s, it
came as a surprise that such an alignment brokedggade and a border war broke out between
the two countries in 1969. Although Sino-Soviegaient was motivated by economic and
strategic concerns, it was also built on a compsemi China’s sovereignty and national
autonomy, which seriously triggered China’s deapsseof victimhood. Such historical
victimhood and humiliation caused by the loss dfitigries in the past ultimately resulted in
China standing up against the Soviet Union. This Sino-Soviet split was not caused by any
change in the material balance of power among t&e, the Soviet Union and China, but by

changes of Chinese perceptions of the USSR froauatry it admired to a socialist imperialist.
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Chapter 4 the post-Mao Era: Pragmatic and Peaceful
Internationalism

This chapter turns to the post-Mao era to illusttae utility of the Chinese national
identity for understanding China’s foreign policghavior. My cases continue to be China’s
relations with the two superpowers. During thisigerfrom the late 1970s to the present,
Chinese foreign policy has remained unchangedmg®f its hypersensitivity over sovereignty
and assertiveness about national autonomy. Howewving with an emerging peaceful
internationalism, Chinese foreign policy has alsadgally been characterized by defensiveness
and conflict avoidance with the superpowers. Thusle crises in Sino-U.S. and Sino-Russian
relations continued to be predominated by issus®wéreignty and perceived victimhood, the
PRC has largely refrained from provocative or aggite behavior that could damage relations

with the superpowers.

Since the end of the Cold War, China has beentabfeprove relations with both the
U.S. and Russia even while the relationship betweematter two states has deteriorated. Some
realist scholars hold that it would be more advgedais for China to strike a strategic
partnership with the U.S. in order to cope with pla¢entially dangerous constraints of American
hegemony (Goldstein 2003; Lampton 2001), howevierttas yet to happen. Instead, Chinese
foreign policy has neither tried to align with tdeS. nor to balance against it. Such ambiguities
have been reflected in U.S. foreign policy. Forregke, a report submitted to U.S. Congress by
President Bush in 2002 claims, “We welcome the gemre of a strong, peaceful and
prosperous China’s,” yet also warns, “...in pursuiglyanced military capabilities China can
threaten its neighbors in the Asia-Pacific regi@Btsh 2002:27). But at the end of Bush’s term,

the Sino-U.S. relationship was more favorable th&ad been in the history of the countries’
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bilateral relations (Paulson 2008). At the samesti@hina has not made alliances with Russia or

other states to balance against the U.S.

China’s neutral or ambiguous behavior in the pasid@var era, | argue, is best
understood through the lens of China’s identitygrats associated with peaceful
internationalism. | use key crisis points in Chghilateral relations with the two superpowers to
illustrate this contention. Specifically, | looktae Third Taiwan crisis in 1996, the U.S.
bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade in H@bBthe air collision incident in 2001, and
the Sino-Soviet reconciliation in the 1980s. Chénednsistent promotion of pluralism and non-
alignment with the U.S. or Russia since the enthefCold War, | argue, harkens back to the
anti-hegemonism of the Mao era, an identity patteated in revolutionary internationalism. |
illustrate this argument using two cases: Chinafgsal to join the G-2 and the formation of the

Sino-Russian “partnership” without alignment agathe U.S.

The 1996 Taiwan Strait Crisis

The Taiwan Strait crisis in 1996 was by far the trs@sious crisis between China and the
U.S. after the normalization of their diplomatitateonship in 1979. However, it was not the first
time China and the U.S. had a military standothia Taiwan Strait. The first and second Taiwan
Strait crises occurred after the Korean War, indl@8d 1958 respectively, when U.S. presidents
dispatched the Seventh Fleet to the Taiwan Strdiait China from an invasion of Taiwan. In
March 1955, both U.S. Secretary of State Allen 8aihind President Dwight D. Eisenhower
warned that the United States might use nucleapareaagainst China, the first time the United
States made a nuclear threat in an ongoing cHsssifiger 2011:156). The 1996 crisis was the
third of its kind and yet another reflection of €&is non-comprising stand on sovereignty

issues.
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Although Sino-U.S. relations have improved sigrfidy since the end of the Cold War,
the U.S. policy toward Taiwan has remained a seesgsue for China. The Chinese and the
U.S. governments concluded a joint communiqué oguat1l7, 1982 dealing with U.S. arms
sales to Taiwan. But the U.S.’ continued arms saldaiwan, based on ti@iwan Relations
Act passed by the Congress in 1979, became the preoarge of friction between China and
the U.S. under every U.S. presidency. This frictieitected China’s believed that the U.S had
been acting in bad faith on the Taiwan issue (Badéf:18-19).

The 1996 Taiwan Strait crisis started when theédhBtates granted an entry visa to
Taiwanese President Lee Teng-hui to attend a ratand speak at hedma matey Cornell
University in 1995. The Chinese government considdra violation of the United States’
earlier promise not to grant a visa to him. Paléidy, before Lee Teng-hui’s visa application,
U.S. Secretary of State Warren Christopher had {geaithe Chinese side that the United States
would not allow Lee Teng-hui to visit as this diotmccord with the unofficial relations between
the United States and Taiwan (Qian 2005:243-254sikger 2011:473-474). Although later,
President Clinton, under the pressure of the Udiggess, granted Lee Teng-hui a visa, the
condition was that the visit needed to be privait@ @onpolitical. Thus, when Lee used his
commencement speech at Cornell University to repiatefer to Taiwan as the “Republic of
China on Taiwan,” China overreacted by claiming ttee’s visit signaled a fundamental shift in
the U.S.’s “one China” policy (Christopher 2001:2246). This overreaction, | argue, was
consistent with the PRC’s hypersensitivity overeseignty issues. But its eventual restraint also

showed a trend different from the Mao era, thaamsemerging peaceful internationalism.

First of all, the U.S. abrogation of its earlieopiise was perceived by the Chinese

government as indirect support for the “Taiwan pefedence” movement and, thus, also
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indirectly undermined China’s sovereignty claim oVaiwan. This perception is evidenced by a
series of hyper reactions by China over Lee’s M&itina withdrew its ambassador from the U.S.
and suspended consultations between Chinese andcamexperts on the Missile Technology
Control Regime and nuclear cooperation. In July51@8ina carried out two large-scale missile
tests in the Taiwan Strait, though using dummy wads to avoid further provocation of Lee
Teng-hui. The Chinese army announced a furtherd@fiexercises in March 1996, just prior to
the Taiwanese presidential election. This efforhamidation was serious enough to provoke
the Clinton administration to dispatch two aircredtrier battle groups to the region, amounting
to the biggest display of American military mightAsia since the Vietham War (Ross 2000).
The U.S. government did not fully comprehend theseguence of granting a visa to Lee Teng-
hui or China’s antagonism on this issue beforectiss erupted. But from the Chinese
perspective, its reaction should have been expeatei would allow no deviation from its “one

China” policy in Sino-U.S. relatior.

Second, Chinese President Jiang Zemin spoke afigie as a “deliberate provocation”
by the U.S., a judgment based not on an understgradithe American political process but on
China’s hypersensitiveness on sovereignty issugsg $pecifically declared, “The great
People’s Republic of China will never be bulliclge great Chinese nation will never be
humiliated, and the great Chinese people will ndeconquered” (Kuhn 2004:2). According to
Kissinger, Chinese Foreign Minister Qian Qichem tioim in April 1995, before the Sino-U.S.
military confrontation, “We hope to see Sino-U.8lations restored to normal and improved.
But the U.S. government should be clear about tivetjpive have no maneuver-room on the

Taiwan question. We will never give up our prineiglposition on Taiwan” (2011:473-474). For

9 For a detail account for the 1995-1996 Sino-Uddfontation in Taiwan Strait, see Ross
2000.
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U.S. officials, China’s behavior was seen as be#r@action and over-interpretation of U.S.
intentions. But from the perspective of Chineseamat identity, it was the righteous way to

defend Chinese sovereignty.

Third, in spite of a non-compromising stance dutimg crisis, the Chinese government
did not try to further escalate it into an actuditary conflict with the U.S. It was a behavior
that was to become a trend in China’s post-Cold idaign policy, namely, conflict avoidance.
According to Robert Ross, a seasoned analyst @F8if. relations, because Taiwan was not a
core interest for the U.S., its dispatch of twaft carrier battle groups to the region signaled
that the U.S. was ready to defend the strateguatagipn of U.S. resolve rather than defending
Taiwan; and once the Chinese government receiadibssage, it backed down. In actuality,
neither side was willing to use force. For the @smgovernment, it was exercising its coercion
policy while the U.S. responded with its deterrepokcy (Ross 2000: 88-90; 112-114). A
potential Sino-U.S. direct military conflict wasughavoided thanks to the last-minute restraint on
both sides.

Furthermore, Chinese sensitivity over sovereigvg soothed once the U.S. gave
reassurance on the matter. President Clinton patielicly declared the United States’ “three
nos” policy on Taiwan. That is: no support for Tavis independence; no support for “two
Chinas” or “one China, one Taiwan;” and no supparfTaiwan’s entry into any international
organization joined by sovereign states. This \haditst time a president of the United States
had made the three promises publicly and there&tro-U.S. relations were restored to
normalcy (Qian 2006; Clinton 2000:108).

For realists, it may be intriguing that a triviakue, the issuing of an entry visa to the

Taiwanese President Lee, almost triggered a nyilitanflict between China and the U.S. In the
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age of China’s engagement with the Western wortdn&would have had far more to lose than
to gain from a military conflict. But by the logaf Chinese national identity, the confrontation
was unavoidable because it was an issue of tealiiategrity and sovereignty. The reason, once
again, was China’s perception of the U.S.” wavepnlicy over the Taiwan issue that caused

Chinese antagonism.

The Politics of Apology: Two Incidents, One Demand

In 1999 and 2001, two military accidents triggef@eign policy crises between China
and the United States. One was the bombing of theeSe embassy in Serbia by the U.S.-led
NATO forces during the Kosovo War. The second vasdir collusion between a Chinese
fighter jet and a U.S. Navy EP-3 in the South Ci8ea. In both cases, the Chinese government
restrained domestic anger to avoid further esaalaif the crisis, while firmly demanding formal
apologies from the White House. Both cases dematestionce again that China was
hypersensitive over perceived humiliation, butmother sign of peaceful internationalism,

China was also careful to avoid further conflictwihe U.S.

The Two Incidents

The 1999 bombing of the Chinese Embassy in Belgceekgted a major diplomatic crisis
between China and the U.S. It occurred at a delitate for Sino-U.S. relations. For the few
years prior to the incident, China had been netgogjaontentiously with the U.S. over its
membership in the WTO. Their bilateral relationgeveist recovering from the 1996 Taiwan
Strait military standoff. Before the 1999 Kosovo Wahina, along with Russia, opposed
NATO'’s military intervention without a UN Securityouncil mandate, although China did not

veto UN Resolutions 1203 on Kosovo.
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On May 8, 1999, five precision-guided heavy bomiese dropped into the Chinese
embassy in Belgrade by a B-2 Spirit aircraft takéfrfrom U.S. soil. After the bombing, the
U.S. claimed that the B-2 pilots had thought thiddmg was a Serbian weapon acquisition
agency. The strike caused three deaths and twejnted personnel in the Chinese embassy.

China’s reaction to the incident once again denratedd its hypersensitivity over
perceived national humiliation and violation of stsvereignty. Beijing accused the United States
of a deliberate attack because its embassy buildasyhit several times. The state-owned
Xinhua News Agency condemned the U.S.’ violatiolCbinese sovereignty, the Vienna
Convention on Diplomatic Relations and norms oéfinational relations (Tang 2011:215). The
Chinese media made a connection between the embasgyng and the “century of
humiliation,” with the main official papef,he People’s Dailynoting “that is not China in
1899.” As Peter Gries notes in his study of conteragy Chinese nationalism, Chinese reactions
to the 1999 Belgrade bombing were shaped in pamdyories of China’s semi-colonial past
(Gries 2004:19).

It was this sense of victimhood and righteousnleasléd to formal demands for an
apology. On May 9, one day after the bombing, Hhtad, then Vice President of the PRC, gave
a television speech on the bombing to stronglygatathe U.S.-led NATO forces, demanding
that the United States assume full responsibiligng 2011:215). On May 10, Chinese Foreign
Minister Tang Jiaxuan issued demands to the UBNKTO forces requiring a formal apology
along with other requests. They included:

1. A public and official apology to the Chinese govnent, the Chinese people, and

relatives of the Chinese victims;
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2. A complete and thorough investigation of the NAprecision-guided bomb attack on
the Chinese embassy in Yugoslavia;

3. Prompt publication of the detailed results @& itivestigation;

4. Severe punishment for those responsible foattaek.

Meanwhile, China postponed high-level exchangésden the two countries, delayed
Sino-U.S. talks on nonproliferation, arms contesid international security, and suspended
dialogue on human rights (Tang 2011:218-219). Atsame time, the bombing triggered the
largest anti-American protest in China since thaldshment of diplomatic relations between
the two countries in 1979. Chinese protests bediggeU.S. embassy in Beijing for days,

trapping the ambassador James Sasser behind bwokaows.

A similar crisis, the Sino-U.S. air collision, azced months after George W. Bush
became the U.S. president. On April 1, 2001, an ear EP-3 military surveillance plane,
while conducting a “routine” surveillance missionthe southeast of China’s Hainan Island,
collided with and destroyed a Chinese military r@fic The latter was sent by the Chinese Navy
to follow and monitor the U.S. plane. The Chinedetpvas later declared dead while the EP-3
made an emergency landing on China’s Hainan Islahd.twenty-four member U.S. crew was
immediately detained and held at a military barsagk the island. China’s reaction over the
incident was similar to the 1999 embassy bombioadéd with frustration over perceived
humiliation and anger at violated sovereignty.

The U.S. crew was not released for eleven dayshanohcident was one of the major
crises during Bush'’s eight-year presidency. The PdSition was that that its plane was over
international water and it was important to defémalfreedom of navigation. The U.S.

government also blamed the Chinese pilot for rangrttie U.S. plane in the first place. The
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Chinese side, on the other hand, demanded that.heaccept full responsibility for the

incident. Chinese Foreign Minister Tang Jiaxuad tbke press, “It was the U.S. plane that hit the
Chinese aircraft, rather than the other way aroutigk entire responsibility for the collision lies
with the United States and they should give afsatisry explanation to the Chinese people”
(2011:327-330). With neither side being willingitack down, the U.S. crew was held by the
Chinese government while the two governments beggpotiations about the incident. The U.S.
side demanded an immediate release of the crewChheese side, not surprisingly, demanded a

formal apology from the U.S. government first ancefost.

Why Apologies?

Why did these two minor incidents become the mesbas foreign policy crises
between China and the United States since the T8®&¢an Strait crisis? And why did China
demand formal apologies from the United States b®jim gestures in both cases, as the

conditions of peaceful resolutions to the crises?

From Chinese national identity perspective, theeesvthree reasons. First, both cases
involved the loss of Chinese lives and perceptasovereignty infringements by the U.S., the
latter a familiar theme in China’s victimhood discge. Hence, China felt compelled to stand up
firmly against the U.S. in two seemingly “triviadgidents.” Second, China’s demand for
apologies symbolized its claim to moral justicéha incidents and its gesture to be willing to
“forgive” the misdeeds of the U.S. This mental#yclosely associated with Confucian ideas of
righteousness and benevolence. Lastly, reflectiegpbst-Mao era tendency of conflict

avoidance, the Chinese government restrained thespread domestic anger among its
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population at home and sought a peaceful resoluatidhne crises. These three factors combine to

explain China’s behavior in these two crises.

First, China’s victimhood identity made it impodsilior China to treat these two
incidents as merely “accidents,” as the U.S. clinRather, it inevitably entailed serious
diplomatic crises for the two countries. In botses, the Chinese government was so incensed
that it initially refused to talk to the U.S. abdhe matters. But differences in U.S. attitudes als
affected how China’s victimhood mentality was seatlor provoked further. In the first
incident, the 1999 embassy bombing, U.S. SecretaBgate, Madeleine Albright, made an
urgent call to the Chinese Foreign Minister Taraxudan on the day of the bombing, although
she was told that he was not available to pickhepphone (Albright and Woodward 2003:417-
418). President Clinton also sounded conciliatdtgrahe incident, telling reporters that the
bombing was an unintended tragedy, and expresgeet i@nd offered his condolences to the
Chinese leaders and people for the loss of livelspaoperty. On May 9, President Clinton
expressed wishes to talk to President Jiang adHeest convenience, again as Jiang refused to
pick up the phone after the bombing. For the Clant® refusals were symbols of protest
because the nation’s feelings “were hurt.” In therde of Chinese Foreign Minister Tang
Jiaxuan, “We taught the United States that tod@yima and its people couldn’t be bullied. They
are ready to fight for the defense of national seigmty and dignity at all costs, and are
resolutely opposed to hegemonic acts” (2011:233-Béter Gries’s argument was on target:
the Chinese protestors’ response to the Belgradding was not simply a calculated way to
pursue China’s national interests, but the chedstientifications of individual Chinese with

their nation (2004:108).
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Indeed, once the “defense of national sovereigntiydignity” was fulfilled at the moral
level, in the form of the U.S. side accepting resploility, the Chinese side was willing to settle
for token compensations. On May 16 the United Stasmt a special envoy to China,
representing President Clinton. He briefed the Es#rside on the outcome of the investigation
into the embassy bombing. The United States agoepdy compensation of $4.5 million to the
families of those killed and to individuals injurgdthe bombing. It was a meager figure for
three diseased and over twenty injured Chinese ssytsdaff, but the Chinese government
nevertheless accepted it. On January 17, 2001).thegovernment compensated the Chinese
government for property losses resulting from tbmbing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade,

at $28 million (Tang 2011:233-236).

Nevertheless, between sovereignty sensitivity amdlict avoidance, the Chinese side
still compromised in the end. This is because tite \dlespite accepting responsibility for the
incident, still claimed the incident was an “accitld bombing.” The Chinese government has
not accepted this. Thus, Beijing accepted the tal8ng responsibility by way of material
compensations and avoided further conflict. Buaooount of its victimhood identity, it needed

to retain a symbolic rejection of the U.S. explanat

The second crisis, the EP-3 incident in 2001, inedlless of a loss of Chinese lives but
because of the Chinese perception of U.S. arrogémeerisis escalated more than it did in the
first incident. Like the 1999 Embassy bombing, ittdent was perceived as a national
humiliation and a violation of Chinese sovereigiyd similar to the 1999 Embassy bombing,
the United States was not able to establish comeation with Chinese leadership after the
incident. Secretary of State Colin Powell could gett the Chinese Foreign Minister to return his

phone call. But unlike President Clinton, the Whlicials were far less conciliatory and came to
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be perceived by the Chinese side as “arroganthamclly unjust. President Bush initially took
a hard stance toward China by demanding “promptsaifel return of the crew and the return of
the aircraft without further damaging or tamperiri§hepperd 2013:121). One day later, he
reiterated his previous points and claimed thatil® had “allowed the Chinese government
time to do the right thing” (Bush 2003:364). DenBlair, the head of the United States Pacific
Command, even criticized the Chinese Air Forcddding to intercept the U.S. aircraft in a
professional way and playing “bumper cars in thié (&ice 2011:48). Condoleezza Rice reveals
in her memoir, “The Chinese wanted us to apolotpedis death, something that we were
unwilling to do—particularly once we learned tha& hot-dogging had been a prime cause of the
accident” (2011:45-49). In addition, the U.S. Naligpatched three destroyers to cruise the
vicinity of Hainan Island in the name of “monitogithe development of the situation” (Tang

2011:335-337).

The Chinese government felt the response from tBe Was highly arrogant, akin to
bullying. It did not help that President Bush hagib vocally hostile toward China during his
presidential campaign. Instead of inheriting CliMisogoals of building a potential “strategic
partnership” with China, he called China a “stratempmpetitor.” As Peter Gries puts it, “By
refusing to apologize, America appeared extremelygant” to the Chinese. Furthermore,
regardless of who was at fault in the plane callisi Chinese citizen was dead, and a sincere
American apology was therefore needed to rest@&iho-U.S. relationship (2004:111).

Once again, reflecting the ideational discourseicifmhood and the Confucian
discourse of righteousness, Chinese Foreign Minisaag Jiaxuan made four demands to the

U.S. Ambassador Prueher:
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1. The United States should bear full responsybibt the incident and issue an apology;

2. The U.S. attitude and actions subsequent todhision were wrong, and greatly

unsatisfactory to China; (Chine considered the BFS-3 illegally entered China’s

airspace, and landed at a Chinese airfield. Thetsena had infringed upon China’s
sovereignty and territorial integrity and posedthi@at to China’s state security)

3. There would be no release of the aircrew unélWnited States apologized;

4. The United States must stop reconnaissancategiin China’s coastal areas

(2011:335-337).

Western scholars of Chinese nationalism, such s Beies, argue that both incidents fit
into an emerging Chinese “victimization narrativewhich the Chinese chronicle a long history
of injury at the hand of Western aggressors soapalogies from the United States are
necessary to restore their self-respect (2004:188¢ed, for the Chinese side, the incidents both
represented insults to Chinese sovereignty andmetdignity, particularly when the U.S
government had an arrogant attitude in its intiehdling of the incidents. Research on state
apology has drawn attention from both IR and Sogglischolars in foreign relations between
states. Jennifer Lind, an IR scholar at DartmoutheQe, argues that unapologetic remembrance
elevates threat perception and inhibits reconmimtand apologetic remembrance reduces threat
perception and promotes reconciliation (2008:9n¢¢e remembrance can be a critical factor
that shapes how states perceive each other’s i@sntspecifically, in American culture, an

apology requires admitting past misdeeds and egimgsemorse for them (16).

On the other hand, an apology from a state demnatestits regret over past misdeeds and
avoiding similar behavior in the future and, heraféers a better indication of its threat

perception and intentions. Sociologist Nicholasudnrs argues that an apology entails at least
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the “acknowledgment of the legitimacy of the vieldtule, admission of fault and responsibility
for its violation, and the expression of genuingre¢ and remorse for the harm done” (1991:3).
Thus, for states, whether to issue an apology detoand an apology, is always more of a
political and psychological issue than just a syhebane. In addition, apology speaks to
something larger than that: it pays homage to ahayder rendered problematic by the very act
that calls it forth (1991:14). That is to say ttieg party that receives apologies despite its loss,
can claim moral justice. In terms of power relasipReter Gries writes that vengeance and

apologies not only help reestablish power relatitmsy also restore self-esteem (2004:89).

Indeed, both incidents were only resolved peacgehiice the U.S. issued apologies,
showing once again that China would not compromisan issue sensitive to its victimhood
identity. In the 1999 bombing case, facing stroogtite reactions from the Chinese side, the
U.S. government reevaluated the situation and awttdPresident Clinton wrote a letter to
Chinese president Jiang Zemin to express an “agdtoghe tragic event at the Chinese
embassy in Belgrade and sincere condolences tadties” (Tang 2011:229). But in the 2011
air collision case, since the U.S. initially refdsend later was reluctant to apologize to the

Chinese side, almost the entire Sino-U.S. negotiatias about the wordings of such a letter of

apology.

In the 2001 case, the Chinese government susttieetbadlock and made clear that it
would not release the U.S. crew until receivingm@fal apology that satisfied China’s claim.
President Jiang Zemin, during his trip to Chile ivhihe incident happened, drew the line that the
United States bore full responsibility for the mhent and must give an apology to the Chinese
people (Tang 2011:337). The Chinese side insisiathe letter of apology must specifically

fulfill three requirements:
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1. There must be an appropriately worded apologyhie collisions, the loss of the
Chinese pilot and for the U.S. plane entering Chiaaspace and landing at a Chinese airport
without China’s authorization;

2. The United States must admit that its planedmdred China’s airspace without
China’s authorization;

3. The United States should express gratitude fonals proper arrangement for the U.S.
air crew (Tang 2011:343).

Between April 5 and 10, 2011, the two sides coretlieleven rounds of negotiations.
Only after six drafts did China become finally s&&d with the apology letter. The final text
read that:

Both President Bush and Secretary of State Powgl lexpressed their sincere regret

over your missing pilot and aircraft. Please conteethe Chinese people and to the

family of pilot Wang Wei that we are very sorry their loss...we are very sorry the
entering of China’s airspace and the landing didhawe verbal clearance, but very
pleased the crew landed safely. We appreciate Gheffarts to see to the well-being of
our crew?”

