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Foreword

Few issues are as important to U.S. national security analysts as China’s
military modernization, a process that has benefited directly from the past two
decades of dramatic economic expansion. This book addresses the Chinese
navy—the People’s Liberation Army Navy, or PLAN—the service that has most
dramatically benefited from increased defense funding.

This collection of essays surveys and analyzes the most important as-
pects of China’s naval modernization. The booK’s 10 chapters represent papers
delivered at a 2007 conference, but have been updated and, most importantly,
framed by expertly written introductory and concluding chapters that bring
the book firmly into the century’s second decade.

The first substantive chapter is a superb essay by Peter Swartz, one of our
most experienced and perspicacious historians of maritime strategy. Swartz
sets the tone for this impressive collection by placing China’s naval modern-
ization into historical context. Especially relevant is his conclusion that “a
rising naval power need not mean rising chances of war;’ effectively discrediting
the often heard comparison between current China-U.S. naval developments
and those of Germany and England in the years preceding World War I.

There are no weak essays in this carefully edited volume. Particularly
strong, in addition to that by Swartz, is Susan Puska’s chapter on PLAN lead-
ership and personnel development—accomplishments more meaningful than
the acquisition of new platforms. Her efforts are supported by the essay by
Andrew Erickson and Michael Chase, who place their discussion of “informa-
tization” in a common sense context of the centralization/decentralization of
command and control.

The conclusion authored by Phillip Saunders and Christopher Yung is
a model of its kind. They update the information provided in their volume’s
essays and note the problems still lying in the path of China’s drive to deploy
a 21* century navy—problems too often overlooked by popular commenta-
tors. What this volume demonstrates convincingly is that while Beijing is un-
doubtedly modernizing and expanding its navy, significant problems still con-
front any Chinese maritime strategist who believes that a new age is dawning
in Asian waters.

The PLAN’s most significant accomplishment to date has been the con-
tinuous deployment of three-ship task groups to the Gulf of Aden for more
than two-and-a-half years, but this feat also reveals the PLAN’s limited abil-
ity to project power away from home waters. No less a personage than China’s
defense minister, General Chen Bingde, in a speech at National Defense
University in Washington, DC, on May 18, 2011, described these deployments

Xi



xii

as “greatly stressing” his navy’s capability and implied that they would have to
be ended in the near future.

In fact, PLAN composition and capabilities are markedly different from
previous major naval construction programs conducted by emerging world
powers. China’s new navy relies more on unmanned cruise and ballistic mis-
siles than on manned aircraft, and more on submarines than surface vessels.
It also remains entangled in serious service rivalries within a Chinese military
still dominated by the army and has no combat, and little operational, experi-
ence on the high seas.

Nonetheless, China is deep into the process of creating its strongest navy
since that built and commanded by Zheng He, the famous admiral who led
seven major expeditions to the far reaches of the Indian Ocean in the early
16™ century. Admiral Zheng’s navy accomplished little of lasting importance,
however, as domestic political considerations and shifting national security
concerns drove Beijing to other priorities. There certainly is no assurance that
a similar fate awaits today’s PLAN, but its emergence as a modern navy of note
is just that. This book, The Chinese Navy: Expanding Capabilities, Evolving
Roles, is aptly titled.

Bernard D. Cole
Washington, DC
July 2011
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Introduction

Christopher D. Yung and Phillip C. Saunders

The People’s Liberation Army Navy (PLAN) has shifted to the forefront
of Chinese military modernization. Aided by increased budgets and improved
domestic shipbuilding capabilities, the PLAN is making significant progress in
its modernization efforts. This includes unprecedented procurement in recent
years of seven classes of modern destroyers and frigates, five classes of subma-
rines (two of which are nuclear powered), and other force enhancements such
as three types of capable maritime interdiction aircraft, fast missile boats, and
amphibious warfare ships. The PLAN has also been on the cutting edge of mili-
tary diplomacy and a key player in efforts to accomplish the New Historic Mis-
sions proclaimed by Hu Jintao, General Secretary of the Chinese Communist
Party (CCP) and Chairman of the Central Military Commission (CMC). The
2008 Gulf of Aden deployment of three PLAN surface combatants followed
up by seven similar follow-on missions suggests that the PLA Navy’s role in
military diplomacy will continue to grow. The Gulf of Aden deployment, the
Chinese navy’s global circumnavigation in 2002, and the increased frequency
of exercises with Southeast Asian, South Asian, and Russian navies highlight
the PLAN's increasingly important role as an instrument of People’s Republic
of China (PRC) national policy.

Given these important trends, the RAND Corporation, the Chinese
Council on Advanced Policy Studies (CAPS), the Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace (CEIP), and the Institute for National Strategic Studies
(INSS) of the U.S. National Defense University chose the Chinese navy as the
topic of their 19" annual conference on the People’s Liberation Army (PLA).
The conference that convened in Taipei in November 2007 brought together
many of the top PLA experts along with leading specialists on naval issues to
discuss a wide range of topics related to the PLA Navy. This volume collects the
best papers presented at the conference, most of which have been updated to
reflect post-conference developments.

This book is divided into four thematic sections. The first section (chap-
ters 1 and 2) sets the scene for later chapters via a historical discussion of the
experience of other rising major powers in relation to their maritime capabili-
ties and by examining the naval modernization efforts of other Asia-Pacific
countries. The second section (chapters 3, 4, and 5) addresses the range of ratio-
nales for China’s naval modernization that animate Chinese debates. In the next
section, chapters 6 and 7 address the specifics of PLA Navy force capabilities.

Xv



XVi YUNG AND SAUNDERS

Finally, chapters 8,9, and 10 address how the PLA Navy might use its improved
naval capabilities. The concluding chapter summarizes the overall findings of
the conference and the individual chapters.

Captain (USN, Ret.) Peter Swartz’s “Rising Powers and Naval Power”
opens the first section. This chapter reviews the history of “previous rising
powers” and the rationales for, use of, and effect of their naval development
during the modern era. Using this historical framework the chapter draws a
set of preliminary observations and conclusions that help address five critical
questions concerning rising naval powers: 1) How have previous rising powers
viewed and utilized naval power? (as a tool for expanding their wealth, power,
and influence); 2) What were the key arguments and objectives that led previ-
ous rising powers to invest in naval modernization? (finite domestic resources,
other needs, and sustaining national and imperial economies); 3) What were
the geopolitical consequences of the decision to invest in naval moderniza-
tion? (fostering of the expansion of trade and overseas commerce and changes
in balance of power); 4) What factors made naval arms races among rising
powers and others more or less likely? (wealth of nations, nature of the in-
ternational political system, public opinion, national enmities, and deliberate
government decisions); and 5) How should current Chinese and Indian
efforts to build naval capabilities be viewed in light of this historical experi-
ence? Swartz notes that “previous rising great powers have generally viewed
naval power as an important—indeed, often vital—tool for expanding their
wealth, power and influence” and characterizes current Chinese and Indian
efforts as “normal” in light of this historical experience. The chapter concludes
that although past historical experience of rising naval powers shows “no
dearth of conflict and blood,” a “rising naval power need not mean rising
chances of war” Rather than the traditional “zeal for empire” or a quest for a
“place in the sun,” there are a number of legitimate traditional and nontradi-
tional security interests that motivate any rising power to deploy naval power
commensurate with its rising national status.

The next chapter is Richard Bitzinger’s “Recent Developments in Naval
and Maritime Modernization in the Asia-Pacific: Implications for Regional
Security.” This chapter offers an assessment of naval modernization in contem-
porary East Asia, including Japan, Korea, Australia, India, and Southeast Asia.
First, it outlines the drivers and enablers of naval modernization and buildup in
the Asia-Pacific region. These include China, regional competition, changing
military requirements, rising defense budgets, a buyers’ market, and an
element of national prestige. Bitzinger describes the trend underway in East
Asia today as “modernization plus,” which is not quite a “revolution in military
affairs” but more than merely replacing and updating existing hardware. In
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many cases, nations are developing new capabilities to increase interoperability
with U.S. forces, to improve their ability to contribute to coalition operations,
or to serve as counter-China capabilities. China is a factor in regional naval
modernization (especially in the cases of Japan and possibly India), but is not
necessarily the main driver. For many states, other issues such as sovereignty
enforcement, economic interests, and local security concerns are more crucial.
Bitzinger describes the changes under way in East Asia as promoting “arms
competitions, not arms races.”

The second section addresses rationales for Chinese naval modern-
ization. M. Taylor Fravel and Alexander Liebman, in “Beyond the Moat: The
PLAN’s Evolving Interests and Potential Influence,” analyze how the PLA Navy
sees its roles and responsibilities changing as China’s economy and national
interests expand. It also assesses the extent to which the PLAN is an influen-
tial policy actor as defined by its ability to shape or influence “national poli-
cy goals and priorities beyond the arena of naval affairs” The authors analyze
the frequency of articles on key naval topics in the PLAs leading newspapers
and the frequency and content of relevant articles in military publications. The
chapter finds evidence of “change and continuity” on both accounts. Traditional
and long-standing concerns over Taiwan, territorial sovereignty in the South
and East China Seas, and defense of China’s coast remain “crucially impor-
tant” However, the PLAN is increasingly “casting itself as the protector of
China’s economy” and using this reasoning as a “selling point” to increase the
PLAN budget and resources. The PLAN is making four main arguments for
an increased role in national security policy: 1) protection of China’s mari-
time resources; 2) protection of the developed East Coast and its sea lanes;
3) creation of a strong navy to stimulate or generate a stronger economy; and
4) carrying out major peacetime missions and functions. Specific areas where
the PLAN may shape the national policy debate include international maritime
law (an area where the government has yet to clarify its position), the develop-
ment of a strong and centralized maritime law enforcement agency similar to
the U.S. Coast Guard, and sea lane security.

Daniel Hartnett’s and Frederic Vellucci’s “Toward a Maritime Security
Strategy: An Analysis of Chinese Views Since the Early 1990s” also addresses
Chinese rationales for naval modernization. The chapter samples articles writ-
ten by Chinese military and civilian maritime security specialists from the early
1990s to the present to construct an overview of China’s internal debate on
maritime strategy concepts. Based on the amount of disagreement in authori-
tative open source writings, the chapter concludes that although China does
not yet have a fully defined maritime strategy, it is in the process of creating
one. Many Chinese authors advocating greater emphasis on the maritime
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domain invoke the need to develop a concept of “sea consciousness” among the
Chinese people. On topics such as “command of the sea,” the amount of debate
varied between “differences of opinion” to “hotly contested disagreement.” The
chapter identifies several trends likely to emerge in any future Chinese com-
prehensive maritime strategy. Taiwan is not the sole issue used in justifying
PLAN development; maritime rights and economic interests are also very
important. As China becomes more dependent on maritime resources, its
security strategy will expand further into the maritime arena. The operational
range of the PLAN is likely to expand to protect maritime access and security.
In any future scenarios other than Taiwan, the PLAN will likely play “a large—
but not central—role” in tandem with a maritime police force and various
forms of international cooperation.

Although it was not originally part of the conference, the editors have
included Professor Nan Li’s chapter as part of this volume because it provides
an excellent description of Chinese maritime strategy that illuminates the
larger context for Chinese naval modernization and Chinese naval activities.
This chapter first shows that China’s naval strategy has undergone two major
changes: from “near-coast defense” prior to the mid-1980s to “near-seas active
defense” after the mid-1980s, and then to the advancement of a “far-seas
operations” strategy. This chapter also argues that changes in naval strategy and
capabilities can be explained by a combination of major variables, including
the role of naval leadership and personal experience, endorsement of civilian
leadership, changing perception of external security environment, availability
of funding and technologies, and institutionalization of naval research.

The third section of this volume focuses on the specific capabilities of
the PLA Navy. Ronald O’Rourke’s “PLAN Force Structure: Submarines, Ships,
and Aircraft” provides a thorough examination of the force structure of the
Chinese navy. It includes an analysis of the submarine force, discusses pos-
sible Chinese aspirations for an aircraft carrier, and reviews developments in
PLAN destroyers, frigates and fast attack craft, amphibious ships and land-
ing craft, and naval aircraft. The ability of the different parts of the PLAN
force structure to operate together varies greatly depending on the prospective
operations the PLAN would conduct in a potential Taiwan contingency. These
different components can also be used in support of Chinas broader and
longer-term goals, including diplomatic port calls and day-to-day presence and
engagement, humanitarian or disaster-relief operations, amphibious operations
on disputed maritime territories, escorting merchant shipping, or (in the case
of submarines and land-based aircraft) collecting day-to-day surveillance and
intelligence information.
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Colonel (USA, Ret.) Susan Puska’s “Getting Rid of the Rust: Preparing
Chinese Navy Leaders for High-tech War” examines the PLAN’s attempts to
integrate its new advanced equipment with competent and qualified person-
nel. Framing the question in Chinese terms, Puska asks whether the Chinese
navy can acquire and develop personnel and leaders who are both “red” and
“expert” Despite understanding the increased importance of “people” to the
operation of technologically advanced equipment, the PLAN still struggles
over the red versus expert debate. The chapter looks at the major impediments
that the PLAN faces in leadership and personnel management and the steps
necessary for the PLAN to address these shortfalls. The chapter concludes that
the PLAN has taken some steps to address these problems including changes
to the quality of personnel accessions, the development of a noncommissioned
officer (NCO) corps, and improvements in training. The role of the Party
committee, Party corruption, the army’s dominance of the navy, and a host of
other obstacles still inhibit PLAN attempts at personnel improvements, how-
ever. The development of the NCO corps is a work in progress and the PLAN
still lacks well-educated personnel at all levels who can take advantage of new
high-tech equipment.

The final section addresses how the PLA Navy might use its emerging
capabilities. Rear Admiral (USN, Ret.) Michael McDevitts “The PLA Navy
Antiaccess Role in a Taiwan Contingency” analyzes how the PLAN could con-
duct antiaccess operations during a Taiwan assault scenario. McDevitt first
examines the Soviet experience in antiaccess warfare, noting that the PLAN
faces the same operational problem that the Soviets faced: defense against attack-
ing carrier forces. The chapter discusses how the PLAN is currently approaching
antiaccess operations and how Chinese experts see Chinese antiaccess opera-
tions developing in the future. The chapter argues the PLAN is centering anti-
access strategy on open ocean surveillance, land-based aircraft capable of firing
cruise missiles, submarines, and the prospect of maneuverable warhead ballis-
tic missiles. The PLAN needs considerable improvement in all these areas to
successfully carry out this antiaccess strategy. In particular, the PLAN will have
to develop better ocean surveillance to reliably and consistently utilize the an-
tiaccess “weapons triad” McDevitt argues that the United States will continue
to develop ways to counter these Chinese capabilities, likely resulting in “an as-
sured access versus antiaccess capabilities competition between the United
States and China?”