In the letter, the words “very sorry” were usedcsy in reference to the loss of Chinese
pilot and the entry into China’s airspace respetyivThis fulfilled China’s first two
requirements, and the word “appreciate” expredsedjtatitude China demanded. After the
Chinese got the sixth draft from the United Statiesy even consulted with senior English

experts on expressions of apology and refere@édrd Advanced Learner’s Dictionagnd

%4 «_etter from Ambassador Prueher to Chinese MinisfeForeign Affairs Tang,” April 11,
2001, See http://georgewbush-whitehouse.archivesgas/releases/2001/04/20010411-1.html
(Accessed on March 21, 2013)
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Webster's Encyclopedic Unabridged Dictionary of Emglish Languageto confirm that that
“sorry” can be used to mean apologize. After theficmation, the Chinese government accepted
the final version presented by the United StatesgT2011:346). Thereupon, on April 12, the

crew members were released on “humanitarian coradidas.”

Finally, even the repatriation of the U.S. planes\wandled by the Chinese side through
the narrative of victimhood and national autonodyring the negotiations between the two
governments over the returning of the EP-3 airptartbe United States, the U.S. Defense
Department initially wanted to send a technicakassent group to undertake repairs so that the
plane could fly back from Hainan Island. But thé&mand was firmly rejected by the Chinese
side, citing that, “the Chinese people would neagree to let the plane be repaired and to leave
China as if nothing had happened” (Tang 2011:3%)-3ventually the EP-3 was disassembled
and then transported by a commercial Antonov-12gaplane chartered from a Russian airline.
After the matter was resolved, the Chinese senttBe a bill for $1million, to which the U.S.

offered only $34,000 (Bush 2010:426).

In short, the apologies from the U.S. governmentvextremely important for China. To
sum up this significance with the words of Tangdan, the Chinese Foreign Minister, in his
memoir about the 2001 EP-3 incident, “It (the agglowvas not simply a matter of semantics or
rhetoric, but a political issue for history” (20B847). At the same time, accepting the apology
was also an indication, in the Confucian traditidvat China was able to “forgive” the misdeeds
of the U.S. and ready for a peaceful resolutiothefconflict. In both cases, after the Chinese
government perceived that the U.S. had “apologiZéaho-US relations resumed to normalcy
rapidly. Indeed, when George W. Bush was readgdud office in 2008, his Treasury Secretary,

Henry Paulson wrote a piece on Sino-US relationghi® journalForeign Affairs saying that
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Sino-U.S. relations had been at their best sineévtlo countries’ establishment of diplomatic

relations (2008).

Sino-Soviet Reconciliation in the 1980s

The reconciliation of Sino-Soviet relations begarhe early post-Mao era in the early
1980s. In terms of material interests, this wowd/e Chinese interests in many ways. In the
1970s, the Soviet Union had deployed a million poto Outer Mongolia and along the
extensive borders with China, posing direct thré&atShina. Improving relations with the Soviet
Union, when China’s new priority was economic depehent, would help reduce its national
security challenges. Deng Xiaoping also wantedatela balanced relationship with both the
United States and the Soviet Union. While the Savigon’s hegemonic actions would still be
criticized, its internal affairs would no longer bleastised by the Chinese government in public
(Tang 2011:500). Finally, in a new era of refornd apening, thawing relations with the Soviet
Union would symbolize a transition from a revoluigoy regime to a pragmatic regime.

However, Deng Xiaoping would only adjust Chinadsdign policy toward the Soviet
Union without sacrificing China’s national securégd ideational tenets. According to the
memoirs of two former Chinese Foreign Ministersn®@ersonally approved three points for
the negotiation of normalizing Sino-Soviet relagpall of which related to the Soviet Union’s
hegemonic behavior in China’s border regions. Tinee points were: withdrawal of Soviet
troops stationed along the Sino-Soviet bordersia@uter Mongolia; withdrawal of Soviet
troops from Afghanistan; and urging Vietnam to itdw from Cambodia (Tang 2011; Qian
2005). Essentially Deng asked the Soviet Unioretoave the troops that had established Soviet
hegemony from Northeast Asia, West Asia and to ISzasgt Asia. In the analytical prism of

Chinese national identity, Deng’s three conditisi@se consistent with China’s anti-hegemonic
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principles and policies associated with revolutigrniaternationalism. China viewed both
Vietnam and the Soviet Union as seeking to becagm®nal and global hegemons.

Because of the three preconditions set by Derngpk almost a decade to complete the
Sino-Soviet normalization process. It began in 198Qer Soviet leader Brezhnev, who was
relatively conciliatory. He expressed full suppimrt China's position on a key sovereignty issue,
Taiwan. He was conciliatory on another sovereigsgye, proposing to resume border talks
between the two countries. But he would only remtlagreement with China without any
preconditions (Tang 2011:497). The next three Sdeaers—Brezhnev, Andropov, and
Chernenkov—avoided issues that concerned Ching, Wbald dwell on the trivial and try to
bring about normalization of bilateral relationsatiingh developing economic, trade cooperation
and increasing visits between the two countriesuf005:13-20). According to Qian Qichen,
special envoy to the Sino-Soviet political condidtas and later China’s foreign minister, the
Soviet stand could be summarized in three poiits; they criticized China for setting
“preconditions” for the talks; second, they heldtthormalization of Sino-Soviet relations must
not “harm the interests of a third country,” refiegrto Vietnam; third, they asserted that the
Soviet Union “never threatens China” (Qian 20052)-1

When Gorbachev became the next Soviet leadesfaiftdd to “new thinking about
diplomacy,” Deng still insisted on the three coradis, with priority given to Vietham’s
withdrawal from Cambodia. Deng suggested a meetinige highest level between China and
the Soviet Union and asked Romanian president @saudo convey this in an oral message to
Mikhail Gorbachev (Qian 2005:13-20). Facing anansigent China, Gorbachev finally moved
to meet Deng’s preconditions. In July 1986, he amged in Vladivostok that the Soviet Union

would pull six regiments of its army from Afgharaat was negotiating with Mongolia on troop
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withdrawals, and acknowledged that Cambodia wassare between China and Vietnam. In
response, Deng talked about Sino-Soviet relatidresrwAmerican reporter Mike Wallace
interviewed him on September 2, 1986. Deng emphdsizat the key to improving Sino-Soviet
relations depended on the withdrawal of Vietnanteseps from Cambodia (Qian 2005:13-20).
After reaching some mutual understanding, Chinathadoviet Union’s delegates worked
through twelve rounds of political negotiationstbase three issues, particularly the Cambodia
issue. In December 1988, Chinese foreign ministan Qichen visited the Soviet Union, the
first time such a visit had been conducted sindg719ccording to Qian’s memoir, the central
issue was still Cambodia, and China wanted thendiaese troops to completely withdraw
before the end of June 1989 (2005:21-28). Finailysebruary 6 1989, both sides announced the
joint Communiqué on Cambodia and the date of Gdrbas visit to China, the first of its kind

in more than two decades.

Thus, one by one the Soviets fulfilled Deng’s theeaditions, and only then did the two
countries normalize their bilateral relations ir829Deng’s meeting with Gorbachev on May 16,
1989 symbolized the normalization of Sino-Soviéhatiens after three decades of confrontation.
Realists can plausibly argue that all three coodgiset by Deng were aimed at eliminating the
Soviet Union’s geopolitical encirclement of ChifBat from the national identity perspective, it
was significant that during Deng’s meeting with Gachev, Deng told the latter that the
principal problem in the two countries’ previoutat®ns was that the Soviets had not treated
China as an equal. The joint communiqué publistied the summit meeting formally
proclaimed a non-aligned and non-confrontationialti@ship between China and the Soviet
Union (Qian 2005:28-31). Also significant from thational identity perspective, the outcome of

the reconciliation was not aimed at setting Sinet&alliance relations back to the 1950s, but
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motivated by cooperation and co-existence througgiraonflictual and non-hegemonic

mechanisms of dispute resolution.

G-2: China and the United States

Since China’s ascent to prominence in the globahemy in the 2000s, and particularly
after the global financial crisis of 2008, Chinh&s sustained and strengthened its ideational
commitment to non-alignment and pluralism. It hassen to neither join with nor balance
against the U.S. in the global system. Rather, &has promoted a cross-national framework for
cooperation and co-existence through non-conflichu@n-hegemonic and non-unilateral
mechanisms of dispute resolution. This section ug# China’s response to the U.S. G-2

proposal in 2009 to illustrate this identity patter

When Barack Obama became U.S. president in 200%etv administration wanted
bring Sino-U.S. relations to a higher level, pariely after the 2008 Global Financial Crisis.
According to Jeffrey Bader, President Obama’s setfirector for Asian affairs on the National
Security Council, Obama’s China policy was “reselufpragmatic and non-ideological...and
giving Asia higher overall priority” (2012:5-6). Ghe rise of China, the Obama
Administration’s approach was to have China bectarstabilizing and constructive force rather
than a threat to peace and equilibrium” (7). Acaagdo Bader, Obama’s China strategy would
rest on three pillars: (1) a welcoming approac@ina’s emergence, influence, and legitimate
expanded role; (2) a resolve to see that its sim®mnsistent with international norms and law; (3)
an endeavor to shape the Asia-Pacific environnteahsure that China’s rise is stabilizing rather

than disruptive (2012:7).
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In this context, some U.S. scholars and formeicgaohakers began to support a call to
form a Group of Two (G-2) between the United States China to tackle global challenges.
Henry Kissinger called for Sino-U.S. relations ®“taken to a new level,” while Zbigniew
Brzezinski advocated the idea of developing a &#eil Ferguson coined the term “Chimerica”
to call for further cooperation between the twordoies (2007:228). Although Taiwan was still
a crucial issue in Sino-US relations, the tensias downplayed particularly from the U.S. side.
In 2011, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton wroteaaticle titled “American’s Pacific Century”
in the journalForeign Policy to describe America’s foreign policy in Asia. TlWerds “Taiwan”
did not appear even once (2011). It was mainlyul# government that downplayed the role of
Taiwan in conducting its China policy. Both couesriagreed that Sino-U.S. relations had
become the most important and complicated bilatetations in the world. At the end of

President Bush'’s eight-year presidency, Washingtmady called China a “stakeholder.”

Nevertheless, the Chinese side was not passiobatg the G-2 framework. At the Sino-
European Union summit in Prague, in May 2009, Céerlerime Minister Wen Jiabao rejected
the concept of a G-2 binding China and the UnitedeS, saying, “It is totally ungrounded and
wrong to talk about the dominance of two countieisiternational affairs*® During President
Obama’s November 2009 trip to China, Wen Jiabab @dama in person that China disagreed
with the “G-2” idea, citing three reasons. Firshjii@ is still a developing country. As Wen put
it, “China must always remain sober-minded aboist'tfsecond, China pursues an independent
foreign policy of peace and will not align with aoguntry or blocks of countries. Third, global

issues should be decided by all the nations ovitréd, rather than one or two countries.

% Zbigniew Brzezinski, “The Group of Two that couldange the world,” January 13, 206
Financial Times
% Jian Junbo, “China says 'no thanks' to G-2,” May2D09 Asia Time
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However, he did believe that “Sino-U.S. cooperatian play a unique role in advancing the
establishment of the new international politicadl @onomic order, as well as promoting world

peace, stability, and prosperity.”

From the perspective of Chinese national identiitg, Chinese leadership’s response was
hardly a surprise. First, joining the G-2 wouldahthat China be a “co-hegemon” with the U.S.,
which was against China’s long-held foreign polidyanti-hegemonism associated with
revolutionary internationalism. In fact, lookingdkeaat the three communiqués signed between
China and the United States, which have long be@hlhy China as the bedrock of Sino-U.S.
relations since the rapprochement, the sentimdrfemti-hegemony” have been consistent in the
documents. Undoubtedly, such wording was insertéldeainsistence of the Chinese side. As
early as the 1970s, the first joint communiqué leefwChina and the U.S. took up the issue of
hegemony, stating, “The Chinese side stated...Albnat big or small, should be equal...China
will never be a superpower and it opposes hegerandypower politics of any kind® The
second joint communiqué, signed in 1979 when Chirththe U.S. formally established
diplomatic relations, stated, “Neither side shoaggk hegemony in the Asia-Pacific region or in
any other region of the world and each is opposezfforts by any other country or group of
countries to establish such hegemofiyThe last communiqué signed in 1982, specifically
aiming at U.S. weapons sales to Taiwan, stated, titto governments reaffirm the principles

agreed on by the two sides in the Shanghai Comméragd the Joint Communiqué on the

97 “\Wen Jiabao Meets with U.S. President Obama.” kakée at http://www.china-
embassy.org/eng/xw/t628915.htm.(Assessed on MarcB(®L3.)

%8 «Joint Communiqué of the United States of Amesdaa the People’s Republic of China.”
February 28, 1972.

99 «Joint Communiqué of the United States of Amesdaa the People’s Republic of China.”
January 1, 1979.
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Establishment of Diplomatic Relation¥® Clearly, at each major phase in the development of
Sino-U.S. relations, the Chinese side has congthrught up the term “anti-hegemony” along

with the Taiwan issue.

Second, the post-Mao ideational pattern of prongopiiralism, specifically non-
unilateral and consensus-based decision makinpbagpolitics, would prevent China from
allying with the United States. This is because-2 €ructure would potentially result in China
imposing its will on other countries against theishes. The Chinese objection to such world
leadership has been consistent in the past. Iniaddo the G-2 proposal, China has refused to
join the G-7—the group of the seven most indusiea countries. Instead, China has criticized
the G7 as a “rich countries’ club” that alienates test of the world, which again, shows China’s
preference for “non-alignment” and pluralism. Alig speaks to a contemporary Chinese
national identity that emphasizes national autonamy avoidance of “co-management” or

domination in global affairs.

Lastly, in the post-Mao era, the ideas of anti-imegeism and non-alignment have
gradually been transferred to an identity pattérpromoting pluralism in world affairs. In the
G-2 case, alliance with the United States at theatould bring both gains and challenges to
China. However, the Chinese leadership chosedh wfith its commitment to pluralism and
anti-hegemonism, and to maintain its own nation#éb@omy, rather than embracing what the
United States endorsed and promised based onrallikerld order. There would have been
obvious benefits to “co-manage” world affairs witie U.S. after the 2008 Global Financial

Crisis, but the Chinese side was neither interestedempted. Rather, China repeatedly

190«30int Communiqué of the United States of Amesdaa the People’s Republic of China.”
August 17, 1982.

162



reiterated the themes of “never become a hegemuh*aways be a third world country,” that
have been embedded into the contemporary Chingésmalidentity since the early days of the

PRC.

An alternative explanation, according to Yan Xuetomleading realist IR scholar in
China, is that the Chinese government has adheriz tprinciple of not challenging America’s
global leadership during the financial crisis (2@B®). In Yan’s analysis, the Chinese
government has followed Deng Xiaoping's policy kéeping a low profile” in global politics,
set forth by Deng in 1990 (2010). At the same tiem argues that neither China nor the U.S.
were ready to share world leadership within ondla2010:278). He calls the contemporary
Sino-U.S. relations a “superficial friendship” (ZD1Similarly, David Shambaugh, a leading
scholar on Sino-U.S. security policy, calls toda@tsina a “the partial power” that lacks the
material capacity to challenge U.S. supremacy (R048edless to say, it remains to be seen if
China will actually challenge U.S. leadership oitdeas the material capacity. My argument,

based on the national identity framework, suggestsrwise.

Sino-Russian Partnership in the Post-Cold War era

Sino-Russia relations after the disintegratiorhef $oviet Union provide another
illustration of China’s peaceful internationalismthe post-Mao era. One of the notable
developments in Sino-Russian relations after temttigration of the Soviet Union was the
formation of a Sino-Russian strategic partnershigymbolizes a new type of bilateral
relationship for China after the end of the ColdrWa

From the Chinese perspective, a “strategic pafn@rsonnotes mutual respect and
mutual interests in conducting foreign relationhvé@nother state. It also signals, for some

scholars, the partner’s political willingness toagnize China’s legitimate rise, to manage areas
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of disagreement in order to steadily improve therall bilateral relationship, and possibly to
enhance coordination in promoting their commongrezices in the international arena (Deng
2008:129). China implemented such an idea of pestiie with Russia in 1996, and formed
similar strategic partnerships with the Europeambiin 2003 and with India in 2005.

The new strategic partnership between China andikuss different from a traditional
balance of power dynamic, | argue. For the Chipeseat least, it was based on China’s
ideational beliefs in the post-Mao era and in angivag and dynamic world. First, China had no
intention to upgrade its warming relations with Biago the status of an alliance as in the 1950s.
In the latest example, when Russia was increasisglgted by the Western powers after
annexing Crimea in March 2014, Russian Presidetih Palked about Sino-Russian relations by
praising China’s neutral stance but still concedBdissia and China are natural neighbors and
therefore natural partners, but a system of mjlitdocs has outlived itself-** The Chinese side
immediately clarified by stating, “The essenceh# China-Russia relationship is non-aligned
and non-conflictual, no moves against any thirdntou”*%2

Second, despite increasing hostilities betweemRuURussia and the U.S. government
since the 2000s, they have not affected Sino-l&l&tions. The latter have in fact reached their
peak since the two countries re-established dipliemnalations in 1979. China has been able to
maintain warm relationships with both the Unitedt8& and Russia, a feat that would have been
unimaginable during the Mao era when China wasealstanding up against the two

superpowers simultaneously. Liberal scholars woialde predicted that a democratic and

191 «pytin Seeks Closer Russia-China Ties Without tslili Alliance,” Bloomberg News, Apr

17, 2014. See http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2014-Diputin-seeks-closer-russia-china-ties-
without-military-alliance.html (accessed on Apr8,12014)

192«China hails Putin's positive remarks on bilatéies$,” Xinhua News Agency, April 18, 2014.
See http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/201/48J4 133273734.htm (accessed on April
18, 2014).
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transformed Russia would isolate the nominally camist China in the foreign policy arena.
However, China’s relations with Russia did not suffetbacks after the Cold War. At the same
time, in contrast to what realists would have pettl, China has not taken advantage of
Russia’s deteriorating relations with the U.S.Itp with Russia in order to balance against the
United States. In just a few years since normatnadf their relations, from 1992-1996, the
Sino-Russian relationship dramatically improvednir‘friendship” to a “constructive
partnership” and eventually to a “strategic parthg” (Deng 2008:130-131). Officially, China
claims that the China-Russia partnership is a mimilgdeaceful coexistence and neighborly
friendship between major countries.

Third, China has managed relations with Russia @ifihcus on economic cooperation
and stability in the region, rather than militatigament. Nor has China tried to take advantage
of Russia’s decline. Under the initiative of bothuatries, a new international organization was
formed, first named the Shanghai Five Leadershipf€ence and later changed to the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization (SCO). Although the twgegaments have envisioned different roles
for the organization, with China more interestedumti-terrorism and Russia more interested in
security functions, the SCO has evolved into aerivdtional organization that plays an
important role in maintaining peace and stabilitgéentral Asid®

From a realist perspective, China’s stable relatigmwith Russia after the end of the
Cold War was largely due to Russia’s changing peice of its status in the international
system. Russia was a descending power and Chiascandant power, as Russia was left with
less than half of its GDP compared to the Soviablnt was Russian president Yeltsin who

proposed to Chinese president Jiang Zemin theatiElaming a partnership in 1994 and 1996

103 For a detailed discussion on SCO, see Marketo9: Zdiles 2007.
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(Qian 2005:240). Russia during the 1990s was atcptimt had been weakened, humiliated,
and disenchanted with the West, and it was lontprrigstore its great power status (Deng
2008:141). The expansion of NATO into East Europe the 1999 NATO war against Serbia
unnerved the Russians as well as hurt its coreasii® Despite Putin’s support of the U.S.'s

“war on terror” after 9/11, U.S. support for thelor revolutions” in Georgia and Ukraine left
Russia feeling threatened. Based on these sensntbrtSino-Russian partnership seemed to be
natural. As a country often chastised by the Weith its emergence characterized as a potential
threat, it would seem that China found a willingtpar in Russia.

However, from the national identity perspectivejr@hcame to embrace a partnership
with Russia only after progress had been made aebdisputes. The two countries had been
negotiating border agreements since the early 128@kagreements resolving border issues had
been reached in 1991, 1992 and 1997. Russia r&dimeg parts of the disputed territories under
its control, in addition to agreeing on evenly gplg the more important Black Bear Islaid.
2004, China and Russia solved their last bordgruties through a bilateral treaty prior to the
final agreement. In fact, for Russia, the finalldessuaged its fear of future Chinese irredentist
claims (Deng 2008:135). For the Chinese side, ®iPRC government and the mainstream
media no longer talk about “lost territories” asythdid during the 1970s. These are indications
that China has left behind its victimhood mentalityolving Russia.

In short, China has not exploited Russia’s weaktessattribute payback for what it
suffered in its relationship with the Soviet Unidior China, Russia no longer poses a threat to
its national security as the Soviet Union did, does it provoke China by reminding the Chinese
of their past victimhood under both the Czars &&dSoviets. On the other hand, China has

showed no interest in aligning with Russia to bed¢athe U.S. On the contrary, China has
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maintained positive relations with both Russia #redU.S while the Russian-U.S. relationship
has suffered significant setbacks as realism wptadict. In all, both Sino-U.S. relations and the

Sino-Russia partnership remain within the scop€loha’s peaceful internationalism.

Conclusion

In the post-Mao era, China has been able to impretations with both superpowers.
This chapter has illustrated how a mix of matang&rests and identity patterns have affected
Sino-U.S. relations through four major cases: 9@61Taiwan Strait crisis; the 1999 Belgrade
embassy bombing; the 2001 air collusion; and tH2@eeposal. In addition, | have illustrated
how a mix of those material interests and ideatipaterns affected Sino-Soviet relations using
two major cases, the Sino-Soviet reconciliationmuthe 1980s, and the Sino-Russian strategic
partnership since the 1990s. This chapter has driipae in the post-Mao era, besides rational
strategic considerations, ideational patterns asatwith a Confucian identity, a victimhood
identity and an identity of revolutionary interra@talism have persisted in Chinese foreign
policy. Together, these identity patterns have melgto a new type of national identity—the
phoenix rising identity. In sum, both rationalipipgoaches and ideational approaches provide
complementary rather than competing answers torgtadel China’s relations with the U.S. and

the Soviet Union in the post-Mao era.

In the 1996 Taiwan Strait crisis, the Chinese p&ifoa of a deliberate provocation from
the U.S. to challenge its “one China policy” resdlin a serious stand-off between the two
countries. From a rationalist perspective, deteeeand signaling theories provide ways to
understand Chinese foreign policy in this contexthis case, mutual deterrence involved U.S.
deterrence of China’s use of force for unificatéord Chinese deterrence of U.S. support for

Taiwanese independence. During the crisis, mitsileches by the Chinese government sent
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signals to the U.S. that it would pay a price ®raking its “one China policy.” The aircraft
carrier deployment by the Clinton administratiomgled with the U.S. commitment to defend
Taiwan sent signals to the Chinese governmentthatr with Taiwan would mean a war with
the U.S. Beijing indicated that it was willing tedr the high cost of a Sino-U.S. war. The crisis
only abated after the U.S showed its resolve andaCdot reconfirmation that the U.S. would
maintain its “one China policy.” It is clear thBhiwanese President Lee’s visit to the United
States fell far short of a declaration of indepemde However, one cannot understand China’s
overreaction toward the U.S., which sparked thetrm@sous militarized crisis between two
countries, without understanding its hypersensitiover issues of sovereignty due to its past

victimhood.

Similarly, to account for the willingness of Chireesnd American leaders to confront
each other over the Sino-American apology diplomacy999 and in 2001, rationalist
approaches highlight the instrumental dimensio@luha’s foreign policy. In both the 1999
Belgrade bombing case and the 2001 EP-3 collisise ca rationalist analysis of Chinese
foreign policy would be that China was attemptiogdstore its power position in East Asia by
demanding repeated apologies from the U.S. Furthiernsuch a policy might restore China’s
status in the eyes of the Chinese people and tatenalist outrage However, “apology” is
mostly a symbolic gesture that does not indicatehmuaterial interests for rationalist. In
retrospect, if it had been Serbia that bombed thie€3e embassy or an airplane collision with
the Philippines, China would not have behaved e@mays that it did with the U.S. government.
Thus, both cases also demonstrated that China ypasdensitive over the perceived humiliation

associated with the “century of humiliation.” Frahe national identity perspective, it was this
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sense of victimhood and righteousness that lechioa firm demands for an apology from the

U.S.

Both realist concerns and Chinese national identtytribute to an understanding of the
Sino-Soviet reconciliation and the later Sino-Rasstrategic partnership. Rationalists can help
explain the strategic cause of Sino-Soviet rec@imh, but they falls in short on the timetable
set for this reconciliation, which may be accourttgdhe Chinese national identity. In the early
1980s, facing escalated Cold War competition withW.S. in Europe, the Soviet Union was
practically operating on two fronts against bothirm@hand the U.S. Despite China’s economic
and military backwardness, the Soviets still deptbgizable numbers of troops on the Sino-
Soviet border. Thus, it would be of mutual intettesboth the Chinese and the Soviets to
improve relations. But the fact that the Sino-Sotea-year reconciliation talks demonstrated
that success would not have been possible withfiitihg China’s demands, which were a mix
of China’s national security concerns and idealiteraets—China’s anti-hegemonic principles

and policies associated with revolutionary inteioralism.

From the perspective of realism, a post-Cold Wasdruwould need to accommodate the
rise of China and ensure Sino-Russian border giainlorder to face the more serious challenge
from NATO. In the post-Cold War era, Russia wathwith a trade-off between securing
against NATO'’s eastward expansion, which threatéteskia’s western front, and its
vulnerability to Chinese economic and military powethe Far East. Russia chose to cooperate
with China and, by doing so, Russia was able t@exgrms to China to finance its defense
industry and export energy to acquire sourcesatésncome. From the perspective of Chinese
national identity, China needs to manage peacefations with both Russia and the U.S.,
focusing on economic cooperation and stabilityhie tegion, rather than balancing or making
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alliances. This has contributed to China’s positelations with both the U.S. and Russia since

the end of the Cold War.
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Part Ill: China’s Relations with Its Neighbors

In Part lll, | use cases from Chinas vicinities, China’s relations with Japan, India,
North Korea and Vietnam—to illustrate how Chinalsntity patterns play out in its foreign
policy. In contrast to its relations with superposyavhere China was in the weaker position and
subject to subjugation, it possesses dominant foraeher advantages in its relations with
secondary and small states. | will demonstrate ndre€hina’s foreign policy is influenced by
national identity or the pursuit of material intet® In both the Mao era and the post-Mao era,
China’s national identity influenced bilateral rad@s with secondary and small states, and its
contemporary foreign policy is also a result ofgk®enix rising identity in seeking peaceful

internationalism.
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Chapter 5 The Mao era: Revolutionary Internationalism

Using key turning points and crises, this chapxang@nes whether China followed
patterns of Chinese national identity in bilatesdations and crises involving neighboring states
during the Mao era. Among these states, China bedkb disputes involving India, Japan and
Vietnam. Why did China choose hardline policiesdoivindia and Vietnam during the 1960s

and late 1970s, but a more concessionary postwardaJapan during the same period?

The patterns, | will show, are clear. During thedaa, to solve territorial disputes,
China would sometimes use force or assist revaistio neighboring states that went beyond its
own material interests. By providing support durihg Vietnam War and a brief border war
with India, China did not gain material advantadesg,rather demonstrated its foreign policy
beliefs associated with both its victimhood idgnéihd identity of revolutionary
internationalism. Largely because of these twoomati identities, China maintained close ties
with Vietham, while engaging India in military cdicf. On the other hand, China was inclined
to build a diplomatic relationship with Japan tdemte its stance of anti-hegemony in the region
while launching an attack on Vietnam after pergenit as a regional hegemon. | choose to
include the case of China’s 1979 border war witbtiam in the Mao era, not only because it
was the last time China used force against a coumitil today, but also because the cause of the
war has strong connections with China’s pre-watnéen foreign policy. Thus, | consider this as

a border case between the Mao era and the poseMao

China and India: From Mutual Sympathy to Enmity

Sino-Indian relations in the 1950s symbolized okinese foreign policy toward its

neighbors and toward a fellow third world countrythe early 1950s, shortly after India’s
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independence and China’s revolution, the assees®&nf both countries about national
autonomy and independence reflected their respehbtstorical sufferings and brought Mao and
Nehru together to form a companionship despiteifit ideologies and political systems. The
two countries enjoyed a peaceful and stable relship until the early 1960s, followed by a
border war in which India was defeated. Similartiseents of “never repeat historical
humiliation” were in large part responsible for welgling territorial disputes that brought end to
the companionship. Since then, during the 1960s18@0s, China has been dedicated to
resolving the border disputes with India using pdamegotiations, and has called on the Indian
side to give up the precondition for settlement th@ams the disputed territories were
“occupied” by the Chinese. Why did the Sino-Indialations evolve the way it did during the

Mao era, i.e. from mutual sympathy to enmity? Nadiddentity, again, played a crucial role.

First, the foundation of Sino-Indian relations vil@sed in large part on a shared
experience of historical suffering from imperialismd colonialism. China and India had
maintained a tradition of friendly cultural relat®for centuries. For instance, Chinese
Buddhism was brought by Xuan Zhuang from India kin@ in the seventh century; Admiral
Zheng He’s visit in 1405 opened the Maritime Silkad with India. From the early nineteenth
century to the middle of the twentieth century, tilve countries - two of the oldest civilizations
in human history - shared similar humiliating expeces under imperialism and colonialism.
India was part of the British Empire for more thauo hundred years and won its independence
only in 1947. China, on the other hand, was a smiuny, a victim of both European and
Japanese imperialism, and became an independentrst949. These shared experiences
created mutual sympathy between the two countgssaated with victimhood identity. As the

famous Indian poet Rabindranath Tagore wrote ir21%te fraternal unity between China and
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India is the foundation stone of Asia...In Asia, wasnbe united...through the sincere sprit of
mutual sympathy” (Huang 2008:397).

Similarly, post-colonial nationalism, rooted in thature, history and identity of each
country, gave an alternative to realist theorieBadéncing power. The colonial past of both
countries was significant in determining the natfrpost-colonial state relations. The colonial
legacy, or victimhood under the colonial and imakpowers, made both countries less likely to
seek the position of a new imperial power or t@abeé against each other in the absence of vital
conflicts. As David Malone, a former Canadian anshdsr to India, argues, both ideational
realm and the legacy of anti-colonial nationalistofpundly shaped India’s post independence
foreign policy. After India won its independenceli®47 from the British Empire and China was
victorious over Japanese imperialism, the mutuadmthy and support of the Chinese and
Indians during WWII laid a solid foundation foréndly relations after China’s independence in
1949(2011).

Moreover, the leadership of China and India hadelkengagements because of this
mutual sympathy even before their countries’ inael@ace. Nehru and Mao, as the founding
fathers of the two countries, believed that botm@&land India shared these experiences vis-a-
vis western colonial powers, and the priority & tivo countries should be self-reliance and
independence—economically and politically—from West. In 1939, Mao Zedong spoke of
India’s struggle against British imperialism andpdrasized the need to use revolutionary
violence to fight for the independence of Indiaogie (Huang 2008:399-400). In 1942, Mao
criticized Britain for using violence against Indiaon-violent independence movements and
called on Britain to give independence and freetioindia (Huang 2008:401). India was the

second country, after the Soviet Union, to recogine PRC and in April 1950, India became
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the first non-socialist state to establish diplametlations with China. Although Nehru was
anti-communist by principle, he believed that tberfding of the PRC was a victory of
nationalism and a demonstration of Asia’'s emergmgncipation rather than a triumph of
communism (Holslag 2010:49-50). He repeatedly ssd¢hat both countries had a shared
destiny and close friendship (Holslag 2010:50). Fhve Principles of Peaceful Coexistence,
which later became the PRC’s official foreign pglprinciple, were first used in Sino-Indian
negotiations and were written into the prefacthefSino-Indian Agreement on Tibetan Trade
and Intercoursesigned in 1954%* In October 1954, Indian Prime Minister Nehru paidsit to
China, and was warmly welcomed by more than 500p@@ple along the route from the airport

to the guesthouse (Huang 2008:403). During Nelm&sting with Mao, Mao said to him:

“China was bullied by Western imperialist countrdiesmore than 100 years. And your
country was bullied even longer—for more than 36arg. Therefore we Orientals have the
desire for unity and for defending ourselves. Diesjhie differences in our ideologies and our
social systems we have a major common pointwe have both had to cope with imperialists”
(Huang 2008:403).

Nehru responded by saying:

“Both China and India are large countries, facimgilar problems and have resolutely
embarked on the road of progress. The deeper therstanding between our two countries
becomes the better will be the guarantee not anlyhie welfare of Asia, but also for the welfare
of the whole world. The tense situation in the wWddday requires our joint efforts for peace.”
(403)

The two countries also shared similar approachdsapported each other during the
Bandung Conference in 1956. Right after ChinesenlereZhou Enlai finished his speech
proposing that Asian and African countries seekmmom ground while reserving differences,
Nehru went on to the platform and said, “The speralle by the Chinese premier today should
be taken most seriously. The remarks made by tlee€é& premier are authoritative” (Huang

2008:404-405).

1% The agreement was also called Sino-Indian Tradedgent over Tibetan Border.
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As the discussion above indicates, Sino-Indiaatiais in their early years were largely
influenced by their colonial past and by their coomvictimhood under Western imperialism.
Western scholars largely consent to such an argurerboth Mansingh (1994) and Holslag
(2010) observe, during the interactions between BtabNehru in the early days of the Sino-
Indian relationship, Mao’s theory of “intermedia®nes” and his “united front” strategy,
Nehru’s nonalignment policy, anti-colonialism amdphasis on Asian solidarity, led both
countries to have favorable attitudes toward ealearan the 1950s. Because of the similar
history and culture of the two nations, the roleswth victimhood identity was crucial in terms
of shaping the public opinions and foreign polidesard each other. As constructivist scholars
argue, states act differently toward enemies thay tlo toward friends because enemies are
threatening and friends are not (Wendt 1992).

Second, identity patterns of hypersensitivity os@vereignty associated with victimhood
identity determined that neither country would glieh disputed territories deemed too crucial
for compromise after winning independenidelslag observes that both countries considered
national unity vital via the promise of internahlsility and the capacity to fend off new attempts
of external intrusion (2010:48). Garver argues thdia overestimated the initial friendship with
China, to the point that Nehru felt he could ignthre territorial trade-offs that might have
resolved border problems (2001). The 1962 Sinoamdhorder war, which India appeared to
lose but from which China did not benefit, casbag shadow over the two countries’ history.
The war was caused in large part by both sideghgtinterests in maintaining sovereignty and
territorial integrity. The war also resulted froeghcies of foreign conquest by the West over the

past century.
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Historically, there had been no clear borderlineveen India and Tibet, the actual line of
control served asde factoborderline between the two countries. The boreé#wbeen India and
Tibet was drawn by the British and formalized wthle Simla Accord in 1914. The Chinese
governor to Tibet participated in the Simla conv@mbut did not consent to the outcome, the
McMabhon Line. Sir Henry McMahon was the foreignre¢ary of the British-run Government of
India and the chief negotiator of the conventio®iatla. The new borderline incorporated what
were historically territories of Tibet into the Bsh Indian Empire. After the establishment of the
PRC, China viewed the McMahon Line as a symbolritigh plans to loosen China’s control
over Tibet and considered the Simla Accord pathefimperial “unequal treaties.” In the west,
China disputed India over control of the Aksai Cplain, historically known as “south Tibet.”

In the east, two sides disputed along the McMahag,lwhich divided India and Tibet.

However, taking into consideration China’s relaavith Indian relations as a whole,
Prime Minister Zhou Enlai under the instructionMdo Zedong, offered a deal to India after the
1959 Tibetan rebellion. China would trade claimgh@ Eastern part of the line, that is, it would
recognize the McMahon Line as a basis for negotiatiin return for recognition of Chinese
claims to Aksai Chin, which India held in the wdsdehru rejected the Chinese proposal, due to
domestic pressure from its democratically electadigment to never give up any territory
(Martin 2010:89). Since 1961, India adopted thertWard Policy,” to move its outposts forward
and gradually crossed the actual borderlines oh&Hnitially, Chinese troops would at times
withdraw several kilometers to avoid a crisis, giyvindia the perception that China would not
resist a forward movement (Garver 2006:106). Evadhtuin October 1962, Chinese forces took
offensive military actions toward India, which catoebe known as the 1962 Sino-Indian border

war. After a massive assault that reached theityonf the traditional imperial demarcation line,
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on November 21 of 1962, China announced a unillateese-fire and its army returned to the
staring point well behind the borderline China wksming. The border issue has remained
unsettled today.

The fundamental source of conflict between the ¢amantries was that both had national
identities of “never repeating the humiliationsg¢véloped out of their respective history of
victimhood. Thus neither side would or could conmpige on issues of sovereignty or territorial
integrity. The two countries had earlier signedeaty on Tibet, with India recognizing China’s
suzerainty over Tibet. But given the historicastead complex relations between India and
Tibet, in the late 1950s the political voices agtindia’s recognition of China’s suzerainty and
in favor of Tibetan independence certainly gainexigd in Indian politics (Kripalani 1959:46-
60). There were members of the Indian parliamerd ediled China an “aggressor,” and claimed
Tibet to be “a free nation” (46-60). Particularfyea the Tibetan aristocratic rebellion in March
1959 and the subsequent flight of the Dalai Lamiadta, tensions between two countries
increased. Chinese suspicion of Indian involvennetite Tibetan unrest also contributed to a
hardening of the PRC’s position on border issuesf(hann 2006). Thus, Sino-Indian border
disputes along the Tibetan border began to suftdloaving the increased tensions between the
two countries in the late 1950s, ultimately leadiog border war in 1962.

Third, China’s decision to use force toward Indmebmrder issues can be seen as more of
political maneuvering than an attempt to gain mak@nterests or strategic benefits. It was India
that first launched the “Forward Policy,” which erdd Indian troops to patrol as far as possible,
frequently crossing into the Chinese side. Kissiraggues that after repeatedly exercising
forbearance, China was forced to adopt a policzafinter attack in self-defense” (Kissinger

2011:404-405). Other scholars argue that the war*a@roduct of mistakes, misconceptions,
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and misjudgments on both the Indian and Chinesssi{gHoffman 2004:45). Others argue that
China can be blamed for resorting to arms, whitgdrshould be blamed for refusing to
recognize that the Chinese possessed genuine gitich&ge territorial counterclaims and for
refusing to search for a solution well beyond thgrassive “Forward Policy” (Whiting 1975;

Burles and Shulsky 2000).

From the perspective of Chinese national iden@tyina’s decision to push Indian troops
back was consistent with its non-compromising stavel issues of national sovereignty and
territorial integrity. After winning independenc®i imperialist and colonialist control, neither
side was willing to sacrifice territory in exchanige peace and security along the border. As
Chinese Prime Minister Zhou Enlai had earlier coleckin discussing the Sino-Indian border
dispute, “In settling the boundary question betwientwo countries, the national sentiments of
the two peoples towards the Himalayas and Karakataonld be taken into consideratid>
This was an allusion to territories historicallydazulturally that were part of the Tibetan

Kingdom but incorporated into India under the Bhtempire.

On the other hand, China avoided becoming a congaad quickly withdrew from
India without seizing any territories. The surprgsiaction may be explained by a variety of
factors - the lack of international support for @is action, the PRC’s isolation as a new
socialist regime, China’s concerns about intermatioeputation, the Soviet Union’s shift of
support to India and finally, the difficulty of Iegic supply over the Himalayan plateau (Garver
2001). However, it is equally plausible to add arestional motive. That is, China did not want
to act like an expansionist, imperial power. Afdlr China was already isolated, its reputation

was already damaged, and its relations with theeStlnion were already becoming tense. As

105 G. Noorani, “The Truth of 1962Frontline, Vol. 29: 23, Nov.17-30, 2012.
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for the difficulty of logistic supply, the same jaem did not deter China from taking over Tibet,

which was considered as a constitutive part dDitsy dynasty.

If China followed a realist understanding of intional relations, it could have
conquered the disputed territory, rather than wigrthe war and then making a total retreat.
Moreover, it was not the first time China would reaktotal retreat from a foreign war it did not
lose: China did not stay behind in North Koreardfte Korean War or in Vietnam, as we will

see, after the Sino-Vietnam war in 1979.

China and Japan: Anti-hegemonism Trumping Victimhoa Identity

During the Mao era, Japan for the Chinese wasmigta former imperialist power, but
also a victim of World War Il itself and the U.Saupation in the post-war era. This could at
least partly be attributed to Maoist China’s viefahee world from the point of revolutionary
internationalism and anti-hegemonism. After the twantries established diplomatic relations, ,
China considered Japan a potential partner infegemonism. This assessment was based on
Mao’s analysis of the “three worlds” whereby a setavorld country like Japan was to be won
over in a united front against the first world. Mmphasis here, on the identity reasons for

China’s benign perception of Japan during the Magis based on several factors

First, Chinese leadership perceived Japan asiaavaétthe war, and China expressed
sympathy toward it while downplaying the role opda as a former invadedistorically, Sino-
Japanese relations were not always sour. Japabndeada close neighbor of China, receiving
considerable cultural influence from China for 026000 years. The Confucian metaphors,
teacher-student and older brother-younger brothere apt descriptions of Sino-Japanese

relations (Gries 2004:39). On the other hand, Jayan aggressive power in modern history
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that brought catastrophic warfare and sufferin@lna as well as many Asian countries from
the first Sino-Japanese War (1894-95) to World WE&r938-45). Between the wars, Japan
invaded China with a “three all policy” — burn gllunder all and kill all; seized territories; and
caused over 30 million deaths and an inestimalsie &b properties. Since the end of WWII,
however Japan had been a peaceful country. Theigamemposed constitution restrained
Japan’s military development and actions. Japailitany expenditures remained below one
percent of GDP during the post-WWII period as cibaisbnally dictated. Japan had no
involvement in an international conflict.

Because Japan was considered a country under tt@oation, the PRC'’s attitude
toward Japan was positive and even sympatheticrtisats people. For China at that time,
Japan was not only under foreign occupation but #is only country to have suffered a nuclear
strike in human history. The latter factor madeasier for Chinese leaders to overcome the
bitter feeling over the two countries’ traumaticspaChinese Premier Zhou Enlai told Japanese
Prime Minister Tanaka during his first visit to @Ghj both the people of both countries were
traumatized during the war, and the few militarisisst be strictly separated from the vast
majority of the Japanese people (He 2007:5). Thel Ttinese Central Government Annual
Report stated, “The Chinese people deeply sympathith the hardship the Japanese people are
suffering under the U.S. occupation...we hope Japarget rid of foreign control and its own
militarism, and become an independent, democraticpgaceful nation. Building diplomatic and
economic relation between China and Japan is thle @fiboth people and would benefit the Far

East and the entire Asid®

1% Both the 1954 and the 1959's CGAR reiterateddttitude toward Sino-Japanese relations.
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China’s empathy towards Japan was not just sentahbat backed by action. In 1960,
during the meeting between Mao Zedong and a Japditersry delegation, Mao told them that
both Chinese and Japanese people were the victiaggoessive wars, and that was the reason
the Chinese government had in principle given @pritpht to war reparations (Huang 2008:309).
Upon normalization of their relations in the 1970&jna indeed waived all claims against Japan
on war reparations under the condition that Japased all official relations with Taiwan.

However, empathy did not mean that China would given the fundamental issues, i.e.
sovereignty and territorial integrity. Because Japalonized Taiwan for decades before and
during the WWII, the major obstacle for developmamal Sino-Japanese relations rested on the
Taiwan question. Before normalizing relations withina, Japan recognized the KMT as the
legitimate government of China. In 1971, ChinesenBMinster Zhou Enlai set up three
principles for China and Japan to normalize diplbon@lations: 1) to recognize the government
of the People's Republic of China as the soleitegie government of China, 2) that Taiwan was
an inalienable part of Chinese territory and 3} tha Japan-Taiwan Treaty must be abolished
(Huang 2008:310-311).

Second, upon the establishment of diplomatic imdatwith Japan, the Chinese
government felt that a peace treaty with Japandceeiture the two countries’ future peaceful
relations as well as acting against hegemonisnoihdnpolitics. However, China’s insistence on
the inclusion of anti-hegemonism in the treaty Ibeea key bottleneck. This insistence may be
explained by China’s own security concerns invajMooth superpowers, but may also be under-
stood as motivated by Maoist China’s revolutionatgrnationalism, since it was this ideational

factor that contributed to China’s estrangemennftbe two superpowers in the first place.
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The Chinese government always intended to sigraeepeeaty with Japan. The Chinese
leadership, in dealing with Sino-Japanese relaign$iad designed the policy of “establishing
diplomatic relations first, and signing a treatietdin the 1950s (Jin 2008:3). After China and
Japan established diplomatic relations in 1972n&kelt it was necessary to sign a treaty with
Japan to secure peace between the two countriasigeeof their bitter historical memories.
However, the treaty between China and Japan wawddngo tough negotiations over the next
six years because of the article on “anti-hegemdadiyi’ 2008:3-4). For Japan, a Sino-Japanese
treaty should not refer to a third country—eithes U.S. or the Soviet Union. Thus, the
negotiations over the term “anti-hegemony” lastadaf few years, and Japan agreed to conclude
the treaty only when China agreed to add an artii@deread, “the present Treaty shall not affect
the position of either contracting party regardiisgelations with third countries” (Jin 5).

After signing the treaty, during the meeting betw®=ng Xiaoping and Japanese Prime
Minister Fukuda, Deng told him that China and Japath more than 2,000 years of friendly
exchanges, that the two countries should look faiwathout forgetting the past despite
different social systems, and that the oppositiohgégemony was in the common interests of
China and Japan (Huang 2008:334-335).

The Chinese insistence on “anti-hegemonism” seageooth a security and identity
driven reason to reach the Sino-Japanese peatg tHeavever, the treaty was not based on the
public support of the Chinese people. At that tiang@j-hegemony, an important part of
revolutionary internationalism, trumped the feelofgictimhood widely shared among the
Chinese people especially in regard to Japaneseitaés during WWII. When Soviet hegemony

ceased to exist after the end of the Cold War and-8.S. relations improved significantly in
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the post-Cold War era, victimhood sentiments havaidated China’s attitudes toward Japan

and the two countries have been at odds on a sdridspute.

An alternative explanation for the Sino-Japanese®@dreaty negotiations was the
realist concern that the two countries faced a comthreat from the Soviet Union. For China in
the 1970s, despite improved relations with the éthBtates, the expansion of the Soviet Union
remained a direct threat. In addition, China watadout Japan’s rapid military build-up. During
Henry Kissinger’s first trip to China in July 197e had to assure Beijing that Japanese
rearmament was in response to the Soviet threatvasdot intended to threaten China (He
2011:1180). Thus, a treaty with Japan could kedyapthe Soviet military threat as Japan was
threatened by heavy Soviet military deploymentia fEar East as well as by their territorial
disputes. Hence, a peace treaty seemed to be yuieakficial to China and Japan, insofar as it
deterred Soviet power. However, Japan would nanofthe Soviet Union, and it would prefer
to stay under the security umbrella of the Unitéatés. Some scholars argue that the fact that
China gave up its demand for war reparations was@€hina’s eagerness to bring Japan into

an anti-Soviet club (Wan 2006; Howe 1996; TayloB3P

However, there is reason to question this explanattirst, Japan was under the U.S.
security umbrella, and would not find much inteliediorming a peace treaty with China to
protect its security. Second, the peace treatif isel no article about a military alliance, but
represented more of an expression of solidarimfbmth nations. Moreover, the fact that the
peace treaty itself took six years to negotiate @lestrated that neither side worried about
immediate threats from the Soviet Union. Huang Hlo@,Chinese foreign minister, called this
treaty “the first real and equal peace treaty betwi&o countries in modern history,” (Jin

2008:5), because to develop good-neighborly aeadity relations, both sides pledged to not
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seek hegemony but would oppose the efforts of émgra@ountry or group to establish
hegemony (Huang 2008: 329-330). In short, the Glagovernment’s insistence on the anti-
hegemony clause had at least as much to do withriseconcerns as with its revolutionary
identity. Nor surprisingly, in the post-Mao era, avhrevolutionary internationalism waned,

China’s perception toward Japan changed becausmkiand identity came to prevail.