Rear Admiral (USN, Ret.) Eric McVadon’s “The PLA Navy as an Instru-
ment of Statecraft” discusses how the PLA Navy is employed as an instrument
of statecraft through both the “use” (implying readiness to employ or actually
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use weapons) and “nonuse” (existence and imposing presence without overt
readiness or threat to use firepower) of naval power. The author explains that
the Chinese may view the “development and deployment” of a capable navy
but the exercise of “caution and restraint” in its use as best serving China’s
interests. Employment of the PLA Navy in a “nonuse of force” role has become
an increasingly relevant element of China’s comprehensive national power, fit-
ting well with a general strategy favoring nonmilitary tools to achieve security.
The chapter considers three other categories of the PLA Navy’s statecraft roles
in recent years. The 2005 deployment of a Sovremennyy-led Task Group to the
Chunxiao gas field in the East China Sea represents a case of decisive “rever-
sion to gunboat diplomacy” in confronting Japan. The F-8 and EP-3 aircraft
collision, Han and Song submarine encounters, and survey ship intrusions are
examples of the PLA Navy’s use as an instrument of statecraft vis-a-vis Japan
and the United States. However, this is naval statecraft with Chinese charac-
teristics—sometimes inept and often representative of Beijing’s unique view
of maritime affairs. Finally, China also uses the PLA Navy to perform military
diplomacy in a conventional manner through port visits around the world,
exercises with foreign navies, and senior officer visits. The chapter concludes
that despite cases of reckless or irresponsible use of the PLA Navy, there
are also “legitimate,” positive roles which the international community can
encourage and reinforce. McVadon argues that this creates a realistic prospect
of maritime cooperation between the United States and the PRC.

No discussion of PLAN modernization (or PLA modernization in gen-
eral) would be complete without reference to the issue of “informatization”
Andrew Erickson and Michael Chase of the U.S. Naval War College
discuss this subject in the chapter “Informatization and the Chinese People’s
Liberation Army Navy” This chapter explores PLAN efforts at informatiza-
tion and its implications for command and control and joint operations. The
research draws on a variety of Chinese-language publications to survey how
the concept of informatization is defined in naval terms and how it relates to
current PLAN capabilities in integration of command, control, communi-
cations, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (C4ISR),
conducting joint operations, training and education, and the modernization of
PLAN command and control. The chapter concludes that implementation of
informatization and modernization of Chinese C4ISR have clearly become top
priorities for the PLAN. However, there are still many gaps between the theo-
ry of informatization and the operational practice and implementation. There
appears to be a debate on PLAN “connectivity” theories and between
advocates of centralization and decentralization of command and control.
Will increased C4ISR capabilities push information to lower levels or will
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they further empower the center? The Chinese leadership may hold an overly
optimistic expectation that informatization can fully relieve the fog of war and
battlefield uncertainty. This new reliance on modern C4ISR capabilities will
also leave China more vulnerable to command and control warfare. Finally, the
chapter considers if the PLAN has the same metric for integration of C4ISR as
the U.S. Navy. The PLAN could approach the concept not from a “one weapon,
one target” approach relying on individual operators, but instead by emphasiz-
ing a large arsenal of missiles meant to overwhelm the defenses of a targeted
naval group without concern for individual accuracy or collateral damage.

Collectively, these chapters provide considerable insight into the drivers
of Chinese naval modernization, how this is being reflected in PLAN hardware
acquisitions and personnel policies, and how the PLAN may use its new capa-
bilities both in peacetime settings and in event of military crisis or conflict. In
most instances, the authors were able to update the papers that they presented
at the original conference to reflect new information. However, in a few in-
stances, the authors were unable to update their papers due to time constraints
or other unavoidable circumstances. Although the content of those papers
remains valid, we should highlight some of the developments that have
taken place since the conference in November-December 2007. These include
the 2008 Gulf of Aden deployment and the PLAN’s subsequent missions to
that area for the purposes of conducting counterpiracy operations; increas-
ingly open discussion by PLA officers about Chinese plans to acquire aircraft
carriers; problems in flight testing of the JL-2 submarine-launched ballistic
missile that have delayed the operational capability of the Jin-class nuclear-
powered ballistic missile submarine; and heightened regional tensions over
China’s disputed maritime territorial claims in the South China Sea and East
China Sea, and within its exclusive economic zone. These developments will be
discussed in greater detail in the concluding chapter of this volume.



China and Adjacent Seas

Beijing Pacifi
acific
® Ocean
. Second
China Island

Chain

Northern
. Mariana
Islands

“ First
Island
Chain

Philippine
Sea

7" Fed. States
of Micronesia

Source: Based on U.S. Department of Defense, Annual Report to Congress: Military and Security Developments Involving the
People’s Republic of China 2010 (Washington, DC: Office of the Secretary of Defense, 2010), 23.



Chapter 1

Rising Powers and Naval Power

DPeter M. Swartz

This chapter will address the following five questions:
» How have previous rising powers viewed and utilized naval power?

m What were the key arguments and objectives that led them to invest in
naval modernization?

m What were the geopolitical consequences of that decision?
m What factors made naval arms races more or less likely?

m How should current Chinese and Indian efforts to build naval capabil-
ities be viewed in light of this historical experience?

First, however, it is necessary to review the history of “previous rising
powers.” And second, it will be useful to draw some preliminary observations,
comparisons, and conclusions from this history before addressing the five
questions directly.!

Previous Rising Powers

The potential list of “previous rising powers” is enormous. At one time
or another, dozens of the nation-states and empires that have existed in this
world could have been termed “rising” This is true even when we limit the
discussion to the modern era—say, since 1500 or so. Examples might include
Sweden, Austria, the Ottoman and Mughal Empires, the Qing Dynasty,
post-unification Italy, and Mao Zedong’s China.

For purposes of this study, however, the list has been limited to nine: Por-
tugal, Spain, the Netherlands, France, Britain, Russia, Germany, Japan, and the
United States. Two were—and are—small continental countries. Three are me-
dium-sized continental nations. Two are medium-sized island states. Two are
vast continent-spanning entities. All at one time or another burst the confines
of their own immediate neighborhoods to expand their influence throughout a
significant part of the globe.* All except the United States can be said to have
risen and fallen at least once so far in their historical experience. And all have
a history that includes friendship as well as enmity toward other powers, great
and small.
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Portugal

During the late Middle Ages, Portugal managed to expel Arab armies
occupying part of its territory and to conclude an alliance with England that
would endure for centuries—although not without some notable lapses.
During the 15" century, Portugal began to produce highly effective seagoing
ships and to study and perfect the art and science of blue-water navigation.
Technologically superior at sea to most other nations of the time, Portugal
began to expand a vast trading network eastward around Africa to the Far East
and westward across the Atlantic via the Atlantic Islands to Brazil. This network
became the earliest—and ultimately the longest-lived—of the modern
European overseas empires, and was backed for half a millennium by naval
power. Portuguese voyages of exploration and discovery led to expeditionary
voyages of economic expansion and exploitation. In the 16™ century, Portugal
set up trading posts throughout the Indian Ocean littoral. Arab and Indian
dominance of that sea was smashed by superior Portuguese naval technology,
employed in blockades and expeditionary amphibious landings and assaults.
Portugal grew rich on transoceanic trade in spices, slaves, and other products.

For over two centuries, Portugal was one of the world’s major eco-
nomic, military, and political powers. Portuguese naval forces predominated
in the South Atlantic and Indian Oceans and the China Seas throughout the
16" century, and it was a contemporary Portuguese mariner who first called
Taiwan Ilha Formosa—“beautiful island” (although Portugal did not colonize
Taiwan). Portuguese hegemony in the Indies was, however, contested and
then eclipsed by the Dutch during the first half of the 17" century—in part
as a result of a 60-year Portuguese union with Spain. The Portuguese were, on
the other hand, able to hold their own against the Dutch onslaught in Brazil.

A small country with a population of little more than one million and
with little industry, early modern Portugal—despite its commercial successes—
became badly overstretched overseas. The country could not effectively defend
its posts and possessions against larger, richer, and more developed rivals. Its
technological lead was eclipsed by the superior economic, scientific, and en-
gineering resources of other rising European states. The money that Portugal
made was spent in large part on policing its empire—often with little success.
That empire became greatly reduced, especially in Asia, and during the early
19™ century, Brazil—Portugal’s largest possession—declared its independence.

Toward the end of the 19 century, however, Portugal carved out a large
new overseas empire in western and southern Africa. As an ally of Britain and
France during World War I, Portugal increased these African holdings after the
war, although by only a slight amount. The inhabitants of Portugal’s African
territories fought wars for independence in the 1960s and 1970s, until freed
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as a consequence of Portugal’s democratic revolution in 1974. Macao—one of
the last remnants of the old Portuguese Empire—reverted to China in 1999.
Today’s Portugal is a small, prosperous country of 11 million—albeit with
the smallest economy in Western Europe—and still deploys a tiny blue-water
naval force, allied with other North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
navies for over 50 years.

Spain

Spanish kingdoms had employed powerful naval forces in their wars
to expel the Arabs from Iberia, especially in the Mediterranean. Once the
Arabs were completely gone from the peninsula in 1492—and with expedi-
tionary Conquistadors staking out huge empires in the newly discovered
Americas and the Philippines—Spanish fleets attempted to dominate not only
the Mediterranean but also the Atlantic and Pacific. For 300 years, Spanish
naval forces contested those seas with the fleets of Portugal, the Netherlands,
Britain, and France, while at the same time supporting major expeditions
ashore. During the 16" and part of the 17" centuries (Spains “Golden Age”),
Spain was Europes leading great power and arguably the modern world’s
first superpower, with vast wealth derived from colonial possessions and
commerce, backed by a large naval force. Spain achieved the world’s first global
empire, with possessions in Europe, Asia, Africa, the Americas, and Oceania.
Spain even united with Portugal and its own huge empire—an arrangement
that only lasted, however, from 1580 to 1640.

Spain was able to launch—albeit unsuccessfully—an armada of over 125
warships against England in 1588. (Less well known is the Spanish victory the
following year over an “English Armada” sent to attack Spain, Portugal, and the
Azores.) The Spanish Empire was supported by a powerful, globally deployed
navy, which protected merchant shipping; suppressed piracy; escorted and
carried expeditionary troops, merchants, missionaries, and administrators;
and fended off attacking naval units from rival nations. Central to Spanish
wealth—and protected by its naval power—were immense annual convoys of
gold, silver, and other New World commodities back to the mother country.

Unable to keep the Netherlands within its empire, Spain lost its preem-
inence at sea and status as a great power by the end of the 18" century, hav-
ing become an enduring ally of France in its struggles with the British. In the
early 19" century, its main battle fleet—still the world’s third most powerful—
was all but destroyed off Trafalgar, alongside that of the French. A few decades
later, most of Spain’s American colonies won their independence. War with
the United States at the end of the century destroyed most of Spain’s then-ex-
isting residual warships. Neutral during both 20" century world wars, Spain
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today is a highly developed country with an economy among the world’s 10
largest. A NATO ally for a quarter of a century, Spain has an excellent small
blue-water navy, with ships capable of operating as integrated parts of U.S.
Navy carrier strike groups.

The Netherlands

During the 16" and early 17* centuries, the Netherlands wrested its
independence from Spain and became one of the major seafaring and
economic powers of the world. Often allied with England, the Netherlands as-
sisted the English in their defeat of the Spanish Armada. The principal roles
of the Netherlands navy became protection of the Dutch homeland from sea-
borne attack and protection and expansion of Dutch commercial operations
worldwide—first in the North Sea and Baltic, and then farther afield.

The country developed a global trading network of colonies and trad-
ing posts, often through seizing Portuguese and Spanish trading posts in
Africa, the Indian Ocean, and East Asia. Striving to dominate the international
seaborne spice trade, the Dutch developed a large naval force that broke
the back of Portuguese naval and commercial power in the Indian Ocean,
employing more effectively the same Western naval technologies and operations
(such as blockades and expeditionary amphibious landings) that Portugal had
used to such good effect against the Arabs and Indians. The Netherlands even
occupied Taiwan for almost 40 years (until expelled by Chinese military and
naval expeditionary forces) and seized a Spanish silver fleet. The 17"-century
Dutch dominated world trade, especially the traffic in slaves.

Dutch naval forces held sway east of Africa throughout the first half of
the 17™ century, until contested and then eclipsed by the rising power of its
former ally England. During the shifting great power alliances of the 18™ and
early 19" centuries, the Netherlands found itself sometimes fighting alongside
England and sometimes fighting against it, in fleet-on-fleet actions as well
as blockades and amphibious landings. By the end of the 18" century, the
Netherlands had clearly ceded its preeminent global maritime position to Great
Britain. The Napoleonic era saw the Netherlands on the side of the Emperor of
the French, with devastating results to its empire and fleet at the hands of the
British.

By the mid-19" century, the Netherlands was no longer a great pow-
er—except as a colonial power—or a great naval power. The Dutch Empire
had been reduced to only a few small possessions in the Americas but also
a vast archipelagic territory in the East Indies, requiring the Netherlands to
maintain an important second-tier navy, especially for suppressing piracy
and guarding against further encroachment on its possessions by the world’s
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contemporary great powers. The country allied its navy and empire with
Britain and the United States during World War II and joined NATO in 1949.
The Indies received their independence as Indonesia after World War IT, but the
Netherlands continued to deploy a competent, medium-sized navy throughout
the Cold War. Today, the Netherlands is one of the world’s 20 largest econ-
omies despite a population of only 16 million, and the Dutch navy remains
a small, modern blue-water force.

France

The French monarchy reached its height during the 17" century. With
the largest economy and population in Europe, France wielded great influ-
ence over European politics and economics. French naval strength was built
up considerably, especially by Cardinal Richelieu, and France developed
colonies in Africa, Asia, and America. The 17"-century French navy was com-
petent, rich, and strong enough to deploy worldwide and contest command of
the seas with the battle fleets of England and the Netherlands, as well as conduct
blockades and expeditionary amphibious raids against those nations and their
possessions, as well as Spain and Portugal.

The 18" century, however, saw a series of titanic global struggles be-
tween France and Great Britain that ended in British world colonial and naval
supremacy. The French navy was, however, able to intervene decisively dur-
ing the American War for Independence to ensure victory for the Americans
and the establishment of the United States of America. In the early 19" centu-
ry, Napoleonic France’s fleet was decimated along with that of Spain by Nelson
in a fleet-on-fleet action off Trafalgar. France, however, doggedly remained a
significant naval power throughout the 19" and 20" centuries, joining Britain
in combined naval campaigns during the Crimean War, World War I, parts of
World War II, and the Suez crisis in 1956. With its own interwar fleet largely
rendered inoperable during World War II, postwar France received significant
naval assistance from Britain and the United States, especially the provision of
aircraft carriers and naval aircraft.

France today has one of the world’s half-dozen largest economies. France’s
current navy is a robust, medium-sized blue-water force, deployed worldwide
and rivaling the Royal Navy as NATO’s second most powerful national naval
component. French navy ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs) have deployed
France’s strategic nuclear deterrent since the 1970s.

Britain

Britain’s navy descended from that of England, which was already a pow-
erful combat force at sea by the 15™ century, thanks in large part to the navalist
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policies of King Henry VIII. For the next four centuries, England—later Great
Britain—famously spent and fought its way to maritime supremacy over all
other possible rivals, including the navies of Portugal and Spain (1585-1660),
the Netherlands (1650-1675), France (1689-1815), the nascent United States
(1775-1783 and 1812-1815), and Russia (1853-1856). By the beginning of the
18" century, Britain had achieved supremacy over the Portuguese, Spanish, and
Dutch navies; by the beginning of the 19" century, it had unequivocally best-
ed the French. Through all these centuries, English—later British—economic,
commercial, and financial strength grew until Britain became the world’s
leading power in those areas. This enabled the country to adequately fund
outsized naval fleets, and those same fleets protected the trade and achieved
the victories that enabled the British economy to flourish.