China and Vietnam: From Brotherhood to Enmity

There were both identity-based and strategic reagmrChina to support the Viethamese
guerrilla war from the 1950s onward. From a regdestspective, Vietnam’s anti-colonial war in
the 1950s did not affect China’s security. Nor Wdsna yet part of the Sino-Soviet rivalry over
third world countries. From the perspective of @si@ national identity, support for Vietnam
was based on a mix of moral obligations of theutelsystem under Confucianism and
international duty under Mao’s revolutionary intationalism. China’s support symbolized both
Mao’s ambition to transform China into a countrgttiwvould stand up for universal equality and
justice, and China’s assertiveness about extendiohal autonomy and independence. These

again reflected revolutionary internationalism.

During the Mao era, from 1950 to 1978, China syrigad with Vietnam'’s struggle
against Western colonists and imperialist powerd,supported Vietnam’s early independence
war and later its war with the United States. Ssmhtiments reflected China’s own struggle
against foreign conquers in China’s national inadeleace movement. In this period, the two
countries were bound by ancient linkages undemtigence of the Chinese tribute system,
similar sufferings under foreign invaders and gjtag to restore sovereignty, and a socialist
revolutionary brotherhood. These factors all wort@gkther to motivate China to devote

material and moral support to North Vietnam duttimg Mao era.
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First, given the long hierarchical relations betwé&hina and Vietnam under the Chinese
tribute system, the PRC felt responsible to as4etham in fighting for autonomy and
independencesince the second century B.C., Vietham was eithdeuChinese direct rule or a
part of the tribute system. For the Vietnamesegtinere two contradictory feelings toward
China. On one hand, they embraced Chinese cultdhaénces; on the other hand, they were
cautious of Chinese political and military domioati(Zhai 2000). Between 2 B.C. and A.D.
1000, Vietnam was under the direct rule of Chiresperors, simultaneously assimilating
Chinese culture while being intensely nationali§Gtian 1998). According to Kissinger,
resistance to China helped produce a passionate jriviethamese independence and a
formidable military tradition (2011:342-343). Henedter the CCP established the new regime
in China, it felt sympathetic to the struggle of Yiiethamese people to achieve their own
independence. As Prime Minister Zhou Enlai explditeeHenry Kissinger during his secret trip
to Beijing in 1971, Chinese policy in Indochina vesed on a historical debt incurred by
ancient dynasties (Kissinger 2011:344-345). Moredtly, Zhou told Kissinger, “The debt we
owe them was incurred by our ancestors. We hawe $iiperation no responsibility because we
overthrew the old system. Yet we still feel a daaf full sympathy for them” (Kissinger
2011:250). Relatedly, Chen Jian argues that alth@egjing never pursued political and
economic control in Vietnam, and its huge militand material aid was seldom accompanied by
formal conditions, China did want Vietnamese rectigm of China’s morally superior position,

which was a reflection of China’s traditional rédais with its Asian neighbors (1995).

Second, the Vietham War, as perceived by the Cejveas not only a war for national
autonomy and liberation, but also a war against Wngerialism and thus, supporting the war

was consistent with China’s anti-hegemonism assettiith revolutionary internationalism.
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For instance, in 1963, during Mao’s deputy, Liu &jis visit to Vietnam, he told Ho Chi Minh
that if the war expanded as the result of thewré&dfto liberate the South, they “can definitely
count on China as the strategic rear” (Jian 199&%. China’s increasing support to Vietnam
also suggested Beijing’s role in promoting natidi@ration movements in Asia. The Chinese
leadership believed that China’s experience haabéshed a model for the struggles of other
oppressed people (Jian 1994). Hence, assistandetttam was also considered an international
duty for the PRC. As Mao pointed out, “In the efanaperialism, without international
assistance, a nation’s revolution cannot prevaany country. Even achieving success, regime
consolidation will be impossible” (Zhang 2010:36dr Mao, China had a special role in the
reshaping of a future revolutionary order in theldiowhich served the integrity of its self-
image as a supporter of national liberation moveamagainst imperialism and colonialism
(Scott 2007:33). However, although top Chinesedesagublicly supported North Vietnam in
fighting the U.S., Beijing and Hanoi reached a fameéntal understanding that the Vietnamese
would fight the war with their own forces, and ti&tinese land forces would not be used in

operations in Vietnam (Jian 1995:370-371).

The result was that China provided key materiapsufpwithout direct participation in
the war. During the first two Vietham War perio@hina sent over 100,000 noncombat military
personnel to support North Viethamese infrastrigcturd logistics along with weapons and food,
and provided Hanoi with $20 billion in assistant®re than any other country (Zhang
2010:855). Similarly, during the 1956-63 period,ji@@ts military aid to Vietnam totaled 320
million yuan China’s arms shipments to Vietham included 270 §@ns, over 10,000 piece of
artillery, 200 million bullets of various types02. million artillery shells, over 1,000 trucks, 15

planes, 28 naval vessels, and 1.18 million setsilitary uniforms (Jian 1995:359). Many
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scholars have pointed out that Beijing’s suppaayed a role in deterring American expansion of
the war to spread farther into the North and, wititbe support, the outcome of the war might

have been different (Jian 1995; Garver 1981; W}ifia75).

Finally, such a foreign policy guided by natiordémtity also coincided with China’s
strategic concerns, and can be considered an aitezrexplanation for China’s support for
Vietnam during its war with the United States. Gténsupport for Vietnam effectively
prevented its own strategic encirclement. Besides/fietham War, the United States also
stationed troops in the Korean Peninsula and iwdiaj posing direct threats to the PRC. In sum,
from historical traditions to revolutionary ideolygand from a national security perspective,
China had reasons to be a strong political andanylisupporter of Vietnam during the first two
Vietnam wars in the 1960s and 1970s. As Mao hinealbhasized repeatedly, China was facing
an international environment full of crises, in winithe reactionary force was preparing to wage
a war against China. It was crucial for China tegare politically and militarily for those
challenges (Jian 1995:361-62). Thus, assistan@étoam could also be considered helpful for
China. But given the fact that the PRC had beepatipe to Vietnam’s independence
movement and its wars against both France and #enthe next two decades, the assessment

that only China’s strategic concerns mattered isi¢hse was thus incomplete.

Beijing and Hanoi were “brotherly comrades” durthg latter’s anti-colonial wars, in the
words of Ho Chi Minh, but they became bitter adades a few years after the Vietham War in
the late 1970s. In fact they fought a bloody waera¥ietnam’s invasion of Cambodia. From a
realist perspective, American withdrawal of trodmsn Vietnam had removed concerns about
American encirclement. But continued Soviet supfmri/ietnam, along with Vietnam'’s

occupation of Cambodia, increased fear of Sovieéspof influence at China’s southern
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gateway and Soviet encirclement. Not incidentdligng initiated the war on Vietnam only after
he first visited the U.S. in 1979 and reached atewstanding about Southeast Asia with

President Carter.

From the perspective of China’s national identitygre were two reasons for China to
use force against Vietham in 1979. One was antemmegy. Following Vietham’s 1979 invasion
of Cambodia, China considered Vietnam a proxy ofi@aglobal hegemony, and used force to
oppose its ambition to become a regional hegem@&oiutheast Asia. The use of force against
hegemonism was consistent with Mao’s revolutionatgrnationalism and had lasted into the
early years of the post-Mao era. For China, itbyesarpport for but later opposition to Vietnam
did not contradict its national identity, as Vietmaas first considered a victim of Western
colonialism and imperialism, but later a victimizeward weak neighboring countries by virtue
of its hegemonic policies. Second, the use of foras a means of political maneuvering
associated with Confucian pacifism. In this casseived the function of “teaching Vietnam a
lesson” in Deng’s words, and breaking up the SeVietnamese alliance. Thus, the Sino-
Vietnamese border war in 1979 became the onlyamylitonflict involving the PRC in the post-
Mao era. China’s enmity toward Vietham, howevestdd until 1992, the year when Vietnam
withdrew its troops from Cambodia. The ideatiore@sons for the Sino-Vietnam war of 1979
were at least as strong as the realist ones, eargu

First, China’s brief border war with Vietham in 20&imed at curbing Vietham’s
ambition of becoming a dominant power in Indochihas an effort against regional hegemony
and a motive associated with revolutionary inteomalism.The trigger for the Sino-Viethamese
border war was that China considered Vietnam aypodthe Soviet Union conducting its

expansionary policy in Southeast Asia. Deng Xiagpoid the visiting Khmer Rouge leader
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Khieu Samphan, “When one superpower [the UniteteSfavas compelled to withdraw its
forces from Indochina, the other superpower [thei&dJnion] seized the opportunity . . . to
extend its evil tentacles to Southeast Asia n.an attempt to carry out expansion there” (Ross
1988:74). The “Cambodia factor” became the focahfpaof the Sino-Vietnamese conflict in the
late 1970s and during the early 1980s, symboligihma’s struggle against regional hegemony
and of its effort to promote peace and pluralisrthmregion. China’s border war with Vietnam
had multiple purposes. Saving Cambodia from Viesgroccupations was one among them, if

not the most important one.

From the late 1970s till the early 1990s, Cambaaligny country in Southeast Asia, had
a considerable impact on China’s diplomatic retaigarticularly with Vietnam. Following the
Vietnam War, North Vietnam signed a mutual defgreset with the Soviet Union, hoping it
would be protected when it embarked on the annexati Cambodia and Laos (Lee 2013).
China objected strongly to Vietham’s invasion aeplacement of the Khmer Rouge, which had
taken over Cambodia in 1978. It launched a warmrasgaiietnam to “teach it a lesson,” in Deng’s
words, and then to prevent Vietham from creatingna@ochinese Federation in Southeast Asia.
If Vietnam were to succeed in its ambition to ceeat Indochinese Federation, it would be a
bloc of 100 million in population and bring serigugssure to countries in this region, such as
Thailand that sheltered many Cambodian refugeethédtime Vietham had already achieved a
dominant position in Laos by stationing troops &héfietham maintained around 150,000 troops
in Cambodia after its invasion in 1978. Thus DengoXing justified China’s use of force
toward Vietham by saying, “Both China and Cambddce the task of combating imperialism
and hegemonies...We firmly believe that our two pesplill unite even more closely and

march together toward new victories in the commtauggle” (Kissinger 2011:347).
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Different from the wars the PRC had engaged iniptesly, which were launched
suddenly and ended as soon as possible, Deng X@tjed to “publicize” the war with
Vietnam in order to gain support from an arraytates. Before China'’s attack on Vietnam to
punish its aggression toward Cambodia, Deng Xiappisited Burma, Nepal, Thailand,
Malaysia, Singapore, Japan twice, and the UnitateStto gain support, which further isolated
Vietnam. In addition, Deng told leaders of thosartdes in advance to expect a response from
China if Vietham embarked on such an invasion. DielyLee Kuan Yew, the leader of
Singapore, that China did not want a Soviet “CubaBoutheast Asia (Lee 2013). During
Deng’s meeting with Japanese Prime Minister MadayOkira, Deng said, “To uphold the
long-term prospects of international peace andlgtab. . [the Chinese people] will firmly
fulfill our internationalist duties, and will noekitate to bear the necessary sacrifices” (Kissinge
2011:367). During Deng’s 1979 trip to the Unitedt8$, China even notified the United States
that it was going to attack Vietnam in order toyar@ Vietnam from moving forward to other
countries besides Cambodia. During Deng’s meetiitigy resident Carter, Deng told Carter
about the potential attacks in Vietham that Chiaa wot afraid of Soviet attacks, but it needed
Washington’s “moral support” (Kissinger 2011:36Axcording to Brzezinski, Carter told Deng,
“It would be difficult for the U.S. to encourageolence. We can give you intelligence briefings.
We know of no recent movements of Soviet troopsatovyour borders” (Brzezinski 1983:410).
Despite the U.S. refusal to endorse China’s presmpttack, Deng still insisted that China must
teach Vietnam a lesson. However, the action woalddry limited Deng Xiaoping declared that
China had an obligation to act to prevent the sibnafrom developing further (Kissinger

2011:364).
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Eventually, the Chinese side went to war with Vasinto demonstrate China’s
determination to fight against both global and oegi hegemons. The Chinese government
officially stated that the war was a self-defenssagure in response to Vietnam’s military
provocations against China, which was in accordavttethe provisions of the UN Charter.
However, the border war with Vietnam in 1979 wastlgofrom a military perspective. On
February 17, 1979, China mobilized 200,000 to 400 $bldiers to launch attacks on northern
Vietnam from both Guangxi and Yunnan provinces. Wae lasted twenty-nine days. The
conventional wisdom among historians was that taewas costly to China as China failed to
save Cambodia from the Vietnamese occupation amskedshuge casualties on the Chinese side
(Segal 1985:211-227; Chen 1987). However, Vietnams ferced to maintain a heavy military
presence along the border, which indirectly redubedisk to other Southeast Asian countries.
In addition, the Soviet Union appeared to be tisedan the conflict as it failed to keep its
promise of supporting Vietham and the war was avhits ambitions in achieving global
hegemony using Vietnam as a proxy. As KissingdestdThe third Vietham War may thus be
counted as another example in which Chinese statesocceeded in achieving long-term, big-
picture strategic objectives without the benefiaighilitary establishment comparable to that of

their adversaries” (2011:375).

Second, China launched the war as a means to\deteam from further provoking
China and to break up the Soviet-Viethnamese aliambus, the use of force served the function
of political maneuvering, closely associated wita tdentity patterns of Confucian pacifism.
Vietnam’s provocative posture toward China after ietham War accounted for the further
deterioration of Sino-Vietnamese relations. Aftez ¥ietham War, China began to cut its loans

and aid programs toward Vietnam, with which Vietnaas displeased. Two reasons were given
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for the Chinese termination of loans and aid: fi&itina needed to focus more on domestic
development, second, large amounts of earlier aidnot been utilized (Amer 1994:357-358).
Since then, Vietham had a range of policies aiategétribution to China. Vietham began
to force the repatriation of ethnic Chinese fromrtNd/ietnam and encroached to Chinese
territory along the border. Ethnic Chinese becameebulk of the so-called boat people from
Vietnam. China was soon identified as Vietnam’srigipal enemy” at a meeting of the
Vietnamese Politburo in June 1978 (Kissinger 20471)3In the same year, Vietham and the
Soviet Union signed a bilateral treaty that incldidemilitary clause, and Vietham’s invasion of
Cambodia followed just one month after the sigrohthe treaty, which deeply offended
Chinese leaders. In June 1978, Vietnam was admdtdee Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance (CMEA), a Soviet-led economic group, afelw months later, Vietham and the
Soviet Union signed a Treaty of Friendship and @oation, which China perceived as a direct

threat.

Vietnam’s seemingly ungrateful attitude toward Ghin spite of generous Chinese aid
and support during its war agitated Chinese leaddrsne point, Deng Xiaoping called Vietham
awangbadan(which can be translated as “son of a bitch”)ront of a foreign leader (Lee
2000:595). During Deng Xiaoping’s visit to ThailamdNovember 1978, he warned that the
Soviet-Vietnamese treaty threatened not only Chinaalso the security and peace of Affa.
Eventually, the policy of “teaching Vietnam a lessbad gained support among Chinese elites.
According to Chen Jian, for the Viethamese, thdication made it possible to confront China’s
influence. On the other hand, for the Chineseai$ wecessary to “punish” their former comrades

in order to defend their heavily wounded senseupesority throughout history (1995).

19 Henry Kamm, “Deng Tells the Thais Moscow-Hanoi&tsePerils World's Peacelew York
Times,November 9, 1978, A9.
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From the standpoint of the Chinese national idgntiite war was intended to be limited,
aimed at deterrence rather than offense. Followhegattern in which PRC behaved during
military conflicts with neighboring states, Chinaiged no material benefits or territories from
the war. Rather, it was a means to achieve fonegdicy goals. Similar to the Sino-Indian war in
1962, after the PLA captured the capitals of tlegh/ietnamese provinces along the border,
Beijing announced that Chinese forces would withdirmm Vietnam, leaving the disputed
territories for future negotiations. According teity Kissinger, based on his discussion with
Deng Xiaoping one month after the war, Deng told that China could have marched to Hanoi
as the PLA occupied all the defensive areas offitation and there wasn’t a defense line left all
the way to Hanoi (2011:369-370). This was not a sijactual changes in Chinese foreign
policy, but a way to demonstrate that the war wefsrkive in nature and limited, and in
compliance with the international standard of ugorge only under self-defense. The war
pushed Vietnam to negotiate with China on bordsras, which were solved following bilateral

negotiations in the 1990s.

Although China chose to merely “teach a lessorViginam by instigating the war,
China paid a price by losing world public opini@y attacking Vietnam, China ran the risk of
being called an aggressor. To quote Zbigniew Brakzj Carter’s National Security Advisor,
“China is now seen as a peaceful country thatasnag aggression, and its favorable moral
position that Beijing would forfeit by attacking &nam and run the risk of being accused of

aggression” (1983:410).

Conclusion

This chapter has argued that, in the Mao era, aofmickentities—both shared victimhood

and revolutionary internationalism toward Chinagsghbors—interacted to influence the ups
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and downs of China’s relations with India, Japad ¥retnam. Through the case studies in this
chapter, it has been shown that Chinese foreigeyptward these states often went beyond its
own material interests, influenced by ideational arstorical factors, such as colonial legacies, a
Confucian tribute system and China’s own revolwigrexperience.

According to China’s identity patterns, India hagb seen as a fellow victim of colonial
powers, and the two countries were able to geneetments of mutual sympathy. Later on,
because of each country’s sentiment of “never tepistorical humiliations,” China and India
were responsible for an unyielding rigidity on temal disputes that brought end to the
companionship. From a rationalist perspective,rduthe Sino-Indian border war in 1962,
Chinese leaders may have seen the use of forbe iHimalayas, not as a measure to expand
Chinese territory, but primarily as a way to sembhtical message for military deterrence. This
message was aimed, not just at India but alscedtthted States and the Soviet Union—meant
to deter U.S. involvement in Taiwan as well asgbeential for Soviet support for Tibetan
independence. As for Sino-Indian relations aftertB62 border war, without conquering any
territory the dispute caused Indian leaders to Gimese power more seriously, thus helping to
maintain peace in the border areas ever sincegthatugreat costs to both China and India.

By considering Japan a country suffering from BO¥W Il and occupations by the United
States in post-WWII era, and thus also a victinthefwar, China was able to downplay the role
of Japan as a former invader and occupier. In @hdiChina waived all claims against Japan on
war reparations. From the national identity perpecconcluding a peace treaty with Japan,
particularly with an article on anti-hegemonisnrtyveel the need of putting aside a bitter history
between China and Japan. Also, as indicated irctiapter, a rationalist and strategic motive for

concluding a Sino-Japanese peace treaty is peveu&drmalizing relations with Japan could
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deter the Soviets as both countries shared a conaahersary in the Soviet Union. In addition,
China worried about Japan’s rapid military build-@ipus, a treaty with Japan could be mutually
beneficial: it could deter Soviet power while mimamng perceived mutual security threats, given

the bitter history between these two countries.

Similarly, China’s support for Vietham during théet¥ham War had both strategic and
identity-based motivations. From the perspectiv€loihese national identity, support for
Vietnam was based on a mix of moral obligationthefConfucian tribute system, a socialist
revolutionary brotherhood and a reflection of Chsr@awvn struggle against foreign invaders to
restore sovereignty and autonomy. They worked tegeb motivate China to devote material
and moral support to North Vietham during the Mem é addition, Mao’s assessment of
international security trends apparently affectesddecisions to increase the amount of material
aid transferred to the Viethamese government. Chewpport for Vietnam effectively prevented
its own strategic encirclement. Although China wlad directly use force during the Vietnam
War, China’s intervention, such as direct militargls and diplomatic support certainly raised the
costs and dangers of American involvement in the #at after the end of the Vietnam War and
U.S. withdrawal, facing an increasingly aggresafietnam, China began to view Vietham as a
regional competitive power challenging China arfdriging on regional stability. Thus, its

foreign policy changed and relations deterioratgd military conflicts.
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Chapter 6 The post-Mao era: A Return to Harmony?

Entering the post-Mao era, identity changes, idgaspolicies promoting non-
conflictual, non-hegemonic and non-unilateral madras of dispute resolution—what | term
peaceful internationalism—begin to influence Chenfareign policy behavior toward secondary
and small states. During this period, Chinese fprgiolicy appears more defensive, aimed at
avoiding conflict with all neighboring states whdgoiding alignment as well. In addition, China
tries to promote pluralism in the region. This e¢adicts some IR scholars’ arguments that Asia
is “ripe for rivalry” because the bipolar structwkthe Cold War is giving way to an unstable
multipolarity in the region, and a lack of regiomadtitutions, common values, and collective
identity combine with the rise of China, furtheingalicating the Asian security order (Friedberg
1993; Betts 1993). For instance, Aaron Friedbeggligts that East Asian countries will
undertake intense arms races, and that smallesstall choose sides among regional powers,

allying with some to balance against others (2011).

However, China is increasingly being viewed asridre status quo power, leading other
smaller Asian countries away from forming a coatitto contain it (Johnston 2003). As Lowell
Dittmer observes, China is implementing a “new si&ggoncept,” which is different from the
U.S. bilateral “hub-and-spokes system,” to createu#tilateral framework based on mutual trust,
mutual benefit, equality, and coordination and ctied largely against nontraditional security

threats (2010:3).

In this chapter, | use the Sino-Vietnamese negotiaton the Cambodian issue in the
1980s and the Six Party Talks on the North Koraariear crisis in the 2000s to illustrate

China’s promotion of pluralism in regional crises)ich used direct and multilateral negotiations
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to achieve its goals. Furthermore, when facing pcation, China tends to restrain its reactions
in order not to further agitate the issues whikeksgg peaceful negotiations as the case of India’s
nuclear launch crisis, and Sino-Japanese dispuatéseoYasukuni Shrine visits and Diaoyu
Islands dispute have demonstrated. In the endsitie Indian “strategic partnership” case

symbolizes China’s new type of bilateral relatiapsinder peaceful internationalism.

Small Powers, Big Troubles

In international relations, small size does nobmatically translate into vulnerability in
the international arena (Hey 2003:2). Keohane argasmall power is a state whose leaders
consider that it can, acting alone or in a smalligr make a significant impact on the system”
(1969:296). However, minor powers are by no meamermpeaceful than larger powers. As
Maurice East concludes, small states are in facenikely than large states to engage in risky
behavior (1975). He argues that as small states feaver diplomatic and information-gathering
resources, they are more likely to become involaadternational affairs when the stakes are
already high and high-risk action has become necg$%975:159-178). Similarly, Peter
Katzenstein argues that small European states, miginyveak military capabilities,
outperformed their larger neighbors in policy flaikty and creativity (1985). However, because
of their relatively weak power base within the miztional system, small states will act in
passive and reactive modes, rather than as preaagents of international change (Sutton
1987:20). China’s relations with two small stadégtnam and North Korea, provide evidence

for such interactions.

Broadly speaking, according to realist assumptidlosth Korea and Vietnam, which are
minor powers compared to China, ought to makeradéa with China, and China in return,

needs to provide a security umbrella to them amrdthism to balance against the Soviet Union
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and the United States. During the Mao era, Chiassstant to North Korea and to Vietnam
seemed to support realist assumptions. Howevdistraasumptions fail to account for China’s
1979 war with Vietnam, immediately after the Maa,eand China’s increasing impatience

toward North Korea’s nuclear weapon build-up.

China’s Multilateral Diplomacy on the Cambodian Is®

Entering the 1980s, China’s aggressive foreigncgah solving the Cambodian issue
and Sino-Vietnamese border disputes has been dhadeaaced by a non-conflictual and non-
unilateral foreign policy, symbolizing the traneitito peaceful internationalism from
revolutionary internationalisnifter the 1979 border war, the Sino-Viethamese éodispute
negotiations came side-by-side with the developroétiie Cambodian issue. For Vietnam, it
wanted to discuss problems solely related to basseles, while China also wanted to include
the presence of Vietnamese troops in Cambodia and in the negotiations (Amer 1994:363-
364). When the tension of Cambodia eased in tHg #880s, China presented a more flexible

posture toward the Sino-Vietnamese border disputes.

In December 1990, Chinese president Jiang ZemirNgeyen Van Linh, general
secretary of the Communist Party of Vietham. The sides signed thaterim Agreement on
Settling Border Issues between the People’s RepablChina and the Socialist Republic of
Vietnam which aimed at “ending the past and creatinguh&e” (Tang 2011:283-287). Since
then, both sides have agreed to maintain the sfimsnd resolve the border disputes by
peaceful negotiations. In 1993, China and Vietnahd the first official round of talks on border
issues in Beijing, and later that year, China aretnam signedhe Agreement on the Basic

Principles for Solving the Problems of Land Bourydand Delimitation of the Beibu Gulf
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between the People's Republic of China and theaistdRepublic of Vietnart?® The two sides
agreed to settle the border issues, both maritiddand, based on the Five Principles of
Peaceful Coexistence (Tang 2011:289-293). EventualDecember 1999, China and Vietnam
signedthe Treaty of the Land Boundary between the PeoRlepublic of China and the
Socialist Republic of Vietnar&ince then, Sino-Vietnamese land border dispwes been
solved, leaving the territorial questions arounel Beibu Gulf, Nansha (Spratly) Islands, and

Xisha (Paracel) Islands penditfy.

In contrast to the bilateral border negotiationsMeen China and Vietnam, the peaceful
solution of the Cambodia issue was China’s firsgrapt at building multilateral diplomacy to
mediate inter-state conflicts regardless of pditideologies. After the Chinese forces withdrew
from Vietnam after the five-week war, a decade loagotiation started between China and
Vietnam on Cambodia’s status. China considered #94 Cambodian Peace Agreement not
only the end of a thirteen-year war that resultecegaining independence and sovereignty for
Cambodia, and restored peace and stability to asthAsia, but also a success for China in

mediating the issue through international coopenaéind multilateral negotiations.

1% The two sides agreed that the alignment of theldrtine between China and Vietnam should
be based on the 1885 Sino-French Demarcation €sgaélevant supplementary documents and
maps, and the boundary markers. The principle wasadid major shocks to the inhabitants of
border areas, respecting their long-establishaderese.

199 |n terms of Beibu Gulf, China and Vietnam signecagreement othe Delimitation of the
Territorial Seas of the Beibu Gulf, the ExclusivaBomic Zones, and the Continental Stelf
“continue talks on the maritime issues, so as toea® a basic and permanent solution.”
Regarding the disputes along Spratly Islands, thadebeen no disputes before 1970s. Chinese
side deemed that the development of modern lawseofea made coastal countries extended
their sovereign rights beyond their territorial se@ince 1975, Vietham initiated territorial
claims over the Spratly Island and Paracel IslaAtshis moment, Chinese government
considered that “China has indisputable sovereiguégy the Nansha Islands, and the issue of
sovereignty is nonnegotiable” (Tang 2011:283-287).
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Through the negotiations with both the Soviet Uraoid Vietham on the Cambodia
issue, China built a broad coalition in internaéibsociety, symbolizing China’s first major
endeavor of multilateral diplomacy in an internatibdispute since the PRC was established.
Following Vietham’s occupation of Cambodia in 19%8& the establishment of a proxy regime
there, the People’s Republic of Cambodia and Claleag with ASEAN’s members, the United
States, and Western European nations, formed andgtic coalition in denouncing and
opposing Vietnam and its Soviet backer. Also, aferthirty-fourth General Assembly of the
United Nations in 1979, each Assembly passed dutsso demanding that Vietham withdraw
its troops unconditionally from Cambodia. Like Chjrthe western world had refused to accept
Vietnam’s continued occupation of Cambodia (Goril686). China worked with the United
States with the goal of isolating Vietnam interaaélly and blocking the international
recognition of the People's Republic of Kampuch#K), which was supported by Vietham
(Amer 1995:377). The ASEAN in its 1979 Foreign Niier meeting in Bali also identified
Vietnam as the invader of Cambodia and called wbamoi to withdraw its forces from both the
Thai border and all of Cambodia through a joint ommiqué (Simon 1979:1185).

In addition to diplomacy, in order to add pressomeVietham, China kept a strong
military presence along the common border with Maet, which forced Vietnam to permanently
station large numbers of troops in the border regievertheless, China did not attempt to
launch any large-scale attack, as it had in 19d8nd the 1980s.

China also named Soviet support to the Vietnarnesepation of Cambodia as one of
the “three obstacles” to improved Sino-Soviet rela. During the Vietham-Cambodia conflicts,
China held several rounds of meetings to negopiaéee in Beijing. In 1988, after the

Gorbachev government sent out messages that ailfjfotroops should be withdrawn from
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Cambodia following its own withdrawal from Afghatas, the Chinese government announced
its own proposal for a peaceful settlement of thenBodia issue. According to Qian Qichen, the
Chinese foreign minister, China’s proposal includadgestions such as a coalition government
headed by Prince Norodom Sihanouk after the withdraf the Viethamese troops; a free
general election in Cambodia and effective inteomal supervision (Qian 2006:33-41). Back
then, the west generally supported giving direcneenic and military aid to elements loyal to
Prince Norodom Sihanouk and former Cambodian PNhméster Son Sann, rather than the
Khmer Rouge. Thus, the Chinese proposal was aatéptall parties except for the Khmer
Rouge, which refused to take part in the geneedtiein.

China also promised U.S. Secretary of State Bddadrit would stop military aid to the
Khmer Rouge government after Vietnam had totallthdnawn its troops, and would not support
a solution that allowed the Khmer Rouge to retorpdwer (Qian 2006:47-53). Eventually,
Vietnam agreed to accept the UN supervision angeictson of the withdrawal of troops, and the
UN sent 22,000 peacekeeping troops to Cambodi@94.1China and Vietnam normalized their
relations in 1992—one year after the Cambodiang@agceement was signed in Paris. Later on
in 1994, the Khmer Rouge was declared an illeggdmization as it refused to participate in the
general election.

China’s involvement in the Cambodia issue, fronealist perspective, did not offer
much in terms of a material interest. The Sino-Ma@bese conflicts were mainly caused by
Vietnam’s hegemonic behavior toward its Southeasaineighbors, particularly Cambodia.
After Vietnam'’s retreat from Cambodia, which symbetl the end of its hegemonic behavior,
Sino-Vietnamese relations began to improve. Streddly speaking, China would intervene in

order to restore its political interests thereableast continue support for the Khmer Rouge,
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which did not occur. Post-war Cambodia became aodesy, which left China no special
privileges in the domestic politics of Cambodia.ndtheless, these actions were consistent with

the development of China’s peaceful internatiomalis the 1990s.

The “Six Party Talk” and the Korean Nuclear Crisis

In the Korean Nuclear Crisis case, China’s iderg#sterns of conflict avoidance
originating in Confucianism explain its willingneasd efforts to help rein in the North Koreans
in compliance with U.S. wishes of peace and stghilithe Korean Peninsula. In addition, the
policy of non-intervention prevented China fromeiMening further in the domestic affairs of
North Korea. Thus, China would be reluctant to nregNorth Korea to drop the nuclear program
by threat or to provide a nuclear umbrella to Ndtthrea as the U.S. have done in South Korea.
In this case, China cooperated with the UnitedeStand related countries to ensure the success
of the policy of non-proliferation in the Koreanniesula in order to maintain peace and stability

in the region.

First, China’s role in curbing North Korea’s nudal@mbitions since the early 2000s
demonstrated China'’s willingness and efforts t@hein in North Korea not only in compliance
with the U.S.” wishes but also coinciding with identity patterns of conflict avoidance and
peace maintenance, both consistent with peacdtmiationalismin the early days of the
Korean nuclear crisis, China’s policy was to avoahflicts with both the U.S. and North Korea.
Despite the close PRC-DPRK relations during theeldarWar and later during the Cold War,
Chinese attitudes and policies toward North Korethé post-Mao era, according to Qian
Qichen, former Vice Premier and Foreign MinisteCiina, was that according to the priority of

economic development, a favorable outside envirariwas crucial for China and, hence, “The
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further easing of the tension on the Korean peténsiie promotion of peaceful negotiations

between the two Koreas were placed on our ager2@@6(105-115).

When the Korean nuclear crisis first broke outhea €arly 1990s, when North Korea
demonstrated its ambitions to develop nuclear wespbe United States, along with South
Korea and Japan, had tried to appease North Kgreffdring energy aid and providing it with
two light-water nuclear reactors. The Chineseuwtétthen was to advocate a direct negotiation
between the U.S. and North Korea in solving thdeardssue. In 1994, thigreed Framework
had been reached between the United States and Klar¢éa. China was not involved in those
negotiations. Even in 1999, Chinese Prime Minigtan Rongji told the media on questions of
the North Korean nuclear issue, “We had no ideaNloath Korea was developing its nuclear
weapon, in addition, it was an independent natma, how can we intervene its internal affairs?”

(Jiang 2007:31)

In the 2000s, initially requested by the U.S.jrigan escalation of the crisis, China
began to play a role in the North Korean nuclesmes When George W. Bush came to power in
2001, particularly after 9/11, he took a more Hesdttitude toward the North Korean nuclear
issue compared to the previous administration. Bustsidered the Clinton administration to
have made too many concessions to Kim Jong-ilturmefor a pledge to abandon its nuclear
weapon program, and that the program had not wqigesh 2010:90). In his 2002 State of the
Union address, he named Iraq, Iran, and North Kthredaxis of evil” as they intended to
“threaten the peace of the world” (233). In additibom U.S. intelligence reports, the Bush
Administration believed that North Korea was opiagta secret highly enriched uranium
program, which can be used to build nuclear borSbg:e North Korea claimed that they

already owned nuclear weapons, instead of negugiatith North Korea on a bilateral basis as
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before, Bush decided to rally China to join theotegions with North Korea. During President
Bush’s meeting with Chinese President Jiang Zemiatober 2002, Bush told Jiang that North
Korea was a threat not only to the United Stateéslso to China, and urged China to join the
United States in confronting North Korea diplomalig. Jiang told Bush, “Exercising influence
over North Korea is very complicated” (Bush 201@&}2Again, in February 2003, Bush told
Jiang that if North Korea’s nuclear weapon progamtinued, the United States could consider
a military strike against North Korea (424). AlSecretary of State Colin Powell, during his
visit to China in the same month, told Vice-presiddu Jintao that the U.S. wished China to
broker a multilateral meeting to deal with the Nidktorean nuclear crisis (Jiang 2007:31). In
response to President Bush’s calling, both Presitiang Zeming and then Vice-president Hu

Jintao told him that China would not support Ndfttrea in developing nuclear weapons (31).

Facing a potential conflict in the Korean Peninsand urged by the U.S., China brokered
the “Six-Party Talks” in late 2003: in addition@hina, North Korea and the United States,
Japan, South Korea and Russia were also includeldha talks were considered a multilateral
mechanism of conflict resolution. Since then, then€se government has claimed that its
policies in the Korean Peninsula are maintainingcpeeand stability, denuclearization and using
peaceful diplomacy to solve disputes (Cai 20062005, North Korea finally agreed to abandon

all nuclear weapons and return to their commitmantger the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.

Second, when North Korea became the troublemakehéopeace and security of the
region, a violation of China’s peaceful internaatiam, China’s foreign policy toward North
Korea became increasingly hardened while maintgiainon-conflictual, non-hegemonic and
non-unilateral dispute resolution framewadraorth Korea broke its promise in 2006 by carrying

out its first full-fledged nuclear test. In fadtetNorth Korean side informed China only three
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hours before the nuclear test, and China told ti& government immediately after receiving
this messag&™® China’s condemnation of North Korea’s nuclear vweafest was harsh.
Officially, Chinese President Hu Jintao announ¢tte Chinese government strongly opposes
this...we engaged in conversations to appeal to tvéhNKoreans for restraint. However, our
neighbor turned a deaf ear to our advice” (BusO24®5). In addition, with China’s support, the
UN Security Council unanimously adopted Resolufi@8 imposing the toughest sanctions on
North Korea since the end of the Korean War. Evahtuin February 2007, North Korea agreed
to shut down its main nuclear reactor and allowltiternational Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
to verify its actions. In exchange, the United &atemoved North Korea from a list of state
sponsors of terror. Although later on North Koreaaged on its commitment toward cessation
of its nuclear program, the Six-Party Talks ingdiby China still demonstrated China’s
willingness and efforts to rein in North Korea t@ypent it from destabilizing regional peace and

security.

Another indicator of China’s attitude toward thertth Korean nuclear weapons program
is China’s voting record on United Nations Secu@guncil Resolutions on this issue. From the
1990s to the present, eight Security Council Reswia on North Korean Nuclear Issues have
been passed. China voted yes seven times, abstainde™** From 2006 to 2013, China voted
yes seven straight times condemning the North Koreglear programs. The latest was
Resolution 2087 in 2013. China and the United Stdtafted the resolution together to put

further sanctions on North Korea when it conduetedther nuclear weapon test in January

110 This information was based on a workshop on Ul8n&Relations at the U.S. Air Force
Academy from February 4-6, 2013, while Retired@&en. Daniel P. Leaf, who was the Deputy
Commander at U.S. Pacific Command, spoke to thicgents of the workshop.

1111t was Resolution 825 (1993) on North Korea’s witw from the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, which China ainstd.
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2013, and called upon North Korea to “abandon atlear weapons and nuclear programs
completely, verifiably and irreversibly*? It also included restrictions that block financial
transactions and impound cash that would amoumtpoecedented harm to North Korea.
Chinese Envoy to the UN, Li Baodong, commentedhenResolution by saying, “China is a
country of principle...we are formally committed @feguarding peace and stability on the
Korean Peninsula:*? In addition, a series of sanctions imposed byutNeSecurity Council
were also backed and enforced by the Chinese gaonain The latest example was that China
supported a ban on exporting “dual-use technolggwdsich can be used for either civilian or

military purposes, to North Koréa?

On many occasions, the United States has expragpgpedciation for China’s positive
diplomatic efforts in resolving the North Koreanciear crisis. Christopher R. Hill, the former
American diplomat who participated in the Six-Partks during the Bush’s administration,
said that China’s co-sponsorship of the resolutsuggests that after many years, the screws are
beginning to turn**° Secretary of State Colin Powell said in an in&mwivith the CNN on
October 2003, “the President is committed to aasti@tic solution, and he said to the President
of China, please keep playing the essential roleharl been playing in leading us along, serving

as a convener of the six-party talks and partidifrathose six-party talks-** Moreover,

12 See Security Council resolution 2087 (2013) [ond=mning the missile launch of 12 Dec.
2012 by the Democratic People's Republic of KorAghilable at
http://www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2013/sc10891tdoc.

113“New Sanctions on North Korea Pass in Unified UMete,” the New York Time#arch 7,
2013.

114 «China Bans Items for Export to North Korea, FegriTheir Use in Weaponsthe New York
Times,September 24, 2013.

15 pid.

118 «|nterview by John King of CNN,” Bangkok, Thailan@ctober 19, 2003, See http://2001-
2009.state.gov/secretary/former/powell/remarks/228346.htm
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President Bush himself commended China on the 8esduip roles” played during the nuclear

crisis in November 2005 during his trip to Chinagig 2011:116).

Finally, the breakup between China and North Kanear North Korea’s nuclear
program has long been indicated in the contempdZaigese national identity based on
peaceful gestures toward solving international locisf North Korea'’s hostility towards South
Korea, which endangered the peace and securityedforean Peninsula, its unilateral behavior
of developing nuclear weapons and breaking conseresiched by multilateral negotiations, and
its “military first” strategy and failed promises improve its people’s livelihood, all contradict
China’s national interests and identity. Hence n@ls behavior toward North Korea, particularly
since the 2000s, reflects its own national iderditd interests rather than the conventional

wisdom of realist balancing and alliancing.

Realist scholars and analysts suggest that Chmaldkry to use North Korea to balance
the U.S. and consider North Korea to be withirsgeere of influence in East Asia. For instance,
Robert Rose writes, “Since 1989 China has dominidtath Korea’s strategic environment, and
North Korea has been a secure Chinese buffer 4040:526). However, the evidence does not
support such claims. North Korea’s ambitions ofedeging nuclear weapons contradict both
China’s policy of nuclear disarmament and the idle@aintaining peace and stability in the
region in the post-Mao era. From a realist perspecChina should have used North Korea to
balance against the United States to serve itsio@rests, but reality shows that China has
cooperated with the United States to maintain peadestability in the Korean Peninsula
through a multilateral mechanism and a non-confiicapproach consistent with peaceful

internationalism.
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China and Japan: History and Sovereignty

Entering the twentieth-first century, while Singedaese economic relations were more
closely than in previous decades, their diplom@giations suffered setbacks because of
territorial disputes and an array of “symbolic issyi primarily the Japanese government’s
attitudes toward its reflections on crimes durirgyswvith China historically'” Memories of the
suffering and humiliation by the Japanese durirgwiiars resulted in China’s strong reaction
opposing such behavior. As a result, a seeminghbsjic issue seriously disrupted Sino-
Japanese relations. Not only China, who sufferegttly from Japanese conquest, but the world
also criticized Japan for failing to handle itstpaslence'® As IR scholar Jennifer Lind writes,
“Tokyo’s apologies have been perceived as to@]itto late. Even worse, its politicians
repeatedly shock survivors and the global commurytgenying past atrocities; its history

textbooks whitewash its wartime crimes” (2008:2).

In this section, | present how China’s victimhoddntity transformed the Yasukuni
shrine visit in 2005, a symbolic issue, and teridtiodisputes over Diaoyu Islands, a few
uninhabited rocks in the East China Sea, intodiglomatic crises between the two countries.
Nonetheless, despite the increasing rise of Chinasenalism against Japan, the Chinese
government would constrain nationalism to prevenpgardizing China’s peaceful

internationalism.

117 Since 1978, China and Japan maintained close gtoriies, in which China benefited from
it during the past three decades. However, afeed 8#80s, the Chinese government’s
dissatisfactions to Japan’s inadequate reflectoongs WWII history were mainly because of
victimhood identity.

118 Eor instance, thBlew York Timesn February 19, 2014 reported that American arsbysd
officials have faulted Mr. Abe for failing to suéfently distance himself and his administration
from the nationalistic statements.
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Sino-Japanese clash on the Shrine visit

During the years 2003-2005, Sino-Japanese retatiofiered serious setbacks due to
Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi’s repagaisits to the Yasukuni Shrine, which
China considered a deep offense to its nationdihfge Large-scale national protests against the
Japanese government erupted in major cities inaniR005"*° Although the nationalist
protests against Japan in Chinese cities had hdafopin, Sino-Japanese relations were never

able to recover from these episod®s.

First, for China, Japanese leaders’ visits to taslkuni Shrine were not an internal
Japanese issue as the Japanese side claimedniaibken and provocative attitude toward the
crimes it committed during WWII that deeply triggdrChina’s victimhood identity. From the
Japanese perspective, Prime Minister Koizumi cldithat his visits to the Yasukuni Shrine
were to commemorate the ordinary officers who had th WWII, not the Class-A war
criminals, hence, a Japanese domestic issue. Alevesy time, prior to the Prime Minister’s
visit, the Japanese side, usually from high lev¥itials, would inform China of such visits and
reiterate wishes to maintain friendly relationshw@hina, and each time, China opposed such
visits. By 2004, Koizumi had visited the Shrine féimes, and by April 2004, there had been
street demonstrations against Japan in severak€icities, with violence erupting in some

instances. Koizumi paid another two visits to tieiige in October 2005 and August 2006

119 However, all Japanese prime ministers during #réeod 1972-1981 worshiped at the
Yasukuni Shrine (He 2011:1179). Ordinary Chinesgppeehad no way to learn about the
Japanese leaders’ visit to the Yasuhuni Shringgbt-wving activists (He 2007:49). But since
both China faced a bigger threat- the Soviet Umibthat time, the Chinese side in dealing with
Japan then did not bring up the Shrine visits.

120 There were suspicions from Western and Japanedia itihat Beijing used public sentiment
as diplomatic tactic, however, numerous works alighat the Chinese government was not a
unitary actor and might not be impervious to publpnions in this issue. See He 2010, Hughes
and Geriers 2006 for detailed discussions.
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respectively, which resulted in a total suspensiocontacts between the leaders of China and
Japan. During his last visit to the shrine as pnmeister, he said, “No matter what day | choose
to go, China and the Republic of Korea will protast why not go on the day of the

anniversary?” (Tang 2011:43).

For the Chinese government, Japanese leaders'tegpéaits to the Yasukuni Shrine
were a serious political problem rooted in the t@antries’ bitter war history. The Yasukuni
Shrine was used as a holy place to commemorateesoldho died for the emperor during
various wars, 80 percent of whom died during WaMdr 11, including thirteen Class-A war
criminals, and more than one thousand Class-B dasscC war criminals. In addition, its war
museum offered a revisionist view of the war ag@adese-led struggle against Western
colonialism during World War 1l. As Chinese forntesreign Minister Tang Jiaxuan described,
“Since the Yasukuni Shrine enshrines Class-A wianioals whose hands were stained with the
blood of Chinese and other Asian peoples, thesvidittapanese leaders to the shrine are not an
internal Japanese affair, nor is it an issue agiet or tradition. It is a significant matter of
principle whether the Japanese government holdsraat attitude towards Japan's history of

military invasion” (Tang 2011:3-4).

Incidents like the visits to the Yasukuni Shrinesyanbolic issue in bilateral relations,
can infringe upon the two countries’ relationshaitgh it may not be in the interests of either
country. Despite having a heavy stake in commenaiatests, the Chinese government realized
that issues like Yasukuni Shrine involved Chinesiipal principles that should never be
compromised. Western scholars share such sentiragntgll. For instance, Jennifer Lind at
Dartmouth College observes, “Japan’s unapologetitembrance.continues to poison relations

with South Korea, China, and Australia more thatysyears after the war” (2008:3).
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Second, in spite of rising nationalism against dapaChina, the Chinese government’s
post-Mao identity pattern of conflict avoidancen@dso be observed in this caBetring the
crisis, the domestic protests against the Japagmsrnment, some of them violent, further
threatened to damage Sino-Japanese relations.\Adlence erupted in the protests, Japanese
Minister for Foreign Affairs Nobutaka Machimuradainat the Japanese side had received no
explanation from China, and demanded China’s apdiogthe violent attacks on Japanese
diplomatic missions, companies, and citizens ines@hinese cities (Tang 2011:30-31). On one
hand, the Chinese government curbed the angrynsenis toward Japan. For instance, after a
violent Shanghai protests against the Japaneseighdvlinister Li Zhaoxing told 3,500
propaganda officials, “the masses. must believe in the party and the government’tglho
properly handle all issues linked to Sino-Japameisgions” (Reilly 2012:14). And nationwide, a
campaign of “recasting Japan” took place, whiclulted in considerable expansion of favorable
coverage of Japan in both official and commerciatlim (He 2011:1188). Thus, over the next
few years of the Shrine visits crisis, the Chinggeernment successfully reined in anti-Japan

activism, and improved public opinion toward JafRailly 2012:2-3).

On the other hand, the Chinese government triegnend the two countries’
deteriorating relations. After Koizumi stepped dofnam the premiership in September 2006,
his successor ShinzAbe promised not to visit the Yasukuni Shriikln response to that, the
Chinese government decided not to insist thatapardese leadership promise publicly that they
would not visit the Yasukuni Shrine (Zhang 2008: X3)inese President Hu Jintao put forward

five points to cool the tensions between the twantoes, meanwhile containing the nationalist

121 However, in 2013, Primer Minister Abe’s visit ttet Shrine once again instigated angers and
protests from China and South Korea, even the dr8tates officials criticized Abe’s Shrine
visit.
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sentiment against Japan launched by Chinese p&wpkdent Hu's five points included: first,
strict adherence to the principles of the thredipal documents, namely, the China-Japan Joint
Statement, the China-Japan Treaty of Peace anddshe, and the China-Japan Joint
Declaration, and continued deeds to develop frigratioperative relations oriented to the
twenty-first century; second, adherence to theqgyle of taking history as a mirror to guide
future development; third, proper handling of thewan issue; fourth, appropriately addressing
bilateral differences through dialogue and consioltcon an equal footing, actively exploring
ways to settle differences, and avoiding new distoce to, and impact on, Sino-Japanese

friendship; fifth, further strengthening of bilatééexchanges and cooperation (Tang 2011:36-37).