England invested heavily in naval technology. For example, its bat-
tle fleet was technologically superior to the Spanish Armada in 1588. Britain
also developed sophisticated financial techniques that later enabled it to de-
ploy the world’s largest navy without bankrupting the country. British fleets
mastered the techniques of blockades and expeditionary amphibious landings,
as well as fleet-on-fleet actions. Despite its naval superiority, however, Britain
often reinforced its maritime superiority by allying with other naval powers,
including Portugal, the Netherlands in the early 17 century, Russia during the
Napoleonic Wars, and France during the Crimean War.

British naval and expeditionary superiority both allowed and benefited
from Britain’s colonial empire. British soldiers, traders, missionaries, and
administrators came by sea to what became Britain's Mediterranean, Asian,
African, American, and Oceanic possessions. In this, they were backed by the
Royal Navy. At the same time, that navy built key bases in certain of those pos-
sessions to suppress piracy; ensure freedom of commerce throughout the em-
pire; and serve as expeditionary forward bases against rival nations in Canada,
Bermuda, the West Indies, the Falklands, Gibraltar, Malta, Cyprus, Egypt,
South Africa, Aden, India, Ceylon, Singapore, Hong Kong, and Australia.

By the end of the 19" century, however, Britain was unable to deal
singlehandedly with the simultaneous challenges of the new or rebuilt
battle fleets of Germany, Japan, and the United States, now arrayed along-
side traditional European naval powers France and Russia, and all backed
by robust and growing industrial economies. A relatively declining
Britain therefore entered into a series of alliances that allowed it to defeat
Germany—its greatest rival—by mobilizing all the other great naval and
economic powers of the world alongside it, even Japan and the United States.

During the interwar period, Britain struggled to maintain its position
as the world’s leading naval power, but that position became unequivocally
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ceded to the United States by early in that country’s participation in World War II.
That war saw the Royal Navy fighting again alongside the Americans, as well
as the Dutch, the Free French, and others. During the Cold War, Britain was a
staunch NATO alliance member, and maintained the world’s third most pow-
erful navy. Britain remains one of the world’s half-dozen largest economies
and deploys a sophisticated, medium-sized navy capable of integrating well
into U.S. Navy formations. Royal Navy SSBNs have deployed Britain’s strategic
nuclear deterrent since the 1960s.

Russia

Russia scarcely had a seacoast, let alone a navy, before the reign of Tsar
Peter the Great in the 17 and 18" centuries. But Peter founded and built up
fleets for the Black Sea and the Baltic, borrowing technology and advisors from
the naval powers of Europe, especially Holland. A succession of subsequent
tsars gained extensive seacoasts for Russia along the Baltic, Black, and White
Seas and the Pacific Ocean, largely by overland conquest. Successful opera-
tionally in the Black Sea against Ottoman fleets, by the mid-18" century Russia
ranked as one of the world’s great powers. In the 19% century, Russia deployed
the world’s third strongest navy, using it in the Mediterranean during the ini-
tial decades of the century and sending its squadrons at mid-century on visits
to the United States.

With most of its Pacific and Baltic fleets destroyed by the Japanese
navy in 1905, Tsarist Russia did not deploy significant naval forces in combat
during World War I, despite a strong battleship rebuilding program. After
the overthrow of the Tsarist regime, Soviet dictator Josef Stalin maintained
an underresourced Red Fleet as a defensive arm of the Soviet state prior to
World War II, but the fleet did not conduct many significant naval campaigns
during that war. Among the most important operations that it did conduct
however, were amphibious assaults in Sakhalin and the Kurils, made possible
by the transfer to the Soviets of 150 American patrol and landing ships and craft
and the training of 12,000 Soviet sailors in American patrol and amphibious
tactics, techniques, and procedures. The Soviets likewise learned from operating
Lend-Lease and other warships that the United States and Great Britain loaned
to them during the war, and later from captured German and Italian ships,
equipment, and naval designers.

During the Cold War, the Soviet Union deployed four increasingly pow-
erful fleets around its periphery and planned to use those fleets to protect
its strategic SSBN forces, ward off NATO attacks on the homeland from the
sea, assist the Red Army, and interdict NATO sea lines of communications.
With an economy not particularly dependent on seaborne trade and with no
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important overseas allies, the specter of an Allied economic blockade of its
coasts gave the Soviets little fear. By the 1980s, the Soviet Union had a global
naval presence, powerful anticarrier ships and aircraft, and an enormous and
powerful—albeit relatively noisy—submarine force. The Soviets maintained
forward stations in all the world’s oceans, working out of client states in the
Caribbean, Africa, Asia, and the Middle East.

Much of that navy melted away with the collapse of the Soviet Union,
although the current Russian navy is showing some signs of revival. Revive
it can, since Russia still remains the world’s largest country in the area, with
vast energy resources; one of the world’s dozen largest populations and
economies; a considerable industrial, technical, and educational base; and one
of the world’s two largest nuclear arsenals.

Russias naval history has been marked by wars at sea with Turkey,
France, Britain, Japan, Germany, and other powers, and by amphibious land-
ings on Japanese-held islands. Russia participated in coordinated coalition
operations in the Mediterranean in the 19" century (especially at Navarino),
as well as in the combined and joint Boxer intervention in China in 1900.
During World Wars I and II, Russia (later the Soviet Union) was allied with
other maritime powers, but few major coordinated or cooperative naval
operations were conducted. During the Cold War, Russia dominated the small
navies of other Warsaw Pact members like Poland, East Germany, Romania,
and Bulgaria. Russia and its navy may have had the least experience as allies and
coalition members of all the countries discussed here.

Germany

Pre-unification German states were not significant naval powers, de-
spite the expanding Prussian Baltic seacoast and great shipping centers like
Hamburg and Bremen. By the 1880s, however, a unified German Empire was
deploying a significant naval force to provide coastal defense as well as secure
trade routes and far distant colonies for the rapidly industrializing and expand-
ing German economy. Then, in the late 1890s, German Emperor Wilhelm II
and his government embarked on building a world-class battle fleet that could
even challenge the Royal Navy as a “risk fleet” Wilhelmine Germany was the
quintessential “rising power;” searching for ways in which it could achieve its
“place in the sun” One of those ways would be a modern battleship-centered
steel navy, supported by a long-range cruiser force with some expeditionary
capabilities. Contemporary British, French, Italian, Austrian, and Russian
naval technologies all provided early models for the Germans to consider and
emulate. Later, German naval technology would develop its own momentum,
especially regarding submarine warfare.
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Germany entered World War I with the second strongest fleet in the
world and squadrons forward deployed all over the world. Most of what
remained of that fleet postwar, however, wound up scuttled at Scapa Flow
in 1919 while the war’s victors were looking the other way. During the war,
Germany had been allied with Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria, and Turkey, but
their naval cooperation was minimal due to the widely dispersed operating
areas of each of their navies.

A small but powerful Nazi German surface fleet was built in the 1930s,
but it was all but destroyed by the Royal Navy during World War II, as was a
large and dangerous commerce-destroying submarine fleet in both world wars.
During World War II, Germany was allied with numerous other naval powers,
including not only Japan and Italy, but also Finland, Romania, and Bulgaria.
Mutual mistrust, disparate capabilities, and dissimilar and widely separated op-
erational theaters vitiated the effectiveness of Axis naval cooperation, however.

During the Cold War, West Germany became an essential member of
the NATO alliance, and East Germany joined the Soviet Union and other East-
ern European communist states in the Warsaw Pact. Both East and West Ger-
many built up competent but modest naval forces, and today’s reunited Ger-
many—the world’s third largest economy’—deploys a competent, medium-
sized navy capable of sending units to waters as far afield as the Indian Ocean.
German industry still produces some of the very best contemporary warship
designs, especially diesel-powered submarines.

Japan

Japan built its first large blue-water warships in the beginning of the 17
century, following contacts with the Portuguese and Dutch. From 1640 on, how-
ever, the Japanese adopted a policy of international seclusion, prohibiting the
construction of oceangoing vessels. Henceforth, Japan was more known at sea
for its pirates than for its naval forces, until the American Commodore Matthew
Perry arrived with his squadron in 1853 to open Japanese ports to world trade.
In 1855, with Dutch assistance, Japan acquired its first naval steamship, and in
1857, it gained its first screw-driven steam warship. In 1863, Japan complet-
ed its first domestically-built steam warship. In 1865, a French naval engineer
designed modern Japanese naval arsenals, and in 1867-1868, a British naval
mission was sent to Japan to assist in naval development and organize a naval
school. By 1867, the Japanese shogun’s navy was already the largest indigenous
navy in East Asia, although basically a coastal defense force in capabilities and
mission. In 1874, however, Japan launched its first joint expeditionary opera-
tion—the Taiwan Expedition—to punish tribesmen who had beheaded some
Okinawan merchants.
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During the last quarter of the 19" century, Japan built a modern navy
and defeated in succession over the next two decades the Qing Chinese
navy, the Russian navy, and a few scattered German naval forces. Japan also
developed significant expeditionary capabilities, following in a long tradition
of historic Japanese expeditions to the East Asian mainland, some of which
were successful and some not. As a result, Taiwan, Korea, and numerous
Pacific islands were added to the Japanese Empire. The Japanese navy was
one of many powerful instruments of state created in a very short time by
Japan to support its status as a “rising power.” Allied with Britain since 1903,
Japan joined the allied powers in World War I, sending destroyers to the
Mediterranean as well as seizing German Pacific Ocean and Chinese posses-
sions. By the end of the war, Imperial Japan possessed the world’s third most
powerful navy, after Britain and the United States. The Washington Treaty
of 1922 ended Japans alliance with Britain, but Japan later joined with Nazi
Germany and Fascist Italy in the Axis of 1940.

Japan developed powerful carrier striking forces during the interwar
years. However, its bid to destroy the U.S. fleet during World War II proved
unsuccessful, and the warships of the Imperial Japanese Navy had almost all
been destroyed by 1945. It had received little naval support from its German
and Italian allies.

Today, however, Japan has been allied with the United States for over half
a century, and remains the world’s second largest economy.* Japan deploys ar-
guably the most modern and powerful naval force among East Asian nations,
and ranks among the world’s half-dozen or so leading naval powers, as it was
a century ago.

The United States

The United States started off as a country without a navy, although with
a considerable industrial base to develop one, if and when it so chose. Threats
to its commerce caused it to so choose, however. Throughout the 19" centu-
ry the United States deployed a respectable medium-sized navy—arguably the
fourth strongest in the world, most of the time. It used this navy to fend off
successive French, North African, British, and Caribbean pirate attacks on its
commerce early in the century, and less successfully against British attacks on
its homeland during the War of 1812. Notably, however, the U.S. Navy would
never fight Britain or France again (and has never engaged in a shooting war
with Russia or the Soviet Union).

Later in the 19" century, the United States used the navy to good effect
to support its army in the war with Mexico. During the American Civil War,
there were two American navies fighting each other. To counter its weaker
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Confederate opponent and to support the army in its campaigns, the Union
built up a naval force that by the end of the war was arguably the second most
powerful in the world.

Mostly, however, the 19" century U.S. Navy was used in forward
station operations to back up its merchants, missionaries, and other nationals
all over the world—including in and around China. In these operations, U.S.
Navy commanders often entered into local ad hoc coalitions with other naval
powers, especially the British.

The United States by the 1880s was a world power by most economic
standards. Yet its army was minuscule and its navy ranked no higher than
12" among the world’s navies. By the end of the 19" century, however,
the United States had joined the other great and medium-sized powers of
the world in building up a national battle fleet centered on battleships, and
was a major player in the global naval arms race that characterized world
relationships in the years before World War I. American navy attachés and
engineers were deployed to the great naval centers of Europe to learn and
later apply the latest European naval developments.

Certainly a great world power economically and now navally, the
United States until World War I, however, had been loath to act as a play-
er in many aspects of the European-centered Great Power System. The
United States did, however, spawn Captain Alfred Thayer Mahan, a prodi-
gious writer on naval history and international relations, whose advocacy
of large, consolidated battle fleets heavily influenced naval strategic, op-
erational, and tactical theory not only in the United States, but in all other
countries of the world with significant naval forces. The United States also
began in this period to deploy expeditionary naval forces in the Caribbean
and East Asia, including participation in the multinational Boxer expedition to
Beijing in 1900, alongside the British, Russians, French, Germans, Japanese,
and others.

When the United States finally entered World War I in 1917,
however, its naval forces were not deployed in a Mahanian way. Rather,
they were divided into numerous separate force packages in the Atlantic
and Mediterranean in order to more effectively carry out its principal
missions: troop and cargo transport, convoy protection, antisubmarine and
antisurface raider warfare, and blockade. American naval officers worked
closely for a year and a half with their British counterparts, and learned
a great deal about Royal Navy ship and weapons system design and tactics,
techniques, and procedures. The United States emerged from that war as the
world’s number two naval power, and treated both number one (Great Britain)
and number three (Japan) as rivals throughout the 1920s.
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By the 1930s, however, Japan had emerged as the U.S. Navy’s prin-
cipal potential adversary, and indeed after December 7, 1941, the two
countries were at war. Britain, meanwhile, had drawn close to America and
the two naval powers prosecuted a coordinated global war at sea against
the Axis powers during World War II. To attack Japan—a nation located
on the far side of the world’s largest ocean and protected by powerful
battle fleets and island fortresses—the U.S. Navy built up the largest and
most powerful navy the world had yet seen, totally eclipsing the Royal
Navy and all other world navies. That navy was organized, trained, and
equipped to carry out a wide range of naval missions, including destruction
of enemy battle fleets, bombing and landing troops to seize objectives ashore,
sinking enemy commerce, protecting allied shipping, and blockade.

Although the U.S. Navy during the Cold War and post-Cold War eras
has never been more than a fraction of the size of its World War II ancestor,
it has remained the world’s dominant naval force since at least 1944, with
significant at-sea and expeditionary combat capabilities, as well as an impor-
tant role as part of the Nation’s strategic nuclear deterrent. In 1949, the United
States joined NATO, and during the 1950s concluded defense agreements with
numerous other nations, especially in East Asia. As the predominant naval
power, the United States was the West’s naval leader throughout the Cold War,
coordinating and cooperating closely with the navies of several former great
powers and world naval powers including Portugal, Spain, the Netherlands,
France, Britain, Germany, and Japan.

Observations, Comparisons, and Conclusions

Analyzing the historical record above, some salient points can be gleaned:

Rising navies are usually a feature of rising political, military, and eco-
nomic powers. All of the powers discussed in this paper were bent on becom-
ing powerful global or regional states, and all used naval power as one of the
important means to that end. There have been, however, exceptions: 19 cen-
tury America could have built and deployed far more powerful naval forces
than it usually did; arguably the interwar Soviet Union could have done the
same. In both instances, the countries focused their impressive economic and
technological resources on building up their domestic economies and infra-
structure, despite well-known naval requirements. Also, in both instances, the
countries eventually built up powerful naval forces as well.

When a rising economic and political power decides to build a formi-
dable navy, it usually can do so. That said, naval forces always compete for the
resources of rising states with land forces and other appurtenances of power.
Few rising powers can devote the bulk of their available resources to their
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navies. Even Portugal and the Netherlands, small nations with small popula-
tions, needed significant land forces to conquer and maintain their empires,
and even more importantly to guard against more powerful neighbors at home.
And the world’s most storied naval powers—Great Britain and 20% century
Japan and the United States—have had to devote significant treasure to their
ground forces and later, to their air forces, in order to rise and to maintain and
defend their status as major powers.

A country has to be rich and smart to be a rising naval power. When
it stops being either, it falls. That seems to be the lesson one can draw from
this history. Fifteenth century Portugal had special maritime technological
prowess and extensive recent military experience. It was as wealthy as any
other state in that early modern, pre-industrial age. As Portugal’s technologi-
cal lead withered, other richer, more populous states challenged it for naval
supremacy. By the 19" century, Portugal was an economically impoverished
state, and hardly a naval power at all. The Netherlands, Spain, France, and
Britain were all economically vibrant and strong countries during their eras of
naval ascendancy, as later were Russia, Germany, Japan, and the United States.

All rising powers with rising navies have eventually collided with oth-
er great naval powers in combat—sometimes with other rising powers and
sometimes with powers that had achieved supremacy. Portuguese naval pow-
er successfully challenged Arab and Indian sea power in the Indian Ocean.
Dutch and English sea power eventually eclipsed the Portuguese in the same
ocean, but had less success in the South Atlantic. Portugal, Spain, England, the
Netherlands, and France all jockeyed for naval advantage across the 17* cen-
tury. By the 18™ century, two great naval powers had emerged—France and
England—although Russia was now building battle fleets as well, and the oth-
er traditional naval powers still deployed powerful forces on occasion. By the
early 19" century, the Royal Navy had vanquished all the others, especially
the French and Spanish, and was clearly globally supreme at sea, despite the
continued existence of strong French and Russian navies.

At the end of the 19" century, however, the rising national and naval pow-
ers of Germany, Japan, and the United States joined and expanded the old na-
val triumvirate, making British naval supremacy problematic unless Britain
could ally itself with one or more other naval powers—which it did against
Germany during the two 20" century world wars. Meanwhile, a relatively small
and war-exhausted Britain could not contend for global maritime supremacy
against its American ally, and so command of the world’s oceans passed to the
United States Navy, the victor in a largely naval war against Japan. Somewhat
later, the Soviet Union—heir to Russia’s naval tradition—embarked on a Cold
War naval buildup that, while formidable, never led to actual combat. When the
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Soviet economy and then the Soviet state failed, the Soviet navy withered, and
the U.S. Navy triumphed over its most recent naval rival without having to go
to war.

When a rising power builds a strong navy, other strong powers
strengthen their own navies. Rising powers and their navies may incur the
enmity of other powers, and arms races may ensue. Some of these arms races
precede actual wars. Others do not. Naval forces are usually involved in
overall international arms races, and are occasionally their centerpieces.
The most famous example is the Anglo-German arms race in battleships
that occurred just a century ago. At the same time, Japan and the United
States were also building up their battle fleets, as were France and many
other European and South American countries. (Chinese and Russian battleship
fleets had been eliminated from the race over the preceding decade and a half
by Japan.) Other examples would include:

m the competition in ships of the line and forward colonial trading posts
among Portugal, Spain, France, Britain, and the Netherlands in the
16™ and 17" centuries

m the great struggle for world domination between Britain and France
in the 18" century

m Britain’s maintenance of maritime superiority and France’s attempts
to challenge it through innovative doctrines such as the Jeune Ecole in
the 19% century

m the Sino-Japanese naval arms race of the 1880s and 1890s, culminating
in the Sino-Japanese War and Japanese control of Taiwan

m the treaty-constrained maintenance and buildup of fleets among the
five major world naval powers between 1922 and 1937

n the buildup of nuclear deterrent forces by the Soviet Union and the
United States in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, which included signif-
icant strategic nuclear submarine forces and submarine-launched
ballistic missiles

m the buildup of Soviet general purpose naval forces in the wake of the
1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, and the corresponding U.S. and allied
naval responses.

Technological superiority matters in the short run, but in the long run,
naval technology flows more or less freely across borders among the world’s
most powerful nations—both reflecting and fueling naval arms races. Portugal
led the world in maritime technology in the 15" century, but had lost its lead
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by the 16™. In the 20" century, the introduction of submarines, dreadnought
battleships, airships, aircraft carriers, and nuclear-powered warships by one
navy all led within a very short time to their widespread emulation elsewhere.
Navies are often allied with other navies during specific periods, when it is in
the interests of both sides to share tactical and technological secrets. When
those alliances dissolve—as was the case, for example, with the Anglo-Japanese
alliance of 1903-1922 and the Anglo-American alliance of 1917—the navies
involved are free to use the knowledge they had gained for their own purposes,
even in planning war on their former allies.

Rising naval powers have always had multiple objectives in the world
and faced a variety of threats, perceived and real. Consequently, their navies
have had to be capable of a wide variety of missions. Portugal needed naval
forces to defeat Arab warships at sea as well as ground expeditionary troops to
invest cities and fortresses. Britain needed to guard against rival battle fleets in
Europe as well as police its empire worldwide. The Soviet navy had to deploy and
protect a strategic deterrent, defend the homeland from seaborne attack, sup-
port the Soviet army, cut NATO and Pacific sea lines of communications, and
show support for client states around the world. All these various demands re-
quire investment in different types of ships and aircraft, different types of officer
and enlisted specialists, and different weapons and command, control, commu-
nications, computers, and intelligence (C4I) systems, as well as strong general
oversight and decisionmaking to maintain the most appropriate balance.

Naval policy and doctrine matter. Even powerful naval nations can
build too little of some important ship and weapons system types, and employ
the types they do have sub-optimally. Examples include Americas over-reli-
ance on inshore gunboats during the War of 1812; Japan’s reluctance to use its
submarines to attack U.S. military and civilian shipping during World War II;
and Soviet navy reliance on noisy and therefore easy-to-interdict submarines
during the Cold War.

Operational art and tactics matter. A powerful navy is no guarantee of a
rising or great power’s success in a particular war or campaign. Poor decisions
by naval commanders contributed significantly to the defeats of the Spanish
Armada off England in 1588, the Royal Navy off the Virginia Capes in 1781,
the French and Spanish off Trafalgar in 1805, the British and French at the
Dardanelles during World War I, the U.S. Pacific Fleet at Pearl Harbor during
World War II, and the Imperial Japanese Navy at Midway during that same war.

Rising powers and their navies may also earn the respect and friend-
ship of others. The rising power may actively seek allies. At the same time,
other powers may well seek cooperation and alliance with the rising power
and its navy, with some of those alliances enduring for decades. During the
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15" through 18™ centuries, alliances among Portugal, Spain, the Netherlands,
France, and Britain often shifted, although some alliances among naval pow-
ers—like Spain and France in the 18" century—proved long-lasting. Eight
naval powers—including Britain, France, Germany, Russia, Japan, and the
United States—allied themselves in a temporary coalition in response to the
Chinese Boxer rebellion of 1900.

Despite fighting two wars of independence against Britain in the early
days of the American republic, by the 20" century the United States Navy was
normally an ally of the Royal Navy. Since 1940, the U.S. Navy-Royal Navy
relationship has been one of the closest military-to-military relation-
ships among major naval powers of all time. And the seldom-discussed
Soviet-American naval alliance of 1945 in the North Pacific facilitated the swift
Soviet conquests of the Japanese Empire’s northern islands.

All the formerly rising powers we have chronicled—except the United
States—have also later become declining powers. Nevertheless, most remain
today among the world’s most powerful nations economically and, to some
extent, politically. In short, rising economic powers still stay in the game for
the long run.

Most formerly rising powers still deploy very powerful residual navies,
in part because they still remain economically powerful and can easily afford
to do so.° In short, most traditional naval powers still see themselves continu-
ing to wield naval power in the long run.

Most of these navies of formerly rising powers are in turn still closely
allied with the United States Navy and capable of easy integration into its
combat formations. Previous enmity, rivalry, and even warfare do not preclude
naval cooperation at some later date.

Addressing the Questions

Having first presented some historical data, and then drawn some ob-
servations, comparisons, and conclusions from that data, it is now possible to
directly address the five questions that are properly the subject of this chapter:

How have previous rising powers viewed and utilized naval power?
Previous rising great powers have generally viewed naval power as an
important—indeed, often vital—tool for expanding their wealth, power, and
influence. This has also been true of smaller, regional powers (for example,
Italy, Austria-Hungary, Sweden, Denmark, Chile, Argentina, Brazil, Greece,
Turkey, and South Korea). They have used that naval power to:

m ward off attacks on their homeland by rival powers

m protect their international commercial trade
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m establish forward trading posts, colonies, client states, and naval
stations ashore

m attack the international commercial trade of their rivals and blockade
their ports and coasts

m support the land power of their armies
m contest command of the seas and oceans with rival fleets

m in some modern cases, deploy significant portions of their strategic
nuclear deterrent.

What were the key arguments and objectives that led previous
rising powers to invest in naval modernization? The arguments and ob-
jectives flowed naturally from the way they viewed and used naval power.
In all cases, however, the arguments made and objectives cited met with
domestic resource limitations and other needs of rising powers, especially the
requirements for powerful ground and (later) air forces, and the need to sustain
vibrant national and imperial economies.

Developing and maintaining significant naval power has been expensive.
Only rich countries have been able to afford it, and only very rich countries can
maintain navies capable of exerting or contesting world naval supremacy on
important oceans and seas. In the 17" century, those countries were Portugal,
Spain, France, the Netherlands, and England. By the 18™ century, only England
and France could make that kind of investment, and by the 19" century only
heavily industrializing Britain could do so. Yet by the late 19" century, as the
industrial revolution spread well beyond the British Isles, many more countries
had the economic wherewithal to contest the seas: Britain and France, but also
Russia, Germany, the United States, Japan, and Italy.

In the 20" century, two world wars and a cold war reduced the naval
capabilities of Germany, Japan, and Russia, while Britain and France saw their
economies—and thus their navies—far outstripped by that of the United
States. But even in the contemporary United States, arguments for a strong
navy must contend with arguments for a strong army and air force, as well as
domestic economic and social demands.

What were the geopolitical consequences of the decision to invest in
naval modernization? Geopolitical consequences of decisions to invest in naval
modernization have been enormous. Decisions by the European naval powers of
the 15" through 19" centuries helped foster huge expansions of their trade and
led to the founding of vast overseas commercial and colonial empires. Britain's
decisions over time to build up what became easily the world’s most powerful
navy were major contributors to the creation and extension of the British Empire,
the largest empire in area, population, and wealth that the world has yet seen.
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German and Japanese decisions to build up strong cruiser navies dur-
ing the 1870s and 1880s helped enable the former to establish a global network
of colonies and the latter to defeat its chief regional rival (Qing China), occupy
Taiwan, and begin its imperial march across the Asia-Pacific region. The
decisions by these two latter powers to transform their cruiser navies into
top-of-the-line battle fleets gave Germany a counterweight to the British
Grand Fleet during World War I, and helped enable Japan to defeat the Russian
Empire, seize Korea, take over German possessions in the Pacific, and dominate
the western Pacific.

Russia’s decisions to become a naval power, dating back to the time of
Peter the Great, helped attain important ports and seacoasts for that previously
almost landlocked country. Recall that, four hundred years ago, St. Petersburg
had been Swedish, Novorossysk was Ottoman, and Vladivostok Manchu. It
was Russia’s naval power that enabled it to become a Mediterranean political
and military player in the early 19" century. And naval power facilitated the
mid-20"-century Soviet Union’s ability to develop client states in such places
as Aden, Somalia, Ethiopia, Angola, Guinea, Libya, Syria, and Cuba.

For the United States, investing in naval power in much of the 19 centu-
ry mostly enabled the new republic to protect its then-vast global commerce. It
also, however, proved useful in helping the U.S. Army wrest large western ter-
ritories from Mexico, and essential—again alongside the Army—in ensuring
that the country stayed together, through its operations during the American
Civil War. It was newly minted American naval power at the end of the 19"
century that enabled the seizures of Caribbean and Pacific islands from
Spain and of a canal zone in Panama from Colombia, and assured American
domination of Caribbean and Central American island nations and a certain
American influence in China.

During World War II, the American investment in naval power
was a major contributor to the geopolitical reordering of East Asia and the
Pacific, as well as helping enable the securing of Western Europe from total-
itarian rule, both actual and potential. The U.S. Navy during the Cold War
became an essential component of the geopolitical balances in northern and
southern Europe, the Middle East, the Caribbean, and East Asia. Today it
remains vital to the geopolitical balance in Northeast Asia and the Middle
East, and very important elsewhere. Were the U.S. Seventh Fleet to decamp
from its Japanese bases, pull back to the United States, and then dissolve, it
would be a destabilizing event on the scale of a successful domestic revolution
in one or more Northeast Asian countries.

Not all the geopolitical consequences of the rise of past naval powers
have worked themselves out. Some of the world’s areas of tension today have
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their origins in the rise of bygone rising naval powers. Examples include East
Timor, the southern Philippines, the southern Kuriles, Gibraltar, Cyprus, the
Falkland Islands, and the current status of Taiwan.

What factors made naval arms races among rising powers and others
more or less likely? The wealth of nations, the nature of the international
political system, public opinion, national enmities, and deliberate government
decisions have been the key factors behind naval arms races. The navies
themselves are not necessarily culpable. All navies pressure their governments
for more resources, but it is the government, not the navy, that ultimately
provides them. U.S. naval officers throughout the 19" century argued
vociferously that the United States should take its place as a great power and
deploy a much more powerful navy. Washington seldom listened, however,
except during the American Civil War. It was not until the country was
more than a century old that the United States entered into the international
naval competition in a big way. Nineteenth century French naval officers like-
wise tried to get successive French governments to open the financial spigots
more and enable them to more effectively challenge Britain at sea, with only
occasionally successful results.

On the other hand, 16" and 17" century English and Dutch governments
made deliberate and calculated decisions to build up their naval forces so as to
challenge Portuguese and Spanish treasure ship convoys at sea and rich colo-
nial possessions ashore. Turn-of-the-last-century Germany and Japan likewise
sought deliberately to build up their naval forces, despite the potential for trig-
gering arms races, believing—erroneously as it turned out—that the game was
worth the candle. The cases of Imperial Germany and Japan are instructive too,
in that in these examples, the navies themselves became powerful players in
domestic politics in their own right—positions seldom afforded their counter-
parts in other countries, especially the United States, France, and Russia.

Also, the turn of the last century saw the spread of a widespread belief
among elites and publics—stoked by the writings and speeches of Mahan and
others—that battleship numerology was an appropriate yardstick of national
power. Likewise, during the Cold War, numerous pro-U.S. Navy Congressmen
craved and wielded statistics-laden charts showing “them” overtaking “us” in
arguing for increased U.S. Navy appropriations.

How should current Chinese and Indian efforts to build naval capa-
bilities be viewed in light of this historical experience? In a word, as “normal”
Rising world economic and political powers have usually also been rising
world naval powers. China and India cannot be expected to be exceptions.
A glance at a current listing of the top 10 countries in the world in terms
of gross domestic product yields one naval superpower (the United States),
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seven medium naval powers (Japan, Germany, China, Britain, France, Italy,
and Spain), and two formerly mid-level naval powers who have recently
made national decisions to forgo extensive naval forces (Canada and Brazil).
Numbers 11 through 20 include six medium naval powers (Russia, South Korea,
India, Australia, the Netherlands, and Turkey).

The history shows, however, no dearth of conflict and blood. Coun-
tries with significant naval power can always be tempted to use it. Yet history
also shows that rising naval power need not mean rising chances of war. The
United States began its rise to naval preeminence a little over a hundred years
ago. Yet that vast naval power of the United States has never been used in
combat against its most powerful contemporary naval rivals—Britain and
the Soviet Union—despite serious rivalry with the former in the 1920s, and
45 or so years of Cold War with the latter. In fact, enormous confluences of
political and economic interests by both the United Kingdom and the United
States have led those counties to what is perhaps the closest and strongest
naval alliance of all time. Likewise, war among those countries’ navies and the
powerful Japanese, French, Spanish, and Italian fleets of today is equally
unthinkable.