In March 2007, Chinese Prime Minister Wen Jiabaoroented on Sino-Japanese
relations, saying that the two countries shoul#éthistory as a mirror and look forward” (Tang
2011:45). A month later, Wen spoke at the Japabeste stating, “By stressing the importance
of drawing lessons from history, we do not meapedrpetuate hatred. Rather, we want to secure
a better future for our relations.” Also, Wen sditie Chinese people will never forget Japan’s

support of China during our opening, reform, andleraization.”?*

Similarly, during President Hu Jintao’s May 2008iwto Japan, in a speech at Waseda
University, he told the audience, “This brief unpgeriod of history (Sino-Japanese wars)
brought deep disaster to the Chinese people, aodbabught deep suffering to the Japanese
people. We emphasize history not for hatred, baoabse it can be a mirror, reflecting to the

future, [teaching us to] treasure peace, maintaacte, and ensure that the Chinese and Japanese

122«gpeech by Premier Wen Jiabao of the State Coofitile People’s Republic of China at the

Japanese Diet,” 12 April, 2007. See
http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/wijb/zzjglyzs/gjib/272¥/24/t311544 .htm [accessed 12March,
2013].
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people live together peacefully for future genenadi so that the people of the two countries can
enjoy everlasting peacé?® During the same visit, China and Japan made &gtatement

aiming at “Comprehensive Promotion of a MutuallynB&cial Relationship Based on Common
Strategic Interests,” which stated, “The two comesrsole option [peace, stability, and
development of the Asia-Pacific region and the djod to cooperate to enhance peace and
friendship over the long ternt? By 2010, endeavors by the Chinese government endm
relations with Japan had been made, relations Jeifan had returned to relative normalcy. As
James Reilly (2012) observes, the Chinese govermasndeveloped a mechanism for tolerating
and responding to sporadic instances of public emathile maintaining it overall foreign

policy trajectory.

In sum, Sino-Japanese relations, more than 60 pé@rsWWII, were still haunted by
China’s historical memories during the wars andlibe Chinese people and the government
were still sensitive toward the attitudes and balrasf Japanese politicians on the reflections of
the wars. Nevertheless, the Chinese governmentel#zerately constrained the public anger to
prevent further damage to Sino-Japanese relatidnish could be antagonized by the

victimhood memories of the masses.

Sino-Japanese dispute on Diaoyu Islands

Sino-Japanese disputes over the sovereignty ofyDilbands, which Japan calls the

Senkaku Island in the East China Sea, is anotlser damonstrating that China’s

123«gpeech at Waseda Universitygenmin RibagPeople’s Daily 9 May, 2008.

124 J0int Statement between the Government of JapathenGovernment of the People’s
Republic of China on Comprehensive Promotion dilatually Beneficial Relationship Based
on Common Strategic Interests.” See http://www.ngufgp/region/asia-
paci/china/joint0805.html.
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hypersensitiveness over sovereignty influencechbytctimhood identity can escalate relations
between the two countries. On the other hand, ite s firmly standing up with its sovereignty
claims on Diaoyu Islands, China has been avoidiregctmilitary conflicts with Japan that may

negatively affect China’s path toward peacefuliméionalism.

The dispute existed even before the two countaewdlly built up diplomatic relations
in 19722 The Chinese attitude until 2012 had been thatitiese efforts of nationalist groups
on both sides trying to escalate the disputesCtiinese government had been restrained in its
claim and cooperated with the Japanese governmgmevent the territorial disputes from
harming bilateral relations. For instance, in 197@&mier Zhou Enlai told Japanese delegates for
the normalization negotiation, “There is no needhntion the Diaoyu Islands. It does not count
as a problem of any sort compared to recoveringnabdiplomatic relations” (He 2007:4). In
the 1970s Deng told Japanese Foreign Minister Sotiat Diaoyu Islands disputes could be
“on hold for 20 or 30 years, we will not touch” (Btug 2011:327). After China and Japan signed
the Peace Treaty in 1978, during the meeting vagladese Prime Minister Fukuda, Deng said,
“Perhaps the next generation will be much wisentiva, and can find a practical solution”
(Huang 2011:337-338). In a way, Chinese leaders weno hurry to solve the territorial
disputes with Japan, and neither made it a prolitesieveloping bilateral relations until the

2000s.

First, Diaoyu Islands becoming a focal point ofpdites between China and Japan in
2012 was provoked by the Japanese government, wiggered China’s hypersensitivity over
sovereignty and past humiliatiorishe dispute over Diaoyu Islands reached a crijigatture in

2012, when the Japanese government nationalizadltémels from private Japanese citizens’

125 For a history of Diaoyu Islands dispute, see R&i012:88-91.
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hands. Different from before, in addition to laumghstrong vocal protests, the Chinese
government began to send the Chinese Navy andoaeRo patrol Diaoyu Islands and its
surrounding areas. After the Japanese governménhabzed Diaoyu Islands, as a
countermeasure, the Chinese government declarenlghgon of an Air Defense Zone in the
East China Sea, which was considered by both thied)/States and Japan as a provocative
reach by the Chinese military and increased tessiothe disputes. Once facing former
imperialist powers, the sentiment of “never repeathe humiliation” resulted in China firmly
standing up against such a power. As Peter Gregsear the identity of “China as victor”
narrative in dealing with Post-WWII Sino-Japanedations has been challenged by Chinese

victimization during WWII after the death of MaocO@4:79).

Second, despite tensions between China and Japlaa iEast China Sea since 2012,
there is little evidence that China would shiftanflict avoidance pattern of foreign policy,
which could be considered a break from peacefetivdtionalismSo far, the Chinese
government has not claimed that it will considanggorce in Diaoyu Islands, in contrast to its
policy toward Taiwan that all options are possilbler instance, Chinese Ambassador to the
U.S., Cui Tiankai (who was the former Chinese Ansadsr to Japan) told media in 2013 that
China did not want to see any military conflicts@rover the territorial disputes with Japan,
which would hurt the interests of all partf&&1n addition, after analyzing the daily records
published by the Japanese Coast Guard on Chingséspaithin the territorial waters of Diaoyu
Islands, Taylor Fravel and Alastair Johnston fimak tChinese patrols have dropped by about half

since October 2013 (2014). According to them, amssible explanation is that China is using a

126 «|nterview with Cui Tiankai,” see http://news.takypao.com/world/watch/2013-
01/1381382.html (accessed on March 3, 2014)
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reduction in patrols to signal a willingness noeszalate further conflict with Japan, and

tensions over the disputed islands might also bédad (Fravel and Johnston 2012).

Nonetheless, the Chinese compromise on Diaoyudsldisputes did not come without
costs. Although the disputed offshore islands dopose much strategic or economic
significance, since the 1990s, the Chinese peaple bonstantly criticized the Chinese
leadership of being weakKinan He argues that the much disputed Chunxiadiglaswas
estimated to have 36.9 million tons of crude ohjatr was equivalent to Japan’s natural gas
consumption for one month, hence it is not obvithnas economic incentives have led either side
to the dispute (2008:171). James Reilly arguesGhatese leaders have had to balance public
anger and China’s broader strategic interests Japgan (2012:91). Thus, the territorial disputes
could become a contradiction between an identityfareign policy choice of standing up
firmly against a former victimizer and using peageheans to solve disputes, both of which are
embedded in the contemporary Chinese nationalitgiefitcan potentially threaten peaceful
internationalism and increase the risk of a calhisihat could escalate into a conflict between the
two countries if such victimhood deepens. But sptfee behavior pattern of China seems to
suggest the conflict will de-escalate. Howeverrdhs a risk of the two sides creating serious
incidents during the confrontations because ofswalation of such victimhood identity. This
may become a factor shifting China from its priteipf non-use of force in solving disputes
over the past three decades. In this scenarimnatpride and nationalism will triumph over a

realist and rational calculation of costs and bigneb serve the purpose of preserving national

127 Fravel, Taylor and Alastair Johnston. “Chines@alimg in the East China Sea®ashington
Post12 April 2014. Access from http://www.washingtoshoom/blogs/monkey-
cage/wp/2014/04/12/chinese-signaling-in-the-easteckea/
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dignity and a justice that had been missing in @lsipast, with the possibility of using force to

achieve this goal.

Both liberal and realist approaches provide altiraa@xplanations of the Sino-Japanese
conflicts. From an economic perspective, a stable-3apanese relationship is plausibfe.
China and Japan maintain close economic and teddigons. China replaced the U.S. as Japan’s
largest trading partner since 2004, and Japandmgsteen China’s top trade partner. For liberal
scholars, such economic relations suggest a sisgjlrelation between the two countries
because economic interdependence should faciittemony of interests and maintenance of
peace. However, for the Chinese government andeSkipeople, Japanese leaders’ visits to the
Yasukuni Shrine, an issue that seemed to be uhdatdmain of Japan’s domestic affairs,
escalated the national wounds of China’s past hatoihs, hence China was acting not
according to its rational economic interests, bateraccording to its national identity of never

repeating the humiliation by standing firmly agaiagormer victimizer.

For realists, Sino-Japanese relations after theoeétite Cold War should have been
worse. Some realists believe that the uneven ecognowth between China and Japan and the
multipolar structure in post-Cold War East Asia basthe stage for Sino-Japanese strategic
rivalry and dampened their incentives for cooperatirhese factors have even contributed to
extreme Chinese nationalism, potentially a hindeatogpeaceful internationalism in the future.
Furthermore, the collapse of the Soviet Union, Wwheft China as the only regional power,
could potentially threaten Japan. In addition, soheed territorial disputes and entrenched

historical tensions can all promote “rivals for gminence,” using the words of David

128 For instance, from 1979 to 2006, the Japanesergment’s Official Development Assistance
(ODA) to China totaled more than three trillion dapse yen, equal to over US$ 30 billion.
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Shambaugh (1996) or lock the two countries in eatsgic rivalry” (Park and Taeho 1998).
Although Sino-Japanese relations appear to hawidedted, | argue that this cannot be fully
explained by realism, but rather reflects Chinasanal identity toward a former imperialist

power that brought catastrophe to China.

China and India: Competitors or Partners?

The end of the Mao era in the late 1970s brough-$idian relations back to the path of
normalization as the two countries put aside issfiésrritorial disputes. In 1976, China
reopened its embassy in New Delhi and India alab @@ ambassador to Beijing. China’s
foreign policies toward India in the post-Mao erarggdominated by the themes of peace
maintenance and compromise, determined by Chimeilict avoidance identity pattern and a
wish to move toward peaceful internationalism.

In contrast to foreign policy during the Mao er#ji@a tended to use peaceful and non-
unilateral mechanisms to solve territorial dispwtéh India. Both policies were consistent with
peaceful internationalism. During India’s 1997 Naal Tests Crisis, facing provocations and
accusations from the Indian side, China constraitsgoehavior to avoid further escalating
tension with India. Some Western scholars, likeaBuShirk argue that China sought to improve
relations with India to create a peaceful environtiier the implementation of economic

reforms (2004).

Peaceful Negotiations of the Border Disputes

When Deng Xiaoping came to power in 1978, more thdecade after the Sino-Indian
border war, China called for comprehensive improsenmn relations between the two countries

despite the unsolved territorial disputes. Aftemyaregotiations continued over the border issues
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until the 1990s when both countries reached consems a peaceful resolution of the border
issues and developed bilateral political and ecoooetations. In the post-Mao era, while being
firm on sovereignty claims, China advocated pedaedgotiations in solving territorial disputes
with India and called for strengthening the ove&ifio-Indian relations. Deng Xiaoping met
Indian Foreign Minister Vajpayee in February 1988¢ put forward proposals for a package
deal on border issues, similar to what China offenethe 1950s: the Chinese side would make
concessions in the Eastern section while the Insiidé would make concessions in the Western
part. In addition, Deng told his Indian counterghgt the border disputes should not hinder
Sino-Indian relations and can be put aside as &snigpth sides maintain stable relations (Huang
2008:406-407). Chinese Foreign Minister Huang Hu@ dut three further points to settle border
disputes: (1) both sides should maintain the stgias (2) the border issues should not hinder
overall relations between China and India; (3) mtles should have further engagements in
terms of border negotiations (Huang 2008:407).982] during a meeting with a delegation
from India, Deng Xiaoping stated, “The problem betw China and India is not a serious one.
Neither country poses a threat to the other. Thblpm we have is simply about the border”
(Holslay 2010:58).

Since then, after more than a decade of negotiatietwo countries signdte
Agreement on the Maintenance of Peace and Tramgailbng the Line of Actual Control in the
Sino-Indian Border Aream 1993, followed bythe Agreement on Confidence-Building Measures
in the Military Fieldandthe Line of Actual Control in the Sino-Indian Bordeeasin 1996.
These agreements reaffirmed the “principle of giaith and mutual confidence” in the

“settlement of differences that may arise in thracpss.**

129 Agreement on Maintenance of Peace and Tranquiitycle VIII.
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Each of these agreements stated that border dsspliteild be resolved through peaceful
and friendly negotiations, and neither side shagsiel or threaten to use force against the other by
any means (Huang 2008:420). After reaching theamsss, border disputes continued to be
resolved. For instance, in June 2003, during Inéiame Minister Vajpayee’s trip to China,
Beijing offered to recognize Sikkim in the Himalayas part of India, something that it had not
done before. In 2005, India and China signedPbigtical Parameters and Guiding Principles
for the Settlement of the India-China Boundary @oasThe agreement asserted, “The two
sides will resolve the boundary question throughcpéul and friendly consultations. And neither
side shall use or threaten to use force againgittiex by any means.” This is the general
principle guiding the resolution of the border gesb. Article VI says, “The boundary should be
along well-defined and easily identifiable natugabgraphical features to be mutually agreed
upon between the two sides.” This implies that @wiould agree to maintain tiséatus quan
solving the border problem. In the latest rountlts, the Special Representatives of India and
China announced that they had established a wodtimgp to prepare a framework for the
settlement of the border issue. Both countrieseajré& he differences on the boundary question
should not be allowed to affect the overall develept of bilateral relations.” On the other hand,
the case of the Sino-Russian border settlementeaffan example of what the Chinese

government might do in order to settle the undetidsues with India*

1301n 2005, China and Russia signed the treaty thally settling the border between China and
Russia. However, the treaty was mainly based onilegual treaties made in imperialist Russia
in the nineteenth century. Based on the explandtam the Chinese government side, it
followed the principle of “seeking truth from fatte face and solve the border problem. But
behind the treaty, the real reason is that Chiraeeaer to build up the “strategic partner
relationship” with Russia, and on the other hahd,Russian’sle factocontrolled the disputed
land.
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By removing the obstacle of the border issue, ChmdIndia will also remove a barrier
to the development of peaceful relations in thareit Although Sino-Indian border disputes have
not yet been solved, since reaching these agresnmetiite 1990s, the Sino-Indian border has
witnessed peace and stability. In the post-Maodgspite no clear economic interest driving
Sino-Indian reconciliations, China’s relationshighwindia was the fastest improved among its

neighboring states.

China’s Responses to India’s 1997 Nuclear Tests

India’s 1997 nuclear tests, were a temporary s&ttta8ino-Indian relations, but had no
long term impact due in large part to China’s caaieed response. In the post-Mao era, Sino-
India relations were tested several times, andhitident of India’s 1997 nuclear tests was
among the most severe. China’s responses to INt&% nuclear tests were influenced mainly
by India’s perception of a China “threat,” and Sindian relations recovered in the next several
years after India increased dialogue with Chinaugh this case. The Chinese national identity

pattern of conflict avoidance was vivid in this eas

When India initiated its first nuclear weapon t@s1997, it had been more than 30 years
since China acquired nuclear weapons. Scholarsdrgued that the motive for India to develop
nuclear weapons was not primarily a military regment or a “China threat,” but a
demonstration of modernity and world-class powdriclv could guarantee India’s strategic
autonomy and capacity to resist outside powersk@verh 2004:186). In addition, India’s

nuclear test came at a time when internationak$ptiad reached a consensus regarding bans on
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nuclear test$*! Thus, India’s nuclear test received unanimous eomhtion from the
international community**> Nevertheless, China’s initial response to thestests rather modest
and restrained. The official press agency Xinhug oeported the news, without comment. On
May 12, a foreign ministry spokesman set out Clsipassition as a firm supporter of the ban and
destruction of nuclear weapons while expressingeggcancern about India’s nuclear testing

(Tang 2011:492-493).

However, on May 13The New York Timgsublished Indian Prime Minister Atal Bihari
Vajpayee’s secret letter to President Bill Clinedluding to the “China threat” as the
justification for the nuclear tests. In the lettéajpayee named China as “the country that
committed armed aggression against India in 1962 .add to the distrust that country has
materially helped another neighbor of ours to beeancovert nuclear weapons stdf&.Even
before the five nuclear tests, India’s Defense Btar George Fernandes had claimed in an
interview on May 3 that the potential threat fromi@ was greater than that from Pakistan, and
it was “India’s number-one threat” (Tang 2011:485) Such a letter came at a time when
Sino-Indian relations had experienced a decadeapken improvement, following Prime
Minister Rajiv Gandhi’s 1988 visit to China. Furthere, the letter published Itlye New York
Timesserved as a public insult to China. As the letteggested, the Indian government justified

the development of a nuclear weapon in order tariza against China’s growing strength.

131 The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear \Wems (NPT) was concluded at the end of
the 1960s, and in September 1996, the UN Assenaslyqul the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-
Ban Treaty (CTBT), which was signed by more tha@ d¢&untries.

132 For instance, U.S. president Bill Clinton saidttialia made a terrible mistake to endanger
security in the region and posed a direct challdnghe NPT. The United States later imposed
economic sanctions on India.

133 “Nuclear Anxiety: India's Letter to Clinton on blear Testing, The New York Time43

May 1998. Available at http://www.nytimes.com/199&/13/world/nuclear-anxiety-indian-s-
letter-to-clinton-on-the-nuclear-testing.html. (assed 26 February 2013)
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China’s response to India’s later tests was bwift and determined. On May 14, 1998,
the Foreign Ministry of China made a solemn statdroa the Indian nuclear tests that the
Chinese government was shocked and strongly coneléthe testing. The state said, “The
Chinese government is deeply shocked by this areblgeexpresses its strong condemnation.
This act of India’s is nothing but an outrageoustempt for the common will of the
international community for the comprehensive bamuoclear tests and a hard blow on the
international effort to prevent nuclear weapon ifecdtion. It will entail serious consequences to
the peace and stability in South Asia and the Watlidrge” (Dittmer 2005:151-152). In contrast
to the United States, and despite India having sstgg a “China threat” as its rationale for
conducting nuclear tests, China did not use econgamnctions or other means to cause further
setbacks in Sino-Indian relations. Instead, Chamaegd with the United States and other major
powers to defend the international nuclear armsroband nonproliferation regime against the
Indian violation (Shirk 2004:84)* China did not respond to such an accusation with

provocative language, nor did it take actions touftter-balance” against India.

Instead, China tried to solve the crisis througtognacy and dialogue. A year later,
during his meeting with Jaswant Singh, the depbsgireman of the Planning Commission of
India, Chinese Foreign Minister Tang Jiaxuan offefier suggestions for improving Sino-
Indian relations. First, neither country shouldwithe other as a threat; second, as developing
countries, China and India share similar histoaied should focus on developing their
economies, eliminating poverty, and improving petpliving standards; third, China’s top

priority was economic development, for which a falde neighboring environment was

134 Eoreign Minister Tang Jiaxuan and Secretary Altrizalled a meeting of the permanent
members of the UN Security Council in Geneva todeonn the Indian tests also to come up
with a strategy for preventing a nuclear arms racgouth Asia.
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essential; fourth, a few unresolved matters shoatdbecome obstacles to the development of
bilateral relations (Tang 2011:520). Singh respartat India’s nuclear testing was not targeted
at any specific country, and India hoped that we ¢ountries could work together with a
forward-looking attitude to advance bilateral riglas (Tang 2011:516-517). Even the hawkish
Indian Defense Minister Fernandes admitted in adZ&ech, after calling China a “potential
threat number one,” that “there has been a verifipesenor in the Sino-Indian
relationship...The future prospects are promisingaftih 2010:105). Ultimately, Sino-Indian
relations did not suffer further setbacks due thdis nuclear tests and its offensive attitude
towards China. When Manmohan Singh became thernmtiene minister after the 2004
elections, he surprised Beijing by unilaterally gesfting that India, Pakistan and China should
coordinate their nuclear strike doctrines (Martdb)L Then in 2005, when Premier Wen Jiabao
visited India, the two countries formally estabéditheStrategic and Cooperative Partnership

for Peace and Prosperity

These events contradict the predictions of somlestedpservers who were pessimistic
about the prospects for Sino-Indian relations @1B90s. For instance, Monhan Malik states,
“Historic rivalries and common sense suggest thatraamount of tension between these
continent-sized neighbors is inevitable” (1993:3%4)wever, today, the 3,500-kilometer Sino-
Indian border, over which the two countries foutlte 1962 war, is now tranquil. Even when
India launched the nuclear tests in 1997 and clai@lgna was the primary incentive for its
acquisition of nuclear weapons, bilateral relatibase not suffered a significant setback. Today,

in spite of having gone to war with India and ints@f an unresolved border issue, India is the
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only country China considers to be a “strategi¢rmat> To paraphrase Jonathan Holslag, Sino-
Indian relations have followed a Himalayan traibuanpy road marked by sudden changes in the

landscape (2010:76).

Chindia: a Strategic Partnership

Like China’s relations with many other developirayntries, economic cooperation and
trade have dominated Sino-Indian relations sine2800s. Chinese and Indian leaders’
decisions to form a “strategic partnership” in 2@@fened up a window for the two countries to
build a “long-term constructive partnership” forgoe and prosperity in the twenty-first century.
Jairam Ramesh, India’s Environment Minister, addpbe notion of “Chindia,” to represent the
“rise of the rest.” Since 2009, China has becondkals largest single trading partner. However,
the trade patterns and economic growth models ofaCdnd India appear different. China has
relied primarily on exports of manufactures to Niodmerica and the European Union. Within
manufactures, China has relied heavily on expdrmished goods and labor-intensive goods.
India’s exports, by contrast, are frequently ofita@nd skill-intensive goods and services, such
as information technology (IT) in which India hastably outstripped Chin&? Overall, the
trade/GDP ratio in China is currently 70 percensus India’s 25 percent (Varshney 2005:567-
569). According to Edward Luce, India has a lonywago before it can match the
manufacturing capacity of China, despite its hugeemtial labor force (2007). While China has

emerged as the “factory of the world,” India’s Hdustry and service outsourcing industry have

135 Russia had board wars with China but had beeredaivthe 1990s; Vietnam had wars with
the PRC but was not considered as a strategicgastrChina.

139n 2002, India’s IT exports were almost $10 billjimempared with $1.5 billion from China.
Although growth of China’s service and merchandisgorts far outpace average growth of
world exports, its merchandise exports grew muskefahan service exports. In contrast, India’s
service exports are growing at about double theeahits merchandise exports, and if current
trends continue, the share of service exportstal e&xports will exceed 50% in a decade.
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gained recognition. It is possible, therefore, thatcomplementary strengths of the two
economies can be exploited for mutual benefit,elathan merely fierce competition (S.

Bhattacharya and B. Bhattacharya 2007).

Opportunities for better cooperation and enhandedielbal economic ties between the
two nations exist in many areas, such as manufagtiservices, and investmerit.Both
countries need to cooperate in terms of economieldpment, not only because they can each
benefit from complementary patterns of economigcstire, but also because they face similar
problems related to economic development. Chinesgident Hu Jintao said during his visit to
India in 2006, “Asia will dominate the next centuiChina and India can strengthen their trade
and business links,” and he urged turning theimgiahip “into a bond of good neighborliness
and mutually beneficial cooperation” (Holslag 201%):. As rapidly developing countries with
dreams of modernizing their economies, both Chithladia benefit from globalization. For
China and India, the two largest developing coesteand emerging markets, economic

cooperation can be mutually beneficial.

A Sino-Indian strategic partnership formed in 20@%not aim at balancing any regional
powers, but at promoting the geo-economic buildiulpoth countries. In the past, the United
States, Japan and China would not consider Indimpartant state (Cohen 2001). As Holslag
argues, with the announcement of a strategic pattie Beijing symbolically confirmed India’s
status as a friendly power (2010:70). Despite teolyed border issues, Sino-Indian relations
experienced their best period since the 1962 bavdein terms of maintaining peace and

stability. And a peaceful and stable relationshepaeen China and India—the world’s two most

137 |n order to enhance bilateral trade and promata@mic cooperation, both China and India
have started negotiations for a FTA.
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populous countries and fastest growing economiesphafound implications for what
constitutes the “rise of the rest” in the twentysficentury.

Despite the growing economic and military capaoitoth countries, which has the
potential to create a “continuing rivalry” and bradang situation in the region (Malik 1995;
Mattoo and Kanti 2000, and Nathan 1999), when $naan relations entered the twenty-first
century, border disputes were no long a major ahesta develop their relations. Instead, geo-

economic cooperation appears to dominate the Sidiath relationship.

Conclusion

This chapter has argued that in the post-Mao dmma relations with India, Japan,
Vietnam, and North Korea have been influenced byn&& contemporary national identity,
which gradually moved toward that of a respons#id status quo power compared to China’s
revolutionary identity during the Mao era. In sumChina’s foreign relations with neighboring

states, rarely, if ever, did China acquire mateg&ah using its own military might or coercion.

Among the case studies in this chapter, Chinaaiceis with North Korea and Vietnam
symbolize asymmetrical relations between a big p@mel minor powers in international
relations. During the Cold War, both China’s stgateénterests—to prevent encroachment by the
U.S. and its revolutionary anti-hegemonism workedake Sino-North Korea and Sino-
Vietnam relations strong. The Chinese foreign podileifted during the post-Mao era toward
peaceful internationalism, which associated wigobcy of defensive posture, conflict
avoidance and the promotion of pluralism, accoufdehina’s multilateral diplomacy on the
Cambodian issue and the North Korean nuclear cB&m-Vietnamese relations deteriorated
because of Vietham’s aggressive policy in the negimd only improved after Vietnam stopped

its own provocative foreign policy toward otherteg The Sino-North Korean relationship
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today is increasingly affected by North Korea’sleac policy, a factor influencing regional
stability. On many occasions, including the Sixti?dalks and at the UN Security Council,
China has used its leverage to push for denucbkteizin the Korean Peninsula, aiming at
maintaining peace and stability in the region. Ti€isina’'s identity patterns, rather than solely
its material interests and balance of power comatams, serve as complementary tools for

explaining its behaviors toward these two smatkesta

In addition, China’s foreign policy in handling $iVietnamese relations and the North
Korean nuclear crisis in the post-Mao era, fromateonalist perspective, also helped to maximize
China’s regional power and improved strategic statithe region. In the case of the Sino-
Vietnamese border war in 1979, although China didgain materially by launching a military
attack on Vietnam, it effectively curbed the Viatmese-Soviet encirclement campaign toward
China. During the Six-Party Talks on the Koreanleaiccrisis, China’s mediation effectively
de-escalated the tension in the Korean Peninsutaydn-proliferation in the Korean Peninsula
also served China’s strategic interests by premgriioth South Korea and Japan from

developing their own nuclear weapons programs.

Despite having territorial disputes with both Japad India, post-Mao era Sino-Japanese
and Sino-Indian relations have been moving in dffé directions. On the one hand, Sino-Indian
relations have been upgraded to a “strategic patie” focusing on economic cooperation
while putting territorial disputes aside. With Iadunder the influence of peaceful
internationalism, territorial disputes have beewnplayed compared to the mutual benefits that
the two countries gain from a close relationship.tle other hand, Sino-Japanese relations have
been locked in chronic historical and territoriedpiites. A realist analysis of the increasing

Sino-Japanese disputes would be that Japan and @tariripe for rivalry” in the region as both
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countries aim at dominating Asia. A combinatiomafionalism, power rivalries, historical
animosity, arms buildups, and energy needs shealdl $ino-Japanese relations to further
deteriorate. Although such trends were less promiimeSino-Indian relations, as each country
attempts to maximize its own power, conflict betwegay be escalated by territorial disputes. In
sum, from a rationalist perspective, following tise of China, Asia as a whole is primed to

become the next hot spot of world politics andrti@ment of reckoning has yet to arrive.

This chapter leaves that the possibility Sino-Japamnelations may still deteriorate
further, depending on a mix of factors. Both thealgese government and the Chinese masses
could provoke China’s bitter historical memoriesa@r with Japan. The perception of a non-
apologetic Japan infringing on Chinese nationaksttiment could trigger China’s victimhood
identity, thereby allowing hypersensitiveness alsmviereignty to shape China’s peaceful
tendency. Thus, the Chinese government encountiitsrama. On the one hand, it needs to
contain such aggrieved nationalism in order to ma&regional peace and stability; on the other
hand, it needs to harden its position on issuesogareignty to prevent repeating the
humiliations experienced in the past. All these addertainties to the future Sino-Japanese

relations.
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Chapter 7 Conclusion

This dissertation presents patterns of Chinesegioggolicy using Chinese national
identity as a variable. It uses Chinese natioratiidy to anticipate China’s future foreign policy
behavior and its interaction with the liberal imational order. This study suggests that the
foreign policy behaviors of a resurgent China atedomplicated to be explained by a single
paradigm, namely realism, liberalism or construstiv. As the previous chapters demonstrate,
Chinese foreign policy in different periods oflitistory follows certain patterns associated with
its national identities. Thus, using national idigras a “road map” to define China’s interests
and intentions serves as a complement to exiskrifeories in explaining Chinese foreign
policy. In this concluding chapter, | will firstvew my major empirical findings and their
implications for theories of foreign policy abouti@a. Then, | will ponder the implications of
peaceful internationalism for the current liberarig order, particularly on future relations with

the United States.

Major Findings on Chinese Foreign Policy

Over the last six decades, realism, liberalism@nstructivism, have each provided
insights about Chinese foreign policy. HoweverCama is an ancient and complex country, the
behavioral patterns associated with its resurgane¢oo complicated to be explained by a single
approach. In most of the cases studied in thisdatson, Chinese foreign policy was motivated
by a mix of geopolitical, economic, and military¢gséty interests, alongside non-material
national interests—national identity. National itign presented in this work, is a
complementary national interest that helps to ergdath the PRC’s past and current foreign

policy behavior. As emphasized in previous chaptéesnational identity argument does not
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preclude the role of material national interestsanducting foreign policy. In fact, national
identity will redefine national interests, not omhyterms of rational material interest, but also i
terms of the types of interests that are importaintis, national identity theory provides a useful
road map for gauging the direction of a state’sifgm policy.

The contemporary Chinese national identity, whidefine as the “phoenix rising”
identity, includes components of Confucian identtigtimhood identity and revolutionary
internationalism. | argue that Chinese foreign@odliriven by the phoenix rising identity has
directed China toward peaceful internationalisnhimitan American-led liberal international
world. Peaceful internationalism serves as a comeifgary explanation for Chinese foreign
policy behavior over the past thirty years and s@lgint a picture of future Chinese foreign
policy behavior. In sum, this work does not intéadlownplay the merit of established IR
theories in understanding China’s foreign polioyt to shed light on China’s foreign policy by

taking into consideration the Chinese national iitign

In sum, over the past three decades, IR scholaosh{@hina’s security behavior can be
divided into at least three schools. They all hanegits, and among them, realism provides a
classic understanding of the behavior of a risioggr, not just China. However, the liberal and
constructivist schools offer more useful framewdiksinterpreting China’s foreign policy
behavior in the context of its resurgence. Whike¢hse studies can be explained through both
rationalist and ideational approaches of IR thepribelieve that these two approaches provide

complementary, rather than competing answers tqgulestions.
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Victimhood Identity and Chinese Foreign Policy

In both the Mao and post-Mao eras, Chinese natideality, particularly victimhood
identity, has influenced China’s foreign policy betor. For most of the Mao era, China
confronted both superpowers, and its victimhoodtitie associated with the so-called century of
humiliation helped explain China’s antagonism taaoth superpowers during the bulk of the
Cold War era. From the 1840s to the 1940s, Chisiealdremendous number of territories and
was treated as inferior by the Western powerstheronvords, China’s sovereignty and equal
status within the international system was absarind the “century of humiliation.” These
experiences resulted in China’s victimhood identtigich emphasizes the protection of
sovereignty from encroachments by other countfige.ability and the determination to defend
its sovereignty functions to bolster the domesgitimacy of the ruling CCP as well as the
state’s international legitimacy as a “responséid non-expansive power.” In sum, China’s
previous traumatic introduction to the internatiogsystem has had a constraining influence upon

the way that Chinese elites view sovereignty ateruention since the PRC was founded.

The cases that | analyzed on China’s victimhoodalestrate that actual, even potential
infringement on China’s sovereignty and perceivenhitiations have played major roles in
Chinese foreign policy in the past six decadescéteed infringement on China’s sovereignty
and national autonomy drove Sino-Soviet relatisomfamity to enmity. Taiwan’s separation
would be less threatening if it were not viewedtlgh the lens of China’s 150 years of
humiliation at the hands of Western imperialist posv Chinese leaders would not have seen the
U.S. policy on Taiwan crucial for CCP rule if theéig not also believe that Taiwanese separation
might trigger another national humiliation aftee t@ommunist revolution succeeded and

supposedly brought the country out of “century oirliliation.” This effect would then risk the
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CCP’s claim to preserve China’s territorial intégras well as the legitimacy of its rule. As for
the Sino-Indian border war in 1962, despite shattiregexperience of victimhood, because of
each country’s commitment to “never repeat hisainmmiliations,” China and India were both
unyielding on territorial disputes. Eventually adber war broke out and, when China won the

war, it did not actually claim any material intelefom it.

There is no denying that other factors also coutelio explaining for the above events. For
instance, in analyzing the Sino-Soviet split of idte 1950s and the border war in 1969, an
alternative understanding would be that a Sino-&awalry within the Communist camp turned
into Sino-Soviet confrontation. In initiating thén8-Soviet border clashes, the PRC was using
force to alter long-term trends that were runniggiast China’s security interests, after
concluding that the Soviets posed a greater thoe@hina than the Americans. Mao’s strategy
was to attack the Soviets in order to send a teigal before Moscow was fully ready to
launch a war with China. Nonetheless, Mao miscateul the Soviet response, thus failing to
achieve the goal of “internal balancing” againgt 8oviet Union. In sum, both rational
considerations and identity can account for Chinglgtions with the United States and the
Soviet Union during the Mao era.

On security matters, the so-called century of hiatndn also serves as a double-edged
sword in the post-Mao era. China may bandwagon thigrsuperpowers on military issues that
are not directly involved with it in order to avaiitect confrontation. However, on issues that
China deems to be its “core” national interestshsas the issue of Taiwanese independence, its
posture remains firm and unyielding. Beijing aduesahe peaceful settlement of conflicts, but

on both material and psychological matters, it rsi@yd up to former colonial powers in serious
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conflicts of interest. Furthermore, as a formetimoof imperialist powers, its empathy toward

other developing countries has a significant infleeeon its foreign policy?®

The cases best reflecting China’s post-Mao eranatiidentity are the 1999 bombing of
the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade and the 2001 EfiSian in the South China Sea. In both
cases, the Chinese government firmly demanded fapwogies from the U.S. as the only
ways of solving the crises. In both cases, the €@rgovernment and media made a connection
between the incidents and the “century of humaiati From the perspective of national identity,
it was this sense of victimhood and righteousnleasléd the Chinese government to demand
formal apologies, which were largely symbolic issureinternational politics. For China, both
incidents fit into the Chinese “victimization naive” that reflected China’s long history of
suffering at the hands of Western powers, and geddrom the U.S. were a way to claim
moral justice, a precondition for maintaining amat relationship with the U.S. Furthermore,
seeking apologies rather than revenge indicateddaamd peaceful response from the Chinese
government toward perceived humiliations, and gersed China’s national interests—

preventing a derailment of Sino-U.S. relations awamn-essential bilateral issues.

Another case that illustrated the claim that Clsimational identity has played a
significant role in making Chinese foreign policythe post-Mao era is the deterioration of Sino-
Japanese relations over issues of history and sigvey. The Japanese government’s attitude
toward its crimes during WWII, specifically Japaedsaders’ repeated visits to the Yasukuni

Shrine despite opposition from, not only China, &lsb South Korea, were considered deeply

138 For example, non-intervention in the domesticiedfaf sovereign states, UN votes, and long
standing aid to Africa. In addition, Empathy for—tfast interest concurrence with—the
“underdog” is reflected in its foreign policy priptes toward developing countries (for example,
identification with developing states in the UN &hd WTO or refusal to join the G-8).
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offensive to the Chinese people. Such incidenthibhfigve been a Japanese domestic issue, were
it not for the symbolism of paying respects togdlé war criminals have hindered Sino-Japanese
relations. Despite China and Japan having mutuai@uic interests and the fact that more than
six decades has passed since the end of WWII, Ghartger historical memories of the wars

with Japan still influence China’s foreign policward Japan. Furthermore, such matters have
been worse once the two countries locked themsetteserritorial disputes over the status of

the Diaoyu Islands. In recent years, the Chinesemment has been increasingly assertive on
the claim of its sovereignty over these uninhabrtezks. From a Chinese national identity
perspective, after the Japanese government “nditiedathese islands, without assertive actions
to reclaim the Diaoyu Islands, they would have eng@l a repeat of the victimization experienced
during the “century of humiliations.” On the onendaalthough the Diaoyu Islands do not pose
much strategic or economic significance comparatiedChina’s overall economic relations

with Japan, the Chinese government had little ébig to stand up firmly against the Japanese
claims triggered by the aggrieved nationalism imn€se society. On the other hand, the Chinese
government has so far acted carefully not to mha&edisputes a trigger to alter China’s tendency
toward a peaceful foreign policy. Specificallyhas opted not to use force to resolve disputes
with Japan. However, if the confrontations persiatjonal pride and aggrieved nationalism

might triumph over a rational calculation of costsl benefits, and China may pursue a more

aggressive foreign policy toward Japan.

In sum, by using China’s national identity to expl€hina’s relationship with other
states, | aim to add non-material interests inéolthsket of China’s national interests, thereby
providing a complementary understanding of Chifi@‘sign policy behavior for the past six

decades.
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Realism and Chinese Foreign Policy

In the case study sections of the dissertationgdbssdeational reasons | analyzed, realist
calculations of the PRC'’s foreign policy clearljlirenced China’s decisions to enter the Korean
War and to form the Sino-Soviet alliance during 1#880s. Notwithstanding the risk of joining
the Korean War, the fact that the U.S. had occupaaian, and the perception that the U.S. was
planning an invasion of the Chinese mainland, pdigt@nese elites to fight the Americans in
Korea, rather than later in China. Thus, at a tivhen the PRC had barely emerged from its own
civil war, fighting the U.S. was not aimed at baleng against the U.S., but was considered vital
to China’s own stability. However, the side effetthe war, in which a weak military power
stood up to the world’s strongest power, was tengjfthen China’s confidence in anti-

imperialism, an important component of China’s tationary internationalism.

China’s alignment with the Soviets in the early @9% another case that illustrates realist
considerations in foreign policy. However, from terspective of national identity theory, such
an alignment was problematic from the very begign@®n the one hand, China’s economic and
strategic concerns were the predominant reasortkdalignment with the Soviet Union. Not
only did the Soviet Union support the Chinese Comistuevolution, but it also provided
material aid and diplomatic support to the newmegisomething China could not obtain from
the U.S. at that time. On the other hand, the Gleigovernment made significant concessions,
reflecting a compromise of its sovereignty and éigueith the Soviets. Thus, aligning with the
Soviet Union entailed a trade-off for the Chindséerating an inferior status in order to
maintain regime stability. Nonetheless, a weakiéssalism is revealed by the Sino-Soviet split

in the 1960s. By simultaneously opposing both supeers, China’s foreign policy behavior

237



contradicts realist explanations, which would pecethat China would remain in aligned with the

Soviet Union.

In the post-Mao era, when China has been increlgsimggrated into the world, balance of
power and balance-of-threat behaviors have begeliaabsent from Chinese security behavior.
Balance-of-power theory predicts that a rising @samilitary and economic power will transfer
its power to balance against U.S. primacy. Howesarh behavior has been missing since the
end of the Cold War. In the beginning of the posteMera, the Chinese economy was less than
one-tenth of that of the United States. FurthermmGirena has neither tried to align with U.S. nor
to balance against it. China’s increasingly cladatrons with Russia, and even India, Brazil and
other developing countries, could potentially basidered external balancing behavior.
However, there is little evidence that China isstaicting anti-U.S. alliances or undermining
U.S. alliances globally or regionally, and its b@bais nowhere near the degree to which the

Soviet Union competed with the U.S. during the CMal.

However, China’s post-Cold War security behaviarassistent with the power
maximization tendency predicted by neo-realismifm0 era China has seized every
opportunity to maximize its economic and militaiyweer in the region. Nonetheless, China’s
power maximizing behavior in the post-Cold War israot rooted completely in insecurity
generated by structural changes in the interndtsystem. It is also rooted in its national
identity, in particular, its identity of being aggavictim from military and economic
backwardness. Thus, the Chinese leadership belibata relatively peaceful post-Cold War era
provides a window of opportunity to increase Chsn&lative capabilities rapidly and thereby

enhance its international status in order to preitself from potentially being bullied by others.
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Liberalism and Chinese Foreign Policy

In the post-Mao era, on most of my cases, Chinasegh policy behavior conforms to neo-
liberal expectations in some degrees. The Sinoedo@conciliation of the 1980s and the Sino-
Russian partnership of the 1990s clearly illustthg the pursuit of economic cooperation and
development trumped China’s concerns of militargusiy against the former USSR and later
Russia. China’s post-Mao era identity change altbiéo focus on economic development as
the United States and the Soviet Union intensitiedr hostility during the Reagan years of the
1980s. On the one hand, with the phoenix risingtitheand a pragmatic foreign policy, China
was able to have a balanced relationship with te#hJ.S. and the Soviet Union. On the other
hand, China’s “three conditions” for Sino-Sovieteaciliation, which took the two countries

almost a decade to achieve, also indicated Chamishegemonic national identity.

After the end of the Cold War, Sino-Russian relaimainly focused on economic
cooperation and stability in the region, rathenthdalitary alignment. From China’s vantage
point, Russia’s role in the Sino-Russian relatigmsh as a provider of energy resources for
China’s economic development, and not a strategjitmpr for confronting or counterbalancing
U.S. power. As a declining power, the Russian naiiwv in the Sino-Russian partnership also
appears to be an economic one—keeping Russiantireduand energy exports afloat—and not
primarily an anti-American strategic one. From tiaéional identity perspective, a rising China
has not further exploited Russia’s weakness to gglira economic and military advantages

through a strategic partnership.

In the post-Mao era, Chinese foreign policy towissaheighbors also illustrates a liberal

approach to international relations. Realism waarketlict that small powers like Vietham and
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North Korea, both of which maintained close tiethv@hina during the Mao era, ought to make
alliances with China. In return, China would pravgkecurity umbrellas to these countries or use
them to balance against the U.S. Nonetheless, Ghimdtilateral diplomacy in solving the
Cambodian issues, its active brokerage on the &ig¢Halks in solving the North Korean
nuclear crisis, and its increasingly close relaiamth India in the post-Mao era, illustrate that
the neo-liberal perspective is more useful to ustded China’s foreign policy toward small

states.

In fact, in the pursuit of economic development eeglonal stability, China made
compromises in military security. Vietham’s invasiof Cambodia in 1978 pushed ASEAN
countries closer to China, and in the UN they fatraesuccessful united front in blocking
Vietham’s expansion in Southeast Asia. It was Chifisst major endeavor of multilateral
diplomacy in an international dispute since the RIS founded. In the end, after more than a
decade’s negotiations, Vietnam retreated from Cahabpeacefully and regional stability was
restored. In the North Korean nuclear crisis cagen North Korea threatened the peace and
stability of the region, along with the U.S., Chmade efforts to help rein in North Korea
through the Six-Party Talks and the UN Security @oiu The Chinese government appeared to
believe that stability on the peninsula would HEstealized by economic development. In the
end, China’s efforts to curb North Korea’s nuclaarbitions appear not to have been sufficient
to change Pyongyang’s policy since the multilateegjotiations on the North Korean nuclear
issue have thus far been fruitless. Nonethelessg ils no evidence that China is using North

Korea as a buffer state or to balance against tBe U

The post-Mao era’s Sino-Indian relations, from egrto partnership, can also be explained
through neo-liberalism. Since the post-Mao eranp@las put aside issues of territorial disputes
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with India, and effectively brought Sino-Indianagbns back to the path of normalization and
development. In the 1990s, both sides reached mgras that border disputes should not affect
economic cooperation. On account of this concém Ghinese government has been restrained
in response to India’s 1997 nuclear tests. Evesr &hina was labeled the primary “threat” to
India, Sino-Indian relations resumed normalcy ates brief setback was over. Today, China
and India have forged a strategic partnership priyneoncerned with the development of the
two countries’ economies and strengthened econoaaperation. Although not all realist
observers predict that the current Sino-Indian pkA@nd cooperative relations can persist, for
the pursuit of mutual geo-economic benefits expllaetranquility of Sino-Indian relations in

the post-Mao era.

Multiple Theories and Chinese Foreign Policy

In the end, Chinese foreign policy in some of thses | studied can be explained by
multiple theories, each providing partially but ggaisive explanations. In these cases, the causes
of Beijing’s foreign policy behavior are eclecticategrating collective memory, pragmatic
calculations, and external normative and mateni@i€nces within its frame. In IR studies, it has
gradually become acceptable to have an eclectimaphp toward foreign policy behavior. In fact,
some versions of liberalism converge with some $ygfeconstructivism with regard to the
significance of ideas, values, and multilateratitnsons in constraining actors and reshaping
their preferences (Haas 2001). In addition, mamstractivists share with classical formulations
of liberalism a normative concern for progress mated on the idea that the relevant actors and
their interests are not fixed, but variable, emlsetich a wider set of social relationships and

amenable to the pressure of social norms and rperatiasion (Reus-Smit 2001).
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In the case of the 1996 Taiwan Strait crisis ardcdse of China’s 2009 refusal to form a G-
2 with the U.S., both involve rational and ideaibconsiderations in China’s foreign policy
making. In the 1996 Taiwan Strait crisis, the canas the U.S. granting a visa to the Taiwanese
president, considered by the Chinese as both &#tate provocation” and a change of U.S.
foreign policy from the “one China policy.” Such awverreaction was rooted not in a rational
calculation on U.S. politics, but more of a demaattsin of China’s non-compromising stance on
its sovereignty claim over Taiwan and perceived tations from the U.S. side, which was also
associated with China’s own victimhood identityr Barationalist, the issuing of an entry visa to
the Taiwanese president was largely a trivial isand may not have resulted in China’s
antagonism. But the Chinese government, facingnareasingly popular Taiwanese
independence movement, was also eager to knowothieg intentions of the U.S. on this
issue. Hence, eventually by using the tactics aiit@ launches over the Taiwan Strait, the
Chinese government aimed to send signals to thethaSit was serious about deterring
Taiwanese independence, and the U.S. would beay loeats if it confronted the “one China
policy.” As a response, the U.S. also sent its signals to the Chinese that it was serious in
defending Taiwan by deploying two aircraft carrigyshe Taiwan Strait. In the end, both sides
got signals from each other, and neither side Ingdrdgention of changing the status quo, thus,
the crisis was solved peacefully. In sum, bothoralist and Chinese national identity theories

can explain the Chinese foreign policy moves onl9@6 Taiwan Strait crisis.

In addition, China’s refusal to form a G-2 with tHeS. can be explained by both rationalist
and ideational factors in Chinese foreign poliayprf the perspective of Chinese national
identity, joining the G-2 to co-manage world affawith the U.S. indicated that China was

willing to become a “co-hegemon” with the U.S. Ho®g such a stance would have been
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antithetical to China’s long-held national identitfyanti-hnegemonism. In addition, China has
been associated with the developing countries altldinon-alignment foreign policy dating
back to the 1960s. Instead, the post-Mao era Céifoesign policy has been advocating
pluralism in world affairs. All of these ideatiorfalctors moved China to oppose the G-2
proposal. From a rationalist perspective, the Gergpvernment had reasons to doubt the
sincerity of the U.S. offer of G-2 status to Chitianight have been from the practical
perspective that the U.S. needed China during tbbabFinancial Crisis, but once the crisis had
passed, the U.S. was not ready to share world figlaigeerole with China. In addition, China
lacked the material capacity, particularly compatiilitary strength to match the U.S. All these
rational considerations may also be reasons tleaCtiinese government turned down the G-2
proposal. The above cases combined both a ratsb@ald ideational understanding of Chinese
foreign policy and, in the end, it is difficult tmnclude which approaches serve as a better

framework to understand Chinese foreign policy.