But then, if war among like powers may be unthinkable, why should
these successful and rising powers deploy naval power at all? There are several
good reasons, in fact:

m to protect the national homeland
m to assist friendly nations
m to protect economic resources and commerce

m to suppress piracy, terrorism, and the illegal trafficking in people,
drugs, and weapons of mass destruction

m to provide humanitarian assistance and disaster relief

m to reassure their domestic populations that they are capable of dealing
with all these contingencies.

It is these reasons—rather than a zeal for empire, the desire to seize for-
eign territory, or quests for “a place in the sun”—that one can only hope will
motivate the rising powers of China and India as well.
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Chapter 2

Recent Developments in Naval and
Maritime Modernization in the Asia-Pacific:
Implications for Regional Security

Richard A. Bitzinger

Over the past 15 years or so, the navies of the Asia-Pacific region have
experienced an extraordinary bout of modernization and growth. This build-
up has in most cases been quantitative, but, more important perhaps, re-
gional maritime forces from Japan to Southeast Asia to India have expanded
qualitatively as well. Local navies have greatly improved their capabilities for
projecting force and firepower. In particular, navies that used to be mainly
“brown-water” forces operating close to shore—and therefore equipped main-
ly with coastal patrol vessels and smaller surface combatants—have added
larger warships, submarines, and maritime patrol aircraft that in turn have
extended their theoretical ranges of operation in neighboring seas and oceans.
Those more traditional seafaring countries—Australia and Japan in partic-
ular—have increased their ocean-going capacities and their capabilities for
amphibious assault, power-projection, and open-ocean operations. Finally,
aspiring great powers like China and India—which traditionally emphasized
land power over other forces—have come to appreciate the value of large
navies with large surface ships, sophisticated submarines, organic air support,
and even aircraft carriers. In sum, few regions in the world have gone through
so much naval expansion and development in the past decade and a half.

This paper seeks to address three basic issues surrounding the na-
val buildup in the Asia-Pacific. First, what is driving this naval expansion; in
particular, how much of this is a reaction to the recent growth in Chinese
maritime power, and how much have other factors influenced the buildup?
Second, what specific types of maritime weapons platforms and systems are
individual Asia-Pacific nations adding to their navies, and how do they affect
national capabilities for projecting maritime power? Finally, what might be
the possible end results of such a buildup for regional security and stability; in
particular, what are the worrisome and also the potentially benevolent effects of
such naval modernization?

23
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What Is Driving the Naval Buildup in the Asia-Pacific?

First of all, what is driving this relatively recent buildup of maritime
combat capabilities in the Asia-Pacific region? Several factors appear to be at
work. Certainly, an expanding and increasingly assertive Chinese naval force is
at least partly responsible. The People’s Liberation Army Navy (PLAN), for ex-
ample, has greatly increased its procurement of large surface combatants and
submarines over the past decade. The PLAN has acquired 12 Kilo-class sub-
marines and four Sovremenny-class destroyers (armed with supersonic SS-N-
22 antiship cruise missiles) from Russia, as well as a navalized version of the
Russian Su-30 fighter-bomber. Just as important, there was a significant
expansion in Chinese naval shipbuilding beginning around the turn of the
century. Between 2000 and 2008, China constructed six destroyers of three
different types, 16 Song-class and four Yuan-class diesel-electric submarines,
and at least two Type-093 Shang-class nuclear-powered attack submarines.!
In addition, China is building a new class of nuclear-powered ballistic missile
submarines (the Type-094 Jin-class SSBN), two of which have been delivered
so far to the PLAN. Finally, China has built 12 new frigates—including one
class that features a stealthy design—as well as a new-generation catamaran-
hull missile fast attack craft (of which several dozens may be built).?

Additionally, the PLAN is starting to expand its capabilities for power
projection and expeditionary warfare. China has recently launched the Type-
071, a 20,000-ton LPD (landing platform dock) amphibious warfare ship,
equipped with two helicopters and two air-cushioned landing craft (LCAC),
and capable of carrying up to 800 troops; up to eight Type—071s could eventu-
ally be built, and this vessel could be complemented by a new larger LHD-type
(landing helicopter dock) amphibious assault ship.? In addition, rumors persist
that the PLAN will add at least one aircraft carrier to its fleet by 2015-2020.*
Finally, the PLA is building up—both quantitatively and qualitatively—its
arsenal of conventional missile systems, including reportedly developing a
medium-range missile with an antiship capability, most likely for use against
large warships such as aircraft carriers.”

The recent Asian-Pacific naval expansion is also taking place partly to
compensate for a perceived reduction in U.S. military interest and presence in
the region. Washington’s preoccupation with fighting the war on terror, and
its extensive ongoing involvement in Iraq and Afghanistan, have diverted not
only attention but also America’s military capacity away from the Asia-Pacific.
The U.S. Army, for example, plans to pull 12,500 troops out of South Korea,
while the U.S. Marines will withdraw 8,000 Marines of the IIT Marine Expedi-
tionary Force from Okinawa to Guam by 2014. Accordingly, the U.S. military
will consolidate and rationalize the deployment of its forces in the Asia-Pacific
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region. Moreover, U.S. troops stationed overseas are to be restructured and
reorganized to operate less as static defenses operating in a relatively small
sphere of interest—such as defending South Korea or Japan. Rather, they will
be reoriented as forwardly deployed and operationally flexible forces capable of
dealing with both global as well as regional contingencies; they will be more
mobile, more expeditionary, and more rapidly deployable.®

Consequently, countries in the region have to anticipate the necessity
of becoming more self-reliant in the face of a declining U.S. military pres-
ence in the Asia-Pacific and growing concerns about the long-term reliability
of America as a strategic partner. At the same time, as U.S. armed forces
become more globally expeditionary, the more they will likely attempt to
pull their allies along with them. Future U.S. missions will likely involve more
and closer cooperation, not less, with Asian-Pacific allies and friendly states,
particularly when it comes to combating terrorism, countering weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) proliferation, engaging in peacekeeping and stabilization
operations, and deterring or contending with more traditional threats.
Interoperability, therefore, will be a much higher priority for the U.S. mili-
tary in the future, meaning that future allied forces will have to develop their
own capacities for force projection, expeditionary and amphibious operations,
lethality and precision strike, long-range surveillance and reconnaissance,
and integrated command and control.

Finally, beyond concerns over a rising “China threat” or a waning U.S.
military presence in the region, more localized security and military con-
cerns are also compelling many countries in the Asia-Pacific to beef up their
maritime combat capabilities. In particular, many states in the region have
longstanding and ongoing territorial disputes with each other that, while
waged ostensibly over relative flyspecks of land, have taken on heightened
significance for reasons of history, economics, or power politics. These conflicts
have in turn stimulated the expansion of naval power as a means of demon-
strating resolve and even capability to press forward with these claims. So,
for example, we see South Korea and Japan contesting sovereignty over the
Liancourt Islets (known as Dokdo to the Koreans, Takeshima to the Japanese);
Singapore and Malaysia each laying claim to an outcropping of rocks called
Pedra Branca or Pulau Batu Puteh; and Indonesia and Malaysia clashing
militarily over the Ambalat sea block. And, of course, several nations—in-
cluding Brunei, China, Malaysia, the Philippines, Taiwan, and Vietnam—have
conflicting claims over the Paracel and Spratly island chains. In some
cases, these islets barely break the ocean’s surface, but they are adjacent both
to major sea lines of communications (SLOCs) and to potentially lucrative
maritime natural resources (fisheries, oil and gas deposits). Many of these
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countries have attempted to enforce their claims by establishing garrisons and
other structures on the islands, and by acquiring the means to patrol these areas.

One should also not discount such factors as prestige and arms competi-
tions in driving the recent expansion in maritime military power in the region.
South Korea and India, for example, are both keen to make clear their deter-
mination to become regional great powers through their buildup of national
military power, and this includes the creation of blue-water, oceangoing navies.
Japan, too, in its efforts to become a “normal” country, has sought to modify
its post—-World War II self-restrictions on national defense in order to allow it
to play a more active, global role militarily. Moreover, tit-for-tat, non-aggres-
sive arms competitions’ between neighboring powers (such as Malaysia buying
Su-30 Flankers following Singapore’s decision to purchase the F-16) have also
played a role in at least some arms procurement decisionmaking.

Finally, rising defense budgets, although more of an enabler than a
driver, have certainly underwritten Asian-Pacific naval expansion of the past
decade. The PLA has long been the beneficiary of a long-term expansion in
defense spending. Between 1997 and 2005, Beijing increased defense
spending by double-digit doses every year: 13.7 percent per annum in real
(after inflation) terms, according to Chinas own statistics.® China’s offi-
cial 2008 budget of US$78 billion, for example, constituted a 7.5 percent rise
over the previous year. Consequently, Chinese military expenditures have
more than quintupled in real terms since 1997, thus permitting Beijing to
invest considerable additional monies in its military modernization efforts.
China now outspends Japan, France, and the United Kingdom on national
defense, and likely Russia as well.

Other Asian-Pacific nations have followed suit, with India increasing its
military expenditures by two-thirds between 1998 and 2008’ by 2010, Indian
military expenditures totaled approximately $32 billion. Australia has increased
defense spending by 46 percent over the same period, while South Korea has in-
creased by 48 percent.'® Of the larger countries in the region, only Japan has had
a relatively stagnant defense budget, a product of its unofficial policy of pegging
military expenditures to 1 percent of gross domestic product (GDP). In South-
east Asia, meanwhile, Malaysia’s military budget more than doubled in real terms
between 2000 and 2008, while Indonesian military spending has increased 72
percent over the same period, Thailand 43 percent, and Singapore 26 percent."

Recent Developments in Asian-Pacific Navies

This section addresses recent developments in the expansion of maritime
combat capabilities in the leading Asian-Pacific nations, including Australia,
Japan, South Korea, India, and the larger countries of Southeast Asia.
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Australia

As Australia shifts the focus in its security strategy away from a static,
continental defense in favor of expeditionary operations both in the “imme-
diate neighborhood” (e.g., East Timor) and farther afield (e.g., Afghanistan
and Iraq), concepts of mobility, flexibility, precision strike, jointness, and
networking have found particular favor in the Australian Department of
Defence. Overall, the Australian Defence Force (ADF) wants to be capable of
making a significant contribution to coalition and allied operations, while at
the same time maintaining an independent operational capability. Overall, the
ADF must be more (and more quickly) deployable, more sustainable over long
periods and across long distances, and capable of engaging in both low-level
and high-intensity high-tech wars.

As a practical result, the ADF is currently seeking to improve its
capabilities in five key areas: amphibious and expeditionary capacity;
precision strike; intelligence-gathering, surveillance, and reconnaissance;
interservice and interallied jointness; and logistical support. One priority, for
example, is acquiring the ability to move and sustain a force of 3,000 soldiers.
Consequently, the Royal Australian Navy (RAN) plans to acquire two new
28,000-ton Canberra-class amphibious power projection (LHD-type) ships,
at a cost of A$3 billion, each capable of transporting 1,000 troops and 150
vehicles, and carrying both landing craft and a mix of transport and battlefield
support helicopters. The first Canberra-class ship is due to enter service around
2013." Although the Canberra-class is not intended to serve as a platform for
tixed-wing aircraft, it is at least conceivable that short takeoff and vertical
landing (STOVL) aircraft, such as the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF), could be
deployed on such a vessel. The Royal Australian Air Force is actually buying
the JSF (although the conventional, not the STOVL, version), and the original
Spanish design included a ski jump for fixed-wing aircraft.”

Additionally, Australia is building three air warfare destroyers (AWD),
known as the Hobart-class, based on the Spanish F100 frigate and built in
Australia under license at the ASC Shipyards in Adelaide. This program will
cost A$8 billion and the ships are scheduled to enter service between 2013 and
2017. These ships, which will be outfitted with the U.S. Aegis combat system and
the SM-2 Standard surface-to-air missile, are intended to provide protection
to new amphibious, sealift, and support ships from aircraft and antiship cruise
missiles." In addition, the new AWDs would likely be upgradeable to an SMD
(Seabased Midcourse Defense) standard, as their Aegis combat systems are
likely to incorporate a modular, open architecture, while at the same time space
and weight considerations for accepting the SM-3 ballistic missile interceptor
are being factored into the ship’s design and construction.” It is worth noting
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that in March 2004 the U.S. and Royal Australian navies signed a Statement of
Principles to expand cooperation on naval surface warfare, one element of
which could be improved Australian access to state-of-the-art U.S. technology
regarding naval air-defense systems for its AWD program.

Finally, although they have been in service for more than a decade,
Australia’s sizable submarine force—the six-boat Collins-class fleet—is worth
noting. Despite its considerable teething problems—the program was late, over
budget, and plagued with mechanical and other problems (such as a combat
system that never worked properly and had to be eventually replaced)—the
Collins-class submarine is by now a reasonably effective underwater weapon
and will probably remain in service until around 2025-2030.

Japan

Current Japanese naval expansion coincides with a period of sig-
nificant evolution in Japans postwar security policy. Under former Prime
Minister Koizumi and subsequent Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) prime
ministers, Japan tried to pursue a foreign and defense policy more befitting a
“normal” nation and to allow the country’s military to play a larger and more ac-
tive role. This included legitimizing the role of the Self-Defense Force (SDF) as a
military force, and permitting these forces to be used in international contin-
gency operations. At the same time, Japan’s security interests have expanded far
beyond Northeast Asia and its once-vaunted 1,000-mile defensive perime-
ter. Now, the SDF has to contend with possible contingency operations much
farther afield, for example, in contributing to international military stabiliza-
tion operations (such as in Iraq), or in patrolling sea lines of communications
in the Straits of Malacca (to safeguard access to energy supplies).'s

As a consequence, Japan’s Maritime Self-Defense Force (MSDF) has
greatly increased its expeditionary capabilities, firepower, and C4ISR (com-
mand, control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and re-
connaissance) capabilities. The MSDF is now larger than the British Royal
Navy and comprises 44 destroyers, nine frigates, and 15 submarines. In par-
ticular, the MSDF has expanded its capacities for power projection through the
acquisition of high-speed sealift ships (for logistics and transport) and three
large amphibious warships of the Osumi class. The 13,000-ton Osumi can carry
330 troops and up to 10 tanks, and is outfitted with four helicopters and two
LCAC hovercraft transports. Ostensibly designated as an LST (tank landing
ship), the Osumi-class vessel is of a size and design (including a large open deck
for helicopters) more resembling an LPD.

Additionally, the MSDF is currently acquiring four Hyuga-class “heli-
copter destroyers” (DDH). At 13,500 tons and with an open-deck design and
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below-deck hangars, the Hyuga DDH resembles a small aircraft carrier, similar
to the Royal Navy’s Invincible-class carriers, which operate the Harrier. How-
ever, the Hyuga DDH is intended only for helicopters, and it lacks a “ski jump”
deck for fixed-wing aircraft (although this could be retrofitted at a later date).

Japan is currently building a new class of diesel-electric submarines
(the Soryu) equipped with the Stirling engine for air-independent propul-
sion (AIP). At least four boats in this class are under construction and five
more are planned, to be built at a rate of approximately one submarine a
year. In addition, Tokyo is developing a new indigenous maritime patrol air-
craft, the P-X, to replace P-3C Orions currently in-service with the SDE.
The P-X will expand the MSDF’s surveillance capabilities as far out as the
South China Sea."

Of particular note, Japan is using its maritime forces as a key platform for
constructing a national missile defense system. The centerpiece of this system
involves upgrading MSDF destroyers equipped with the U.S.-developed Aegis
air defense system to the Sea-based Midcourse Defense (SMD) mode. The
SMD missile defense system entails improvements to the current Aegis SPY-1
multifunction phased-array radar and fire-control system to increase the range
and altitude of its search, detection, track, engagement, and control functions,
in order to handle exo-atmospheric antimissile engagements. This program
also entails the codevelopment (with the United States) of a new interceptor
missile, the Standard SM-3 Block IA missile, which includes a third-stage for
extended range and a Lightweight Exo-Atmospheric Projectile (LEAP) kinetic
warhead for terminal homing and intercept. Japan and the United States
successfully tested the SMD missile defense system off the coast of Hawaii in
June 2006, and Japan performed a solo test of a missile intercept with the SM-3
in late 2007.'

Japan will incorporate the SMD system into four current and two
planned Aegis-equipped air-defense destroyers, and should be fully deployed
by 2011. Until then, the U.S. Navy will provide limited missile defense coverage
of Japan utilizing its own Aegis-class SMD destroyers based in the Sea of Japan.

Despite building up its power-projection capabilities, the MSDF is still
essentially a defensively oriented force, and one that is mostly “channeled
through the U.S.-Japan alliance”*’ In terms of roles and missions, therefore,
it is likely that U.S. forces will continue to act as the “spear,” while the SDF—
and particularly the MSDF—will continue to act as the “shield,” that is, oper-
ating mainly in a defensive stance, in terms of both posture and capabilities.”
However, even this traditional defensive-defense posture could change, if the
security situation in the Asia-Pacific worsens or if Japan feels that it must take
on more responsibility for its defense. Important markers of such a sea change
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in Japan's defense posture would be the acquisition of offensive maritime
weapons, such as Tomahawk land attack cruise missiles.

South Korea

Whereas Japan endeavors to expand its power-projection capabili-
ties (particularly its maritime capabilities) mainly through coalition-based
activities and interoperability with U.S. military forces, the Republic of
Korea (ROK) is currently pursuing a defense policy of “cooperative self-reliant
defense” in order to revisit and “rebalance” the U.S.-South Korean alliance.”!
Consequently, Seoul is pursuing military acquisition programs intended to
increase the capacities of the ROK armed forces to act more independently
of the U.S. military and in support of a more nationalistic, self-reliant, and
self-assertive foreign and defense policy.

One critical reason for this new approach to security is the declin-
ing and redefined role of U.S. troops on the Korean Peninsula. U.S. Forces
Korea (USFK) plans to remove 12,500 troops permanently from South
Korea over the next several years. Additionally, the remaining 25,000 U.S.
soldiers are to be redeployed from 43 bases scattered around the country
to 16 bases mainly concentrated in two areas south of the Han River; in
particular, the U.S. military—including the USFK Command headquarters,
United Nations (UN) Command, and Combined Forces Command—will
vacate the Yongsan Garrison in downtown Seoul. More importantly, U.S. forc-
es in Korea will, under the rubric of “strategic flexibility;” be reoriented toward
more multifunctional, expeditionary missions and therefore will use the ROK
more as a base for regional contingencies beyond the peninsula. To underscore
this new strategic flexibility and regional focus, the United States will transfer
its 8" Army headquarters from Seoul to Hawaii.

U.S. force realignments on the peninsula—and especially the reori-
entation of USFK toward more extrapeninsular operations—have provided
the ROK with both the need and the justification to expand its self-defense
capabilities. Consequently, Seoul has undertaken a major, multiyear recap-
italization of its armed forces in order to bolster its independent defense
capability. With regard to the ROK Navy (ROKN)), this entails the development
of a blue-water maritime capability. For example, the ROKN is in the process
of accepting into service two new amphibious assault (LPD-type) vessels of the
Dokdo-class. The Dokdo displaces 14,000 tons and is capable of carrying 700
troops, 10 tanks, 15 helicopters, and two air-cushioned landing craft.” The first
ship was commissioned in 2007, and the ROKN may eventually deploy up to
four Dokdos.
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The Dokdo is intended to serve as a multifunctional vessel—in particu-
lar, serving as a fleet command ship. Consequently, it has been outfitted with a
digital C4ISR combat system which can manage, control, and coordinate sup-
port vessels, aircraft, and weapons systems on a real-time basis. Additionally,
its size (larger in length and beam than many current vertical short takeoff and
landing aircraft carriers) and open flight deck make it conceivable that the de-
sign could be modified so as to permit the deployment of fixed-wing fighters
such as the Harrier.

In addition, the ROK Navy has greatly expanded its oceangoing
fleet. Under its KDX (Korean Destroyer Experimental) program, Seoul is
currently engaged in a three-phased effort to move from a coastal defense-
oriented ROKN to a blue-water navy. The first vessels in this program, the
KDX-I, were small (3,900-ton) vessels intended mainly as “proof-of-concept”
ships and only three were built, in the late 1990s. These ships were followed by
the KDX-II class, which displace around 5,000 tons and are equipped with the
Standard SM-2 Block IITA surface-to-air missile (for countering air-breathing
threats), Harpoon antiship cruise missiles (ASCM), and the indigenously de-
veloped Hyunmoo IIIC land-attack cruise missile (LACM) similar to the U.S.
Tomahawk. These weapons are all deployed in vertical-launch systems (VLS).
Six KDX-II destroyers were delivered to the ROKN between 2002 and 2006.
While these ships were indigenously designed and constructed, most of their
subsystems—the VLS, radar, electronic warfare suites, combat management
systems, etc.—were imported from the United States and Europe.

Currently, the ROKN is acquiring the much larger (7,700 ton) KDX-III
destroyer, also known as the King Sejong the Great-class. The KDX-III is out-
titted with the U.S.-supplied Aegis air-defense radar and fire-control system,
and utilizes the Standard SM-2 Block IIIB air-defense missile. Other arma-
ments include the Hyunmoo IIIC LACM and either the Harpoon or the indig-
enous Hae Sung (Sea Star) ASCM. All in all, the KDX-III packs considerable
firepower, as it has 128 VLS cells, compared to 64 for the KDX-II. The ROKN
is currently building three KDX-III destroyers, with an option on three more.

The ROKN is also increasing its submarine fleet. During the 1990s, it ac-
quired nine German-designed Type-209 diesel-electric submarines, designat-
ed the KSS-1 Changbogo-class, which were subsequently built in South Korea
under license. These are now being gradually replaced by the KSS-II Type-214
Chungiji-class, also originally designed and developed in Germany. The Type-
214 is equipped with fuel cells for AIP, permitting it to remain submerged for
up to 3 weeks. South Korea has already procured three Type-214 submarines
(again, built under license), and it holds options on six more.” However, South
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Korea may instead attempt to design and build its own class of submarine.* Ul-
timately, the ROKN will operate a fleet of up to 18 submarines by 2020-2025.
What is particularly interesting about ROK naval developments is that
they are not necessarily tied to peninsular security concerns. In fact, building
up its blue-water maritime capabilities appears to be as much directed against
Japan as against North Korea or a notional Chinese threat. It is worth noting,
for example, that the Dokdo LPD is named after the group of islands (called
Takashima by the Japanese) claimed by both South Korea and Japan.

India

India, as an aspiring great power, has over the past decade put consid-
erable resources in building up its military capabilities. This is evident in its
nascent nuclear weapons program (including land- and sea-based missile
delivery systems) and its continuing interest in how the country might be able
to harness its growing expertise in information technologies (IT) in order to
pursue an IT-led revolution in military affairs.”> Accordingly, while the coun-
try’s military remains an Army-heavy force oriented toward a ground war with
Pakistan, it increasingly stresses long-range surveillance and intelligence, force
projection, and expeditionary warfare.”® These taskings particularly favor the
Indian navy (IN), which in turn is increasingly becoming the Indian military’s
“high-tech” arrow in its quiver of resources.”

The Indian navy has a specific responsibility for a “constabulary role”
in the Indian Ocean. This includes the protection of SLOCs (90 percent of the
country’s trade, particularly oil and gas, transits through the Indian Ocean),
sovereignty enforcement, and sea area denial to adversaries.® Consequently,
the IN has put considerable effort into building up and maintaining its blue-
water oceangoing capabilities.

India, for example, is one of the few countries in the world—and cer-
tainly the only one in the Asia-Pacific so far—to operate large-sized aircraft
carriers. The IN had for many decades operated at least two carriers—until
recently, ex-Royal Navy ships (including one dating from World War II)—{ly-
ing Harrier STOVL aircraft from their flight decks. Currently, India is in the
process of acquiring two new carriers—one a former Soviet navy vessel, and
the other an ambitious project to design and build an indigenous carrier.”

The Soviet-based carrier is the former 45,000-ton Admiral Gorshkov,
a Kiev-class carrier (operating the Yak-38M, a STOVL aircraft similar
to the Harrier) that was laid down in 1978 and commissioned into the
Soviet navy in 1987. After the collapse of the Soviet Union and the down-
sizing of the Russian military, the Gorshkov was decommissioned in 1996.
After several years of negotiations, the Indians finally acquired the Gorshkov
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in 2004. Under this agreement, Russia is providing the carrier for free, and
India is paying the Russians US$974 million to refit the vessel—including
adding a ski jump to the bow—so as to be capable of flying navalized MiG-29
tighters off its deck in a STOBAR (short take-off but assisted recovery)
configuration.*® In addition, India will pay another US$700 million for
the aircraft and weapons systems, including twelve single-seat MiG-29K
“Fulcrum-D” fighter jets, four dual-seat MiG-29KUB trainer aircraft, and
six “Helix” helicopters.*!

The carrier, renamed the INS Vikramaditya, was supposed to have been
delivered to the IN sometime around mid-2008, but refitting the vessel has
turned out to be much more challenging than originally envisioned, resulting
in considerable cost overruns and delays (Moscow has asked for an additional
US$1.2 billion to finish the upgrade). Consequently, the Vikramaditya is
unlikely to enter service before 2013.%

India’s shipbuilding industry has also been tasked with constructing
the Indigenous Aircraft Carrier (IAC), formerly known as the Air Defense
Ship (ADS). The IAC, designated the INS Vikrant, is a 37,500-ton vessel,
also utilizing a STOBAR arrangement, and capable of operating either the
MiG-29K or a navalized version of Indias indigenous Tejas Light Combat
Aircraft (LCA). Construction began in 2005 and the IAC was supposed to
enter service by 2012, but production setbacks have delayed this until 2015
at the earliest.” Consequently, the Indian navy will have to keep its 50-year-
old INS Viraat (ex-HMS Hermes, operating the Harrier) in service for several
more years.”*

The IN is also in the process of substantially upgrading and expand-
ing its submarine force, which currently consists of 16 diesel-electric boats
(mostly Russian Kilo-class and German Type-209 submarines). After
protracted negotiations, India has finally signed an agreement to acquire
six Franco-Spanish Scorpéne-class submarines, which will be constructed
under license at India’s Mazagon Docks shipyard; six additional subs may be
subsequently ordered.*® In addition, the country is keen to develop a nuclear
submarine fleet, both hunter-attack (SSN) and ballistic missile-carrying
(SSBN) types. India has been working on its nuclear-powered Advanced
Technology Vessel (ATV) program since the early 1970s, and it launched its
first ATV in 2009. Its first priority is an SSBN, and the IN hopes to deploy a
fleet of at least three boats by 2015, armed with an indigenously developed
submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM).*

Finally, the Indian navy is also procuring additional destroyers and frig-
ates, and for the first time is buying eight P-3C long-range maritime patrol
aircraft from the United States.”’
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Southeast Asian Countries

As with the rest of the Asia-Pacific, the countries of Southeast Asia have
put considerable effort into building up their naval forces over the past decade
or so. Naval developments in this area are propelled by a variety of nation-
al and regional concerns, including territorial disputes (such as conflicting
claims over the Spratly Islands) and lingering regional suspicions, protection
of large exclusive economic zones (EEZs), sovereignty enforcement in various
SLOCs around Southeast Asia (such as the Malacca or Lombok straits), and,
of course, growing concern over China’s “creeping assertiveness” in the South
China Sea.*® In many ways, these countries’ naval modernization efforts, while
on a much smaller scale than the larger countries in the region, are all the more
impressive, since they expanded or are expanding their capabilities from a
much lower starting point.

The Republic of Singapore Navy (RSN), for example, has grown
substantially over the past decade. The RSN has either acquired or is in the
process of acquiring several new types of maritime systems for force projec-
tion, increased mobility, and expanded firepower. In particular, it is currently
acquiring six Formidable-class frigates, which are based on the French-
designed Lafayette-class “stealth” frigates. These frigates will mainly be used to
patrol sea lines of communications around Singapore and will be armed with
Harpoon ASCM and the French Aster-15 air defense missile, which is capa-
ble of providing antiballistic missile defense. Just as important, the Formida-
ble-class frigate will be equipped with state-of-the-art sensors and combat
management and communications systems, and thus will constitute a “key
node” in Singapore’s 3G capability program and consequently “push the regional
envelope of naval capabilities . . . in their undoubted networking capabilities.”*

Besides these new frigates, the RSN has also bought four used A12-class
submarines from Sweden, and more recently two more ex-Swedish submarines
(the A17 class) outfitted with the Stirling AIP system. It also operates two indig-
enously designed and constructed Endurance-class landing ships, each capable
of carrying 350 troops, 18 tanks, four helicopters, and four landing craft.

The naval branch of the Indonesian armed forces (TNI) is dedicated to
building a “green-water” capacity by 2020, and it is consequently consolidating
the size of its naval task force by phasing out its obsolete ships (i.e., the large
fleet of East German frigates and corvettes acquired in the early 1990s) and
replacing them with newer and more capable vessels. For example, Jakarta is
currently acquiring four new Sigma-class corvettes from the Netherlands, four
Korean-built platform LPD amphibious support ships, and Chinese C-802
ASCMs. Older ships are being converted into patrol boats, forward operat-
ing bases in the eastern part of the archipelago are being established, and the
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TNI Marine Forces are being expanded and strengthened. In addition, the TNI
Navy operates a sizable fleet of maritime patrol aircraft (two CN-235MPAs
and 25 ex-Australian Defence Force N-22 Nomad Searchmasters), and is
currently acquiring 17 additional patrol aircraft of various types.*

Malaysia is in the midst of a multiyear program to expand and mod-
ernize its armed forces. Kuala Lumpur, under its current VMAF21 (Versatile
Malaysian Armed Forces of the 21 Century) program, is in the process of
transforming its forces according to principles of joint-service operations, force
projection, and new combat capabilities. This means expanding firepower,
adding new revolution in military affairs (RMA)-related capacities for informa-
tion gathering and processing, extending the operational range of its air force,
and building blue-water naval capability.* This program, therefore, includes the
purchase of new fighter jets, advanced trainer aircraft, airborne early warning
(AEW) aircraft, long-range transport aircraft, submarines, and patrol corvettes.

In 2005, Malaysia established a national coast guard (the Malaysian
Maritime Enforcement Agency or MMEA) to patrol the countrys 12-nau-
tical-mile territorial waters. Eventually, it will be responsible for provid-
ing maritime security through the country’s 200-nautical-mile exclusive
economic zone, leaving the Royal Malaysian Navy (RMN) free for force
projection and warfighting in the open ocean.* The MMEA currently operates
72 vessels, including 15 ex-RMN patrol boats.