Implications for IR Theory of China’s Resurgence

Following these three IR paradigms, current scisbigron the behavior of a resurgent
China is divided into three schools, each of wlanlicipates its consequences for the current
liberal world order. Among the pessimists, the ‘{@hthreat” school exemplifies the realist
paradigm. It argues that a rising China, like isiihig powers in history, causes instability in the
existing system by threatening the dominant powkrs.“engagement school,” following the
neo-liberalism paradigm, argues that since thell@#s China has benefited from the existing
geo-economic state of affairs, and has followed tes and norms established by the Western
countries. Hence, China is a “stakeholder” rathanta challenger to the status quo of the

current international system. Finally, an “altermativilization school,” as opposed to the
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standard of “civilization” (a Westphalian systerofJows the constructivist approach, which
emphasizes the importance of ideas and normsemiational relations. This approach argues
that in order to explain the foreign policy behawb a resurgent China, one must first
understand the historical foundations of East Asid China. My work employs this approach,
using Chinese national identity in different erasibhderstand and explain the contemporary

Chinese foreign policy behavior.

Realism and the Resurgence of China

Classical realists and structural realists converdeeir assumption that great powers
balance against the military strength of emergiogqrs (Waltz 1979; Morgenthau 1967).
Realism, drawn in particular from the experienceetugee scholars’ from wartime Europe,
sees every rising power as a threat (Hoffman 191ti% balance-of-power theory proposes that
states join in alliances in order to avoid domiolatby stronger powers. Mearsheimer, notably,
argues that China will follow in the footsteps dier great powers, and is bound to be
“unpeaceful” (2006, 2009). Lynch argues that realiemains th&i (basis) of China’s foreign
policy decision-making (2009). Others focus on @Hrgrowing military capabilities that pose
threats to its neighbors’ security, and may evdhttiareaten U.S. security (Goldstein 1997;
Shenkar 2006; Fishman 2005). Friedberg sees thead failing to act expeditiously enough to
counter China’s growing strength and offers a “wakecall” to U.S. leaders and policymakers
arguing that a contest for supremacy between tbectwntries will shape the international
politics of the twenty-first century (2011). Martdacques believes that because it is not a
stakeholder in the existing order, a resurgent &hiil demand new agendas for organizing the
basic logic and principles of international ordenus, he believes that China will use its growing

power to push world politics in an illiberal direart (2009). Sharing the assumption of the
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inevitable collision between China and the U.S.gkMVhite argues that the two need to reach a
power-sharing agreement in Asia to prevent a mylitanflict (2013). For instance, White

argues that President Obama’s policy of reasseltifg primacy in Asia to contain China could
be dangerous. In sum, realists tend to believeahasurgent China threatens the dominance of

the U.S. both militarily and economically.

Among modified realist arguments, Henry Kissingiilautes China’s rapid military
buildup in recent years to the avoidance of enement by the United States and its allies
(2011). He anticipates that the United States amdaCwill fall into strategic conflict, similar to
the pre-World War | European structure, with ealdt seeking to undermine the others’
influence and reach (Kissinger 2011:518). Stillenticholars speculate that domestic pressures
within China—increasing income and wealth dispesitidivergent interests among different
government institutions, and problems with the leyatem—may affect China’s international
behavior (Peerenboom 2007). David Shambaugh, dails,China an “incomplete superpower”
with a series of competing and sometimes confliciimternational identities (2013). Overall, for

these scholars, China lacks the capacities to ntagchinited States, despite its resurgence.

The “China threat” arguments suffer from deficiescon both theoretical and empirical
grounds. Theoretically, realist theory in the Westxtrapolated from a predominantly Western
historical IR experience and draws heavily from plagerns of the first-time rising powers such
as Britain, Napoleonic France, post-Meiji Japamn@y after Bismarck, and the Soviet Union.
European countries and Japan asserted their nedvfmawer in relentless expansions at the
expense of other nations (Hsiung 2009, 2012). faery has an inherent weakness in not being
able to account for how a former leading powermetafter a long eclipse. Although China was
the world’s leading economy and the center of aai\system of international relations from
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the eighth and ninth centuries until the Westemgys arrived in the 1820s, international
relations scholars have long ignored China’s bedradiring its ancient predominance. Among
the exceptions, Needham (1978), Frank (2004), Ma&biu(2008), Hui (2005), Kang (2007,
2010) and Hsiung (2009, 2012) provide good histband analytical insights on what may be
termed China’s long-term predominance (713-1820.A.I2 addition, as Steven Van Evera right
points out, realism fails to “go beyond geopolitioggeo-economics” (2008).

Empirically, ample evidence points to the opposftesalist assumptions. David Kang has
demonstrated effectively that the East Asian statesot balancing against China but
accommodating it (2008). Kang criticizes the raassertions that sooner or later Asian states
will balance against China by arguing that in theemce of a specific time frame, the “just wait”
response is unfalsifiable and mere rhetorical wiagldesigned to avoid troubling evidence
(2003:64). In addition, Taylor Fravel shows thatr@hhas rarely exploited its military
superiority to attain its disputed territories. [eaxample, out of its twenty-three territorial
disputes with neighboring countries, all of whigsult from imperial intrusions or meddling in
modern times, China has offered concessions imses®, or over 70%, of these conflicts
(2008). Finally, another weakness of the realitgrjppretations of China is that they come mostly
from scholars who do not specialize in Chinese siaA political scholarship. Their analyses
thus proceed from a priori assumption that mayfih@tith a country that is as large, complex
and ancient as China. The realist literature om&ls a rising power is rarely, if at all, informed
by knowledge of historical and contemporary Chinesés or of China’s foreign policy behavior
during its long predominance in history. All of Heefactors are crucial for understanding

contemporary Chinese behavior.
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In sum, my findings demonstrate that, althoughoime cases realist theory can correctly
explain China’s foreign policy behavior, such as ittial Sino-Soviet alliance in the early
1950s, exclusive use of realist theory to expldi€hinese foreign policy behavior over the past
six decades suffers from shortcomings. For exannplie later Mao era, it fails to account for
the shift in Sino-Soviet relations from amity tongity, and in the post-Mao era, it fails to
account for the fact that China has maintainedetadationships with both the U.S. and Russia.
Finally, a single-country test of realist propasiis is insufficient to either confirm or undermine
all realist claims. Despite China’s being a majowpr that should be more acutely sensitive to
structural constraints, this study merely pointsame of the potential shortcomings of the

realist paradigm.

Liberalism and the Resurgence of China

Liberalism focuses on economic integration subgsited the cooperative bent of China,
particularly in the post-Mao era. This approachuaggthat great powers can induce the
alignment of secondary powers through the userafegjic trade and investment policies
(Hirschman 1986). Through mercantilist behaviatest with disproportionate economic power
can take advantage of weaker states’ dependentteioharge markets. In this way, economic
dynamics can be carried over to bear on stratéigieraent behavior. The rise of China is an
excellent example to test this theory since Chipaiser in East Asia is due in large part to its
position at the center of the region’s increasingtggrated economy.

Indeed, area specialists tend to support this mdimtew that China has been learning and
engaging the world since the late 1970s. Among theenMIT economist Edward Steinfeld
argues that China’s growth is fortifying Americamnomercial supremacy because “China is

playing our game” and thus reinforcing the domireaotU.S. companies and regulatory
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institutions (2010). John Ikenberry argues thdtalgh China has yet to become fully embedded
in the liberal international order, it nonethelpssfits from its existence, which reduces the
possibility that an alternative global order wiél breated (2011:9). lan Johnston, the IR expert
on China at Harvard, explores the degree to whitin€3e leaders are maintaining the status quo
and indicates that China is becoming increasinglgased to international norms and rules
(2003). Similarly, Fred Bergsten suggests thalthiged States might take steps to solidify a
constructive relationship with China (2008). In trast to the realist approach, this school places
economic cooperation and engagement with Chinaeaprimary concern for foreign policy
making in the West.

Notwithstanding its explanatory powers, the exsleseliance on neoliberalism to
understand all of China’s post-Mao era foreign@ohas its dissatisfaction. Unlike liberal
aspirations that a resurgent China will furtheegrate with liberal norms and rules, China’s
peaceful internationalism associated with its matiadentity has its own distinct characteristics.
Peaceful internationalism differs from the libevadier in its objection to the imposition of one
country’s norms and practices on other states,cespeif coerced. First, China’s
hypersensitivity over sovereignty issues and aisesiess about national autonomy are unlikely
to be compatible with such liberal notions as thersality of democracy and human rights.
Second, its defensive posture on the use of f@@means of last resort contradicts Western
norms of “humanitarian interventions,” and doulbis mnorality of “democratic peace.” Third,
China’s non-alignment policy prevents it from fuigtlengaging with Western countries on
matters of sovereignty and national security. Retance, China’s refusal to join the G-2 (China
and the United States) arrangement reflected soatecns. Last, China generally opposes

unilateralism in world politics while supporting ftilateralism and mechanisms for the peaceful
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resolution of conflicts, contradicting the priviegf powerful states in a liberal world. For the
above reasons, | argue that China’s foreign pdiyavior cannot be fully accounted for by

liberal theory.

Constructivism and The Resurgent of China

Constructivist theory, focusing on culture, histand institutions, provides alternative
causal mechanisms to explain foreign policy behaiat defies rationalist analyses. It is based
on the fundamental view that ideational structunesliate how actors perceive, construct, and
reproduce the institutional and material structtiney inhabit as well as their own roles and
identities within them. (Johnston 2001; Wendt 1998@nemore 1996). In this perspective,
China’s security behavior is rooted in East AsgEst normative and security order, and should
thus be treated differently from the European Wealip model. Not surprisingly, area experts
again dominate this line of argument. David KangJRscholar on East Asia at USC focuses on
historical and identity factors that provide a $dfierarchical structure of power relations in
East Asia both in the long periods prior to Eurapealonialism and in the present (2007, 2010).
Amitav Acharya, an IR scholar at American Univeysitrgues for an analysis that focuses on
emerging East Asian regional norms, combining thé#e institutions to explain the stable
balance of power in East Asia (2009). James HsiandR scholar on China at NYU, argues that
IR theory mainly draws examples from first-timangpowers in the international system, but
has nothing to say about a country rising a setiomel Looking back to how China behaved in
the past can be used to enhance our understand@igra’s current behavior (2009, 2012).
Victoria Hui, a political scientist at the Univesof Notre Dame, argues that the origins of state
making in China and Europe are different, as theeyehdifferent views on inter-state relations

(2005). These “alternative civilization” perspeevare particularly useful to understand the rise
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of a non-Western country, as it adopts a view sintd path dependency theory drawn from
economics. Because China is different and has leehagtorically in a certain way, the country
will behave differently than other powerful statesising powers today.

Constructivism is not a specific theory of interaaal relations, but an approach in
understanding state’s behavior in addition to matérterests. The alternative civilization
arguments primarily explain, “what China is notitlball short of answering “what China is.”
Among these scholars, Peter Katzenstein callsetharection of new Confucianism a state
ideology, in the sense that it revives Confuciangsna hierarchical, reciprocal, and morally
based value system in contemporary China (2012Na8)ertheless, studies in this school have
yet to give sufficient attention to changes in Gsrself-perception and identities in two
significant historical periods: the hundred yedrsemi-colonialism and humiliation from the
mid-1800s to the mid-1900s and since the commuenstiution of 1949. The gaps between
China’s traditions and present behavior need torluolged. For instance, Kim, Fidler and
Ganguly propose that an “Eastphalia” approachewiierge as Eastern states grow and curtail
the influence of Western ideas and power that laveinated the international system,
particularly after the 2008 global economic cr{g809).

My study, using Chinese national identity as aalalg, aims to enrich the current
constructivist literature. | identify the phoeniging identity as the contemporary Chinese
national identity, a synthesis of China’s past tdess— the Confucian identity, the victimhood
identity and the identity of revolutionary intermmatalism—to understand and explain China’s
foreign policy in the post-Mao era. | argue thair@r's contemporary foreign policy behavior is
influenced by the five patterns associated withgheenix rising identity, resulting ultimately in

peaceful internationalism.
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In response to the neo-realist argument that mgiShina will de-stabilize the current world
order by challenging U.S. primacy, China’s risansfact, supportive of the stability of the
current world order. However, it also seeks to asidye liberal order to reflect to China’s own
national interests. The case studies of the Maondran compared with those of the post-Mao
era, demonstrate that Chinese national identitypleged an important, if not determining, role

in the making of Chinese foreign policy.

In sum, in the post-Mao era, following its resurggnChina will face a trade-off between
the erosion of such a narrow idea of protectingeseignty and the provision of more public
goods to the world. That is to say, the growingiiest in China of portraying itself as a
responsible member of the international commuraty pushed the Chinese to make more
compromises on issues regarding the sovereigngyviantion nexus. But faced with perceived
provocations from countries associated with théohisal suffering of China, a more aggrieve
Chinese foreign policy may also be an option fer @hinese government to adopt in order not to

repeat “the century of humiliations.”

Implications for the Future Liberal World Order

In spite of the endogenous historical and doméatitors that account for the emergence
of China’s phoenix rising identity and its pursoitpeaceful internationalism, the fact that they
mesh together could only be possible under the @okt War world order, namely the
American-led liberal international order. In thigler, the U.S. has been the dominant power
since the end of the Cold War. However, the U.8 llgeral international order was created and
has evolved over the past 60 years largely withuba’s participation. Consequently,
contemporary China maintains a dual function is thider: as a beneficiary and a potential

reformist power. China has interests and respditgbiboth to maintain the current world
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order, as well as to amend the system in accordaitkets own identity and vision. Facing this
dilemma, IR scholars have offered different anadyesticipating the impact of a rising China on

the existing world order.

The vast majority of the nations in the world héived and live in an American-led
liberal international world. The rise of the UnitStates as a dominant power after the end of
WWII was accompanied by the rise of its identitg @grand vision of a new world order. To
guote one liberal scholar, this amounts to an “otiat is relatively open, rule-based, and
progressive” (Ikenberry 2011:1-2). President WoadwWilson’s Fourteen Points speech to
Congress delivered in 1918 was arguably the mgsbitant statement of American foreign
policy in the twentieth century (Ikenberry 2009:1Bjesident Wilson was eager to build a new
world order in which the United States would lead ot dominate the world in order to make it
a better placé® Although President Wilson’s idea of liberal intationalism was not accepted
by other powers at that time, most of his ideasvaelivanced and became the basis of American
foreign policy. Even realist scholars like Henrys&inger concedes, “Wilsonianism is the

dominant tradition of American foreign policy” (1230).

There are two Chinas speaking of the relations thighAmerican-led liberal world order.

One is the China before and during the Mao erachvivias largely precluded from participating

139 According to John Ikenberry, six ideas make upsdfilanism. First, a peaceful order must be
built on a community of democratic states; sectmd, trade and socioeconomic exchange have
a modernizing and civilizing effect on states; dhinternational law and cooperation can
promote peace and strengthen the fabric of intemmaitcommunity; fourth, a stable and

peaceful order must be built around a “communitpaiver;” fifth, democracy, trade, law,
collective security were possible as the world wawing in a progressive and modernizing
direction; in the end, the United States was awvHrguard of this movement and it had special
responsibilities to lead, direct, and inspire trarld (2009:11-13).
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in the liberal international world. The other i t@hina of the post-Mao era, which is not only a

beneficiary, but also increasingly a “stakeholdarthe current world order.

When American liberal internationalism was formedhe early twentieth century, China
was precluded from either making or participatinghe world order. When President Wilson
laid out the Fourteen Points at the Conferenceertailles in 1919, despite standing next to
Allied countries, China’s Shandong province wasgfarred from a defeated Germany to Japan.
Feeling it was treated unequally and deprived td@rmational justice, the Chinese government
became the only victorious country not to signTheaty of Versailles. The May Fourth
Movement, which was launched by furious studenfgtdest the treatment China received from
the Western powers during the conference, was deresd one of the defining events leading to
the Chinese communist revolution. After the CCP wuancivil war against the KMT
government supported by the U.S. in 1949, the PR€ance again precluded from the
mainstream international community. There werearmél diplomatic relationships between
China and the West for two decades. The PRC hagaioin the United Nations as it would not
accept “two Chinas”— the coexistence of mainlanih@and Taiwan in the UN or any
international organization. The Korean War during 1950s was actually a war between the
PRC and the U.S.-led UN forces. For China, badk¢ol950s and the 1960s, international
organizations were dominated by the Western povaeic,in them, developing countries like
itself would not find the justice and equality thenpmised. China only rejoined the international
community in 1971 when Taiwan was stripped of @atsn the United Nations. An embrace of
the market economy and free trade came seven lgarsonly after Deng Xiaoping regained

power in 1978.
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In the post-Mao era, China has become a benefiofaayiberal international world
order. In a little more than three decades’ timen@ has become the second largest economy in
the world next to the United States. Given its entreconomic growth rate, it will surpass the
United States to become the world largest econoegsared by Purchasing Power Parity (PPP)
by the end of 2016'° On the other hand, the liberal world order hasi®elt around free trade,
open markets, and capitalism organized internallypaa opposed to national, regional or
imperial lines (lkenberry 2007:15). The United 8&tloes not only serve as the protector of a
liberal international order, but also the enginglobal economic growth, provider of public

goods of security, protector of market openness,sponsor of rules and institutions (15).

Given that China benefits from the peace, statditg development of the current world
order, China has no reason to challenge or everthvow it. Nonetheless, instead of completely
embracing the liberal international order, China hfeservations about the universality of
democracy and human rights. As Rana Mitter obsefkma appears to have been gradually
socialized into the Wilsonian international ordesywever, Chinese at all levels of society have
always found talk of self-determination and thegestion of China’s sovereignty much less
convincing than those in the West (2003:213). bxtéed by its national identity, China
advocates an idea and a policy to promote non-ctudl, non-hegemonic and non-unilateral
mechanisms of dispute resolution, which | term p&ddnternationalism, in essence a pluralist
international environment as an amendment to theeuliberal order. Similar to the formation

of American liberal internationalism in the twenltieentury, it is logical to see the formation of

140«Stepping up the pace of reform and fostering gee@nd more inclusive growth in China,”

OECD Report, March 25, 2013, available at
http://www.oecd.org/china/OECD%20China%20brochur@2eA 3.pdf (Accessed on April 4,
2013))
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peaceful internationalism influenced by contemppf@hinese national identity (“Phoenix

rising” identity) over the past three decades.

Is China’s peaceful internationalism compatiblehvatliberal world order? In history, the
rise of a great power is accompanied with theafdés national identity. Identity, for some
historians and political scientists, is also a disien of power (Mann 1986; Doyle 1986; Lieven
2001). In the early twentieth century, the risehaf United States symbolized the rise of liberal
internationalism, which later competed with the caummist world order and triumphed. If history

repeats itself, China’s resurgence will be accorguhhy the rise of peaceful internationalism.

Some liberal scholars argue that the liberal wortter has been challenged by the so-
called “rise of the rest,” particularly the rise@lhina, not just as an economic superpower, but as
a different civilization embedded in different idéies and cultures (Ikenberry 2008por the
U.S., the end of the Cold War in the late 1980s aisnbolized the vindication of the Wilsonian
vision. Using the words of John Ikenberry, aftex &md of the Cold War, a distinctive type of
liberal international order was created: a libéegemonic order, within which “the United
States did not just encourage open and rule-basked, @ became the hegemonic organizer and
manager of that order” (2011:2). During this peyithee United States enjoyed special rights and
privileges (2)*! In addition, the 2008 global financial crisis @he subsequent world economic
downturn originated in the United States and spteaher Western countries, further
demonstrating that the model of liberal capitalisiay have internal flaws that can damage the

reputation of the United States even without ang<China. Despite recognizing the crisis of the

141 However, the crisis of the order gradually ertiptsvo dimensions. In a short term, it was
caused by the unilateralism of President Georg8&ygh'’s “war on terror,” the invasion of Iraq
and the skepticism about multilateral rules. Whenworld order gradually becomes unipolar,
the incentives for the United States to bind itselihe global rules and institutions have
diminished as seen during the “war on terror.”
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liberal world order, liberal scholars argue thasia crisis of governance, rather than a crisis of
principles, and that it can be amended througttipalibargains. In sum, liberals see the current
world order as hierarchical with liberal charactcs, and this foundation is still strong given
the dominant power of the United States and aryafraostwar rules and international

institutions (lkenberry 2011:7).

In the dissertation, according to the ideas anttigslembedded in China’s peaceful
internationalism, China’s resurgence may underro@r&ain special rights and privileges the
U.S. enjoys. But essentially, peaceful internatisnaand American-led liberal internationalism
share many fundamental principles, such as theehadonomy, inter-state cooperation and
international institutions. In order to maintairgi@nal peace and stability, the system must
guarantee the survival and coexistence of staiesgsor weak, in a system of sovereign states.
My work provides little evidence that a resurgehir@ exploits its own unequal power over
subordinate states through alliance systems orrialgystems, or that it will move to balance

against the United States in the twenty-first centu

Currently, China is a “stakeholder” in the curremrld order, and the United States
needs to engage further with emerging powers, aadbhina, through a new bargain of power
and shared interests. According to John lkenbéngylUnited States needs to “renegotiate its
relationship with the rest of the world...giving umse of the rights and privileges” (2011:10).
With regard to future Sino-U.S. relations, as Ctbraomes a dominant state, the United States

needs to engage further with it, while yieldingttm various ways (356).

On the other hand, China’s phoenix rising identay be a double-edge sword. It can

feed, amidst China’s material rise, a rising pognalithat views China’s frictions with other
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countries through the lens of victimhood and seglfiieousness. In recent years, populist
nationalists have written books with titles likeHi@a Can Say No” and “China Is Unhappy,”
complaining about the West’s perceived unjust inegit of contemporary China from human
rights criticisms to military sanctions. Such pagtd urge the Chinese government to stand up
firmly against any type of provocation in foreigffiagrs and grumble about its characteristic

wimpiness.

Though the government ignores such voices, Chimeska does not always do so. In a
frantically commercialized world that is today’s i@, even state owned media try to “catch
eyeballs” by going the sensational route. Hawkighdits from the military get on the TV to
comment on latest international conflicts. Thougéytoften get things wrong, their neo-
nationalism can be “chicken soup” for some segmefitise population who may struggle
precariously to survive in China’s Darwinian markebnomy today but somehow find solace
and pride in China’s overall rise. With the boomafgsocial media, such populism can constrain
even an authoritarian government in external desputvolving sovereign issues, such as
territorial disputes in the East and South ChiressEor a government that stakes its legitimacy
on overcoming the “century of humiliation,” it cae difficult to take less than non-
compromising stands on those disputes. Thus orerassthe interesting but sustained
phenomenon that the Chinese state avoids conilittase disputed areas, but maintains hardline

an unyielding stand on sovereignty.

Finally, China’s foreign policy pattern of non-aligent may not always promote peace
in the large sense. For it entails that unlikelinged States, China has no intention or
mechanism to mobilize a coalition of to exerciskentive power in dealing with global crises,

security or humanitarian. Moreover, there is nareknoral justification for collective
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intervention in China’s paradigm of peaceful intgranalism, as it may involve violating
sovereignty of the intervened states. This aspeChma’s peaceful internationalism, thus, may

serve and benefit China itself more than it camaalternative to the current liberal order.

In retrospect, contemporary Chinese foreign patmyves toward peaceful
internationalism. Internationalism differs from lateralism and hegemonism in that it
substitutes the idea of the cooperation of fre@natfor the idea of a single world dominion, and
implies a belief that social well being is besteer by supporting international institutions
(Legro 2000:256). China endorses the virtues difilfiaand economic prosperity in a liberal
world order. However, it is increasingly dissatsfiwith the imposition of the “standard of
civilizations” on other states, that is, the us®@wé’s own normative paradigms of universality,
rationality and secularity to judge other statespite the latter’s different cultural and histatic

legacies.

China can best be conceptualized as a reformisepmathe current international system
or a pursuer of “peaceful internationalism,” whistboth an idea and a policy to promote non-
conflictual, non-hegemonic and non-unilateral medras of dispute resolution. As a normative
and behavioral pattern in world politics, peacafitérnationalism differs from liberal
internationalism in that it is neutral about théafedards of civilization” and normative values
while seeking to resolve frictions with any othtats within the framework of the current world

order. It is, then, essentially compatible with tuerent liberal international world order.

In the end, | agree with liberal scholars thatftitare world order relies on political
bargaining between different actors, mainly betwtenUnited States and China. So far, an

alternative to the liberal world order has notgmsfstallized. China’s peaceful internationalism

258



indicates Chinese foreign policy patterns and guilde China’s future foreign policy behavior,
but it will not yet be considered an alternativeridmrder due to its own nature and limitations.
Future Sino-U.S. relations may entail disagreemantsconfrontations. However, both countries
seem to share the wish for peace and stabilitgenatorld. This commonality determines that
China and the United States, despite maintainiaginditive political systems, histories and

values, share a similar dream—a peaceful and stadnle order.
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