Kuala Lumpur is in the process of procuring two Franco-Spanish
Scorpéne-class submarines for the RMN. In fact, for several years, it has been
training future submariners overseas in the absence of hardware so that the
proper expertise could be developed prior to acquisition. Other RMN acqui-
sitions include six German-designed MEKO A100 offshore patrol vessels and
two British-built Lekiu-class frigates.

Despite being more of a land power, Thailand has considerable maritime
interests, including the protection of offshore oil and gas reserves, counter-
terrorism, counterpiracy, and combating illegal trafficking in its territorial
waters.” The Royal Thai Navy (RTN), therefore, has considerable responsibil-
ity in providing littoral, EEZ, and blue-water maritime security. More recently,
the RTN has acquired or is in the process of acquiring two new frigates from
the United Kingdom and missile-carrying offshore patrol vessels from the PRC,
as well as helicopters and refurbished maritime patrol aircraft. The RTN has
expressed interest in acquiring submarines, but current budget constraints
have made this unlikely for the near future.**

It is worth noting that the RTN operates the only aircraft carrier in the
region—the 10,000-ton, Spanish-built Chakri Nareubet, which is outfitted with
used (ex-Spanish) AV-8A Harrier jump jets and S-70B Seahawk helicopters.
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The carrier is intended for air defense and antisubmarine warfare during
wartime and disaster relief during peacetime. Since the Chakri Nareubet was
delivered to the RTN in the late 1990s, however, it has spent most of its time
in port due to its high operating costs, although it was employed during the
2004 tsunami relief.

Vietnam has obvious interests in protecting its maritime EEZ resourc-
es and in deterring further Chinese expansion in the disputed Spratly Islands
chain. After years of neglect, the country is beginning to rearm itself and
as a result has begun to increase defense spending and procurement.* The
Vietnamese navy has done particularly well out of this increased emphasis on
self-reliant defense and has greatly enhanced its capabilities in recent years. The
navy is currently acquiring three new corvettes, outfitted with German engines
and British and American radars, as well as up to a dozen Svetlyak-class fast-
attack craft patrol vessels and various second-hand surface combatants from
South Korea and Poland. Of particular note, in late 2009 Hanoi announced that
it would buy six Kilo-class diesel-electric submarines from Russia, at a cost of $2
billion.* It also signed a major arms deal with Poland in 2005 for 10 maritime
patrol M-28 aircraft and 40 surplus Su-22M aircraft, some of which may have
a maritime strike role. Finally, Vietnam is building up to 40 new indigenous
400-ton offshore patrol vessels and six 150-ton coastal patrol boats.*

Conclusions: Toward a “Post-Modern” Navy?

The expansion of regional maritime combat capabilities has many im-
plications for militaries in the Asia-Pacific. At the very least, these new types
of armaments promise to significantly upgrade and modernize the potential
for warfighting in the region. The addition of modern submarines and surface
combatants, amphibious assault ships, and long-range maritime patrol aircraft
has extended these countries’ navies’ theoretical range of action and empowered
them with new capabilities for force projection and sustained expeditionary
operations. Additionally, the acquisition of modern antiship, antiair, and even
land-attack missiles has greatly increased the lethality, versatility, and flexibility
of their maritime forces. Beyond simply modernizing their navies, however, the
Asian-Pacific militaries are overall acquiring greater lethality and accuracy at
greater ranges, improved battlefield knowledge and command and control, and
increased operational maneuver and speed. Standoff precision-guided weap-
ons, such as cruise and ballistic missiles and terminal-homing (such as global
positioning system or electro-optical) guided munitions, have greatly increased
combat firepower and effectiveness. Additionally, through the increased use
of stealth and active defenses (such as missile defense and longer range air-to-
air missiles), local militaries are significantly adding to their survivability and
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operational capabilities. Advanced reconnaissance and surveillance platforms
have considerably expanded their capacities to look out over the horizon and
in all three dimensions. Consequently, conflict in the region, should it occur,
would likely be more “high-tech™ faster, more long-distance and yet more
precise, and perhaps more devastating in its effect.

Additionally, some Asia-Pacific militaries—particularly China and
Singapore—are acquiring the types of military equipment that, taken together,
increasingly provide them with the kernel of what is required to fundamen-
tally transform their militaries.*® In particular, those systems related to preci-
sion strike, stealth, and above all C4ISR and networking comprise some of the
key hardware ingredients essential to implementing a modern revolution in
military affairs. These emerging capabilities, in turn, have the potential to
significantly affect strategy and operations on tomorrow’s battlefield and hence
to alter the determinants of critical capabilities in modern warfare.

But what do these new capabilities imply for security in the Asia-Pacific?
Do they contribute to regional stability, by increasing the deterrent and defen-
sive capabilities of states? Or do they exacerbate regional tensions, as tit-for-
tat arms acquisitions may often have the unintended consequence of fostering
mutually reinforcing insecurities and suspicions (i.e., the “security dilemma”)?
Certainly, many countries may—justifiably—wish to strengthen their defenses
to counter a militarily rising and increasingly assertive China. At the same time,
many countries in the Asia-Pacific are acquiring modern naval combat capabil-
ities as much in reaction to each other’s procurement activities, leading to arms
competitions (South Korea vs. Japan, Malaysia vs. Singapore)—or for “sover-
eignty enforcement” issues (such as protection of EEZs or defending territorial
claims over disputed territories) that are hardly conducive to regional stability.

Still, expanding regional maritime combat capabilities may ultimately
offer benefits to regional security and stability in ways that until recently were
almost inconceivable. For example, as regional maritime forces become more
proficient in such areas as sustained expeditionary operations and force pro-
jection, it could have a positive effect in terms of disaster relief, peacekeeping,
antipiracy and counterproliferation patrols, and security and stabilization
operations. In addition, as regional navies acquire common weapons systems
and (in particular) common systems for surveillance, target acquisition, and
command and control—such as the Aegis air defense system—it could greatly
enhance interoperability and combat coordination among the various navies.
This would be particularly desirable for coalition operations. Additionally,
it could probably be particularly attractive from the standpoint of the U.S.
Navy, in that it could perhaps expand and “internationalize” its Cooperative
Engagement Capability (CEC) by drawing allies and friendly countries into a
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networked and interoperable military environment. The U.S. Navy and Japan’s
MSDF already plan to coordinate SMD-equipped destroyer patrols in the Sea
of Japan for missile defense; this mission could conceivably be expanded to
include other countries (particularly those already outfitted with the Aegis
system) in some kind of pan-Asian missile shield.”

If recent trends and developments in naval modernization in the
Asia-Pacific are able to play out in a way that enables greater cooperation and
collaboration among maritime forces, we could be witnessing the emergence
of a new paradigm in naval development, one that Geoffrey Till terms the
“post-modern Navy.”*® According to Till, concepts of the post-modern navy
derive “from more positive attitudes towards globalization,” with “relative-
ly more focus on the international system, and the nation’s place within that
system.”! Consequently, post-modern navies are less focused on “the exclusive
defense of national interests and sovereignty”>* and instead seek to control the
seas for the benefit of all law-abiding users as part of maintaining “good order
at sea” and in the interest of protecting the “global commons” Additionally,
sea-based expeditionary operations—which, Till argues, are part and parcel
of “the post-Cold War . . . concept of liberal interventionism”**—are focused
less on what navies can do “at sea,” than “what they can do from it in order to
maintain global stability and security (“good order from the sea”).>

Perhaps the best example of this effort to create a post-modern
“global Navy” can be found in former U.S. Chief of Naval Operations Admiral
Mike Mullen’s 2005 proposal for a network-enabled, joint, interoperable, and
expeditionary-oriented “Thousand-Ship Navy” In proposing this concept, he
challenged naval leaders to:

Imagine [a] fleet operating with the navies and naval infantries of a host
of other nations, again, fully netted and interoperable. They could be any-
where the national and international political leadership wanted them to
be ... ready to go at a moment’s notice—and they could contribute in all
manner of ways. Not just as a force to wage war, but a force to wage peace
as well. A force for good.”

It is, of course, way too early to speak of a genuine post-modern global
navy, but the ongoing and substantial naval expansion in the Asia-Pacific
region raises reasonable questions as to what effect this buildup might have
on regional security and stability. Naval modernization need not in itself
constitute a dangerous state of affairs. Technology is neutral—how it is used
determines its benevolence or ill will. But it is not too early to start considering
the impact and implications of the expansion of maritime combat capabilities
in the Asia-Pacific.
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Chapter 3

Beyond the Moat: The PLAN’s Evolving
Interests and Potential Influence

M. Taylor Fravel and Alexander Liebman

As China’s economy grows and national interests expand, how do the
People’s Liberation Army (PLA) in general, and the PLA Navy (PLAN) in par-
ticular, see their roles and responsibilities changing? In addition, how might the
PLAN exert influence in debates over national policy? In this paper, we find evi-
dence of both change and continuity in the PLAN’s sense of its missions at sea
and areas in the future where it may shape Chinese policies beyond the domain
of naval affairs, such as the interpretation of international maritime law. On the
one hand, longstanding interests such as the prevention by force of Taiwan’s de
jure independence, the defense of China’s eastern coast, and the preservation of
Chinas claims to sovereignty over islands in the South China and East China
Seas, remain crucially important. However, we also show that issues related to
China’s economy, namely, maintaining the conditions for continued growth and
protecting China’s links to the international economy, are growing in salience.
Increasingly, the PLAN is casting itself as the protector of China’s economy, and
using that as a selling point for increasing the navy’s budget.

New understandings of China’s national interests are reflected in chang-
ing definitions of haiyang quanyi (784X &t), commonly abbreviated to haiquan,
(781%), or China’s “maritime rights and interests” This term has been in use since
atleast the 1980s, and while there is no consensus on its precise meaning, there is
no question that its scope has dramatically expanded. In a 2000 issue of Modern
Navy, staff writer Niu Baocheng (4-%5{) laid out three conceptions of haiquan,
arguing that “as human society develops, and especially as our understanding
of the oceans increases, the meaning and implications of haiquan are also con-
tinuously changing”™ In the past, Niu argues, China has held a narrow view of
haiquan, including only the protection of the coast and coastal waters, China’s
contiguous zone, and exclusive economic zone (EEZ). Today, China holds
a broader definition of haiquan that includes the ability to travel through
international waters and the capability to develop resources at sea. Eventually,
Niu argues, China must move toward what he calls “military maritime rights
and interests” (junshi haiquan, ZZ%81N), referring to the ability of military

Authors” Note: The research for this paper was completed in 2007 and does not use more recent materials.
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vessels to move freely through the oceans and protect sea lines of communica-
tion (SLOCs) in the event of war, as well as the ability to prevent the enemy from
having similar freedom. While Niu’s argument should not be taken to repre-
sent the official view of the PLAN, his article does make explicit what is implicit
in much writing in military journals and newspapers: that China’s interests are
expanding and the PLAN must prepare to protect these interests.

... Two If by Sea

While the PLAN’s concept of haiquan has grown to include economic
interests, the concept of haifang (38Bj3), or “maritime defense,” is also evolv-
ing. For at least 20 years, naval authors have routinely noted that since 1840,
the main threats to Chinas security have come from the ocean.” For this
reason PLAN authors have long tried to change the “emphasize land, ignore
the sea” (zhonglu qinghai, EF#48) thinking within the military. Starting in
the mid 1990s, however, naval authors have gone further. It is not enough just
to emphasize naval defense, they argue; instead, the conception of what mari-
time defense means should be expanded. China must stop seeing its oceans
merely as a “moat” (huchenghe, 373#°7) that protects China’s landmass, and
instead realize that the oceans themselves hold vital interests that must be
defended. These interests include 300 million square kilometers of “blue
territory” (lanse guotu, H&E1)—Chinas claimed area of maritime sover-
eignty), three main groups of disputed islands and reefs, an exclusive econom-
ic zone rich in natural resources, and shipping lanes which supply China with
energy and resources and connect it to the international economy.

Opverall, we find a growing emphasis in naval sources casting the PLAN
as the protector of China’s economy. In many cases this is directly connected
to naval appeals for more military resources, and even to arguments that the
proportion of the military budget spent on the navy should be increased. While
the prevention of Taiwan’s independence remains a mainstay in PLAN argu-
ments for funding, newer and subtler arguments are being made that portray
spending on the navy as a sound investment in China’s economy. Specifically,
the PLAN is trying to shape policy debates over offshore islands, the interpreta-
tion of maritime law, energy security, and how to secure sea lanes.

This paper explores these changing conceptions of the PLAN’s role
and its potential influence by adopting an “inside-out” approach. We first
consider those areas which China considers its own territory—Taiwan and the
disputed islands in the South and East China Seas. Second, we examine
evolving views of China’s EEZ and potential exploitation of its natural resourc-
es. Finally, we move farthest away from China’s coast and look at attitudes
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toward protecting shipping lanes, the “Malacca Dilemma,” and the security of
China’s energy imports from the Middle East. Our primary goal is to lay out
the PLAN/PLA viewpoint on each issue, and to illuminate the military’s point
of view in comparison to civilian views on the same topic to determine how the
PLAN might be a factor in national policymaking. Second, where possible, we
have also looked for evidence of differences in position between the PLAN and
the PLA, although this is substantially more challenging.

Research Design

The purpose of this paper is to assess the extent to which the PLAN is
an influential actor, which is defined as possessing an ability to shape or influ-
ence national policy goals and priorities beyond the arena of naval affairs. This
is a daunting analytical task, given the paucity of reliable data and the general
secrecy that surrounds national security decisionmaking in China. Often, only
the outcome of the policymaking process can be observed; thus we focus on how
the PLAN articulates its interests in areas where it might readily influence na-
tional policy and examine how the PLAN’s articulation of its interests in these
areas has changed over time. Space-permitting, we then compare PLAN or PLA
sources on maritime affairs to relevant civilian sources to identify similarities
or differences in conceptions of China’s national interest in the same issue.

Recent PLAN and PLA writings on “maritime defense” (haifang) and
“maritime rights and interests” (haiyang quanyi or haiquan) outline a set of na-
tional policy issues where the PLAN influence might be most easily observed.
These issues are as follows: sovereignty disputes over offshore islands as well as
Taiwan; the assertion and defense of maritime rights under international law,
especially rights to offshore resources within China’s EEZ; and the security of
sea lanes and freedom of navigation on the high seas. The PLAN has a clear
organizational interest in promoting these issues, as each has an unambiguous
role for the navy and can be framed as a rationale for increased budgetary re-
sources and operational missions beyond coastal defense (jinan fangyu). While
these rationales are important, the PLAN’s potential for influence over national
policy can be inferred in several ways. First, PLAN or other PLA sources may
place a different emphasis than government sources on the same issue, which
would suggest policies that the PLAN might seek to shape or alter. Second,
in their writings, PLAN or PLA officers may advocate for specific changes in
national policy, which might suggest one fault line in internal debate over a
given issue and highlight an area where the PLAN could exert influence.

In this paper, we use several methods to tackle these issues. First, we
compare the frequency of articles on key topics in the PLA’ leading newspaper,
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the PLA Daily (Jiefangjun Bao), and the Chinese Communst Party’s (CCP’s)
main newspaper, the People’s Daily (Renmin Ribao). Depending on the specific
topic, we count either the number of articles with the keyword in the title or the
number of articles in which the keyword appears in the full text of the article.
As the PLA Daily electronic archive is available from 1987 to 2005, almost two
decades of newspaper articles can be examined. Although the People’s Daily is
a CCP newspaper and not a government source, the close links between the
party and the government suggest that it is a useful proxy for civilian view-
points. By comparing the frequency of issues discussed in these two sources,
we can draw a rough baseline for potential differences between the military
and the civilian government. As the PLA Daily is the PLAs newspaper, the re-
sults must be interpreted as reflecting the naval or maritime issues deemed
important or newsworthy by the PLA as a whole, not just the PLAN. Nev-
ertheless, if the number of articles on a given maritime issue is increasing in
one paper and decreasing in the other, one could reasonably infer a change
in the importance of the issue for the military or the government. Even if the
yearly frequency is roughly the same, the magnitude of articles in each paper
may also reveal information about the relative importance of different issues
for the PLAN and the government.

Second, we examine both the frequency and content of relevant articles
in military publications, especially journals and magazines. The most impor-
tant magazines for this study are Modern Navy (Dangdai Haijun) and Nation-
al Defense (Guofang). Modern Navy is especially important, as it is published
by the PLAN’s party committee (dangwei) and can be used to “take the tem-
perature” of China’s navy and its corporate interests. One limitation of these
sources, however, is that many articles are penned by cadre in the Political
Warfare Department, not by military or naval strategists. In addition, the
authoritativeness of magazine articles can be questioned when the author’s
institution or military rank is not listed. We also consult other military
sources on naval issues, including, for example, the relevant sections of the last
two editions of Zhanyi Xue (The Science of Campaigns) as well as articles in
Zhongguo Junshi Kexue (China Military Science).

Maritime Sovereignty Disputes: Taiwan, the South China Sea, and the
East China Sea

Almost all analyses of maritime security published by PLAN or PLA
sources stress the prominence of sovereignty disputes over contested offshore
islands, especially given the resolution of the majority of China’s territori-
al disputes on its land border. As a result, if the PLAN exerts influence over
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national policy, it perhaps should be most easily observed in discussion of
disputes over offshore islands. In addition to sovereignty, the islands are
seen as key to the assertion of maritime rights under the United Nations
Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) as well as important for the
security of adjacent SLOCs. Thus, analysis of how the PLA and PLAN
portray China’s interests in these disputes cannot be separated from the
following two sections of this paper.

The analysis of PLAN and other PLA writings on maritime sovereignty
disputes highlights several trends. First, the dispute over Taiwan receives more
attention than China’s other offshore island disputes. Moreover, attention to
the Taiwan dispute in PLA sources has increased markedly since 2000. Second,
although China’s other maritime sovereignty disputes are portrayed as “more
prominent” than before, discussion of these disputes appears not to be increas-
ing and by some measures actually declining. Third, interestingly, the PLA has
focused more attention on those disputes where China maintains a strong po-
sition in relative terms, publishing significantly more articles on the Spratlys
(where it occupies seven reefs) compared to the Senkakus (where it holds none
of the features that it claims). Fourth, the content of PLA and PLAN writings
on these disputes focuses on maintaining and consolidating claims as well as
providing a rationale for “maritime defense construction” (haifang jianshe).
Little evidence exists to suggest an active effort to shape policy in the offshore
island disputes, though continued affirmation of China’s sovereignty claims
suggests that the PLA would oppose substantial compromises in any future
negotiations with the other claimants.

Taiwan

A brief analysis of PLAN and PLA discussions of Taiwan provides a
useful context for assessing the relative importance of China’s maritime sov-
ereignty disputes. A search of articles in the PLA Daily and the People’s Daily
that contain “tai” (&) in the title and “taidu” (Taiwan independence, &¥H)
in the full-text reveals several trends.’ As shown in figure 3-1, the frequency
of articles on the Taiwan dispute in both newspapers has increased steadily
since 1987. In particular, the number of articles reached an inflection point
in 2000, the year when Chen Shui-bian was elected president of Taiwan.
Likewise, as shown in figure 3-2, Taiwan receives substantially more cov-
erage in the PLA Daily than do other territorial disputes with a maritime
component. Finally, as shown in figure 3-3, the number of articles in
Modern Navy that contain “Taiwan” in the full text reflects a steady increase
in coverage, while reporting on China’s other maritime territorial disputes
has not increased.
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Figure 3-1. The Taiwan Dispute in Core Newspapers (Title Search)
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Figure 3-2. Maritime Sovereignty Disputes in PLA Daily (Title Search)
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Note: The Taiwan search used “tai” in the title and “tai-du” in the full text.
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Figure 3-3. Maritime Sovereignty Disputes in Modern Navy (Full-text Search)
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These results, of course, are not surprising. Taiwan is a key issue for
China’s military and provides a clear rationale for force modernization, includ-
ing naval modernization. Given the sheer volume of Taiwan-related articles
in military sources, PLAN or PLA influence—or potential influence—over
China’s Taiwan policy is difficult to determine. Nevertheless, for our purpos-
es, two trends should be noted. First, in absolute terms, the Peoples Daily has
published more articles on Taiwan in the search described above than the PLA
Daily. Moreover, the PLA Daily appears to publish little original content on
Taiwan, as most articles appear to be sourced from Xinhua and not “benbao”
(A&#%) reporting. In the Taiwan dispute, then, the PLA Daily fulfills its mission
to communicate CCP policies throughout China’s armed forces. At the same
time, given the clear advantages of a Taiwan scenario for justifying PLA force
modernization, the PLAN and PLA arguably face less of a need to push this
issue to secure increased budgetary resources.

Second, the PLA Daily has occasionally sent deterrent signals during
periods of crisis across the Strait, publishing articles with an even more aggres-
sive and assertive tone than contained in official government statements or
the People’s Daily. In 1999, amid the crisis sparked by Lee Teng-huis articula-
tion of the “two state theory” (liangguo lun), the PLA Daily issued articles by
a “staft commentator” (benbao pinglunyuan). The first appeared in July 1999,
warning “Lee Teng-hui Don’t Play With Fire” [Li Denghui buyao wanhuo]”* In
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early March 2000, just before Taiwan's presidential election, the PLA Daily pub-
lished a commentary entitled “Taiwan Independence Means War” [“Taidu’ ji
yiwei zhanzheng].> Since 2000, however, the PLA Daily has not published a staff
commentary on Taiwan. As the PLA Daily falls under the supervision of the
Central Military Commission (CMC), these articles can be interpreted as repre-
senting the PLAs perspective on the Taiwan issue, which certainly has an impact
on China’s Taiwan policy. Nevertheless, as the PLA Daily represents all of the
PLA, and not just the PLAN, any specific naval influence is difficult to ascertain.

Although the role of the PLA and PLAN in the Taiwan dispute can-
not be addressed fully in this paper, writings on Taiwan increasingly stress
a maritime dimension. That is, the importance of Taiwan is cast in terms
of its strategic value for China, not just the imperative of national unifica-
tion.® For Jiang Zhijun, the head of the China Naval Research Institute, “As
long as the Taiwan issue isn't resolved, we will always be hindered in our
capacity to defend our nation’s maritime regions.”” According to one academ-
ic at the Shenyang Artillery Academy who specializes in maritime defense,
Taiwan along with other coastal islands such as Changshan and Zhoushan
serve both as military buffers for the mainland and a battlespace that links
the land and the sea.® An article in Modern Navy likewise noted Taiwan’s role
as China’s “gate to the Pacific,” allowing it to break through the “first island
chain” and as a key to the defense of one-fifth of China’s population along
the east coast.’

South China Sea—the Spratly Islands

Not surprisingly, the South China Sea disputes receive less attention
in news media sources than the Taiwan dispute. As China has controlled the
Paracel Islands that Vietnam also claims since the early 1970s, this section
focuses on China’s claims to the Spratlys. Among China’s maritime disputes
over the sovereignty of offshore islands, the Spratlys receive much more at-
tention in PLA media than the dispute with Japan over the Senkakus. Fig-
ure 3-4 shows the number of articles per year in the PLA Daily and People’s
Daily where “Spratlys” (nansha) appears in the title. Although both figures
demonstrate the prominence of South China Sea disputes when compared
with the Senkakus, coverage of these disputes has not increased over time,
especially coverage of the Spratlys. The PLA Daily published 24 articles with
“Spratlys” in the title in 1994, but only 5 such articles in 2005. Likewise,
as shown in figure 3-3, the number of articles in Modern Navy containing
the word “Spratlys” in the full text has remained steady and not increased
appreciably since 1994.
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Figure 3-4. The Spratlys Dispute in Core Newspapers (Title Search)
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As the Spratlys played a role in efforts to justify PLAN modernization in
the 1980s, the lack of continued increased coverage of this dispute is notewor-
thy. This trend, however, could be interpreted in two ways. On the one hand,
it may be that growing conflict across the Strait has provided the PLAN with
a much more suitable rationale for force modernization. On the other hand,
the PLAN may have succeeded in the 1980s in framing China’s interests in
the South China Sea, especially after it occupied six features in early 1988 and
Mischief Reef in late 1994. As a result, this dispute requires less attention
than before, since the Spratlys are commonly accepted as an intrinsic part of
Chinese territory that the PLA must defend.

Two aspects of news coverage of the Spratlys dispute support this sec-
ond interpretation. First, in contrast to coverage of the Taiwan dispute, the
PLA Daily has published more articles on the Spratlys than the People’s Daily
has published. Second, the timing and content of articles in the PLA Daily
support the view that the PLA has taken the lead in framing this issue for the
public. In contrast to articles about Taiwan (or the Senkakus discussed below),
much of the PLA Daily reporting on the Spratlys contains original content,
not Xinhua reports. Many of the PLA Daily-written articles discuss relative-
ly benign topics, including how soldiers endure the hardship of such a remote
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posting or the diversity of fish in the surrounding waters. In tone and content,
these stories are similar to PLA Daily articles on garrison troops defending the
first line of China’s land borders, especially at high altitude and in harsh cli-
mates. Although relatively benign, such articles also help to “construct” China’s
interest in defending its position in these disputes and consolidate China’s sov-
ereignty claims by demonstrating the links between these distant islands and
the Chinese mainland, links created by the presence of Chinese troops. Indeed,
some of these “fluff” pieces in the PLA Daily about the troops stationed on the
reefs and atolls in the South China Sea appear to be reprinted in the People’s
Daily, reversing the pattern of coverage in the Taiwan dispute.

The development of China’s operational campaign doctrine suggests one
explanation for the lack of a substantial increase in the attention given to the
Spratlys in PLAN and PLA sources. Unlike its predecessor, the 2006 edition of
The Science of Campaigns contains a new type of naval campaign, described as
“attacks against coral islands and reefs” (dui shanhu daojiao jingong zhanyi),
a campaign scenario that appears to be tailored to the South China Sea dis-
putes where China might consider attacking islands and reefs held by other
claimants. The discussion of the campaign is brief, only five pages long. More-
over, most of the discussion highlights the obstacles and challenges that the
PLAN would face, including the distance from the mainland and difficulties in
command, air defense, and logistics support along with the harsh natural
environment characterized by typhoons and subsurface obstacles. The em-
phasis on the difficulties in the discussion of this campaign is noteworthy and
suggests one reason for decreasing prominence.'’

Although the Spratlys dispute is not attracting increasing attention with-
in the PLAN or PLA, these sources stress several themes about the dispute in
addition to reiterating Chinas sovereignty claim. The first is the threat that
China faces from the other claimants. One survey of maritime hot spots on
China’s periphery published in Modern Navy, for example, notes that other
claimants have “seized” (ginzhan) Chinas islands in the South China Sea,
stolen its maritime resources (especially petroleum), and threatened the lives
and property of Chinese fishermen."!

As this article suggests, a second and closely related theme is the link be-
tween control of disputed offshore islands and China’s broader maritime rights
and interests. In a Modern Navy article, popular military commentator Zhang
Zhaozhong stresses that the islands in the South China Sea are the focal point
for drawing baselines used to claim territorial waters and EEZs."*

A third theme is the challenge posed by outside powers to China’s
claims. One article in Modern Navy, for example, notes that the United
States seeks to use the South China Sea disputes as a “trump card” (wangpai)
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with which to contain China after the Taiwan conflict is resolved. The U.S.
strengthening of military ties with other claimants in the dispute through
cooperative military agreements, joint exercises, and ship visits is noted as
evidence of such intentions. Likewise, Japan is seen as using its treaty with
the United States to participate in efforts to protect the freedom of navigation
in the adjacent sea lanes. At the same time, Japans engagement of ASEAN
(Association of Southeast Asian Nations) states is cast as “internationalizing”
the dispute to China’s disadvantage."

Directly or indirectly, these three themes provide rationales for
strengthening China’s naval power. At the same time, there is little evi-
dence even in PLAN sources that China should abandon Deng Xiaoping’s
strategy for pursuing China’s claims in these disputes, which calls for “set-
ting aside conflict, pursuing joint development” (gezhi zhengyi, gong-
tong kaifa). Thus the islands serve as a rationale for force modernization,
but not necessarily a change in China’s policy. Critique of Deng’s dictum
in PLAN or PLA sources would signal an important change and potential
effort to influence national policy. At the moment, however, Deng’s strategy
continues to receive broad-based support in PLA publications. If the mili-
tary differs slightly from discussion of Deng’s policy, it is to stress the phrase
“zhuquan gui wo” and the idea that sovereignty is nonnegotiable even while
pursuing joint development.'*

The other aspect of the dispute in which the PLAN might carry weight
regards the role of international law. China’s claim in the South China Sea is
often depicted on maps by a series of 9 or 11 “dotted lines” (duanxian). The
status of these lines in international law, however, is unclear. Noted PLA strat-
egist at the Academy of Military Sciences, Pan Shiying, forcefully argued af-
ter his retirement that the dotted lines refer to “historical waters” and that
China can claim sovereignty over all of the territorial features in the South
China Sea contained within these lines, including contested islands and reefs
as well as the adjacent waters.”” UNCLOS, however, contains no provision for
“historical waters” and the concept itself was developed to describe rights to
enclosed areas, such as the Bohai Gulf, not waters abutting other states. At
the same time, when China issued its territorial baselines in 1996, it did not
draw baselines for the Spratlys, which indicated that the government’s position
was likely still being debated and thus room for PLAN influence exists on this
issue. Zhang Zhaozhong, for example, appears to join Panin pushing for claim-
ing historical waters in the South China Sea on the basis of the dotted lines.'®
If the PLAN, or PLA, maintains a perspective in the Spratlys dispute distinct
from the government, it is likely in the interpretation of international law and
how it should be applied in this conflict.
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The Senkakus

What is striking about coverage of China’s dispute with Japan over the
Senkaku Islands is the lack of coverage. As figure 3-5 shows, the total number
of articles with “Senkaku Islands” (diaoyu dao) in the title in the PLA Daily and
Peoples Daily is low, roughly one-tenth of those published on the Spratlys.!”
Moreover, no clear trend exists in the frequency or timing of articles on the
Senkakus. Analysis of individual news reports suggests that the timing results
from events linked to the dispute, such as attempts by activists from both sides
to land on the islands in support of each country’s claim. As figure 3-3 demon-
strates, only 32 articles in Modern Navy since 1994 even mention the Senkakus
anywhere in the text. Since this is a maritime sovereignty dispute with China’s
main rival in East Asia, one might expect the PLA to stress this conflict and to
do so with increasing frequency since the mid 1990s as relations with Japan
entered a more turbulent phase.

In addition, in contrast to coverage of the Spratlys, PLA Daily coverage
of the Senkakus consists almost entirely of articles from Xinhua or the People’s
Daily. With just three exceptions, the PLA Daily has published no original

Figure 3-5. The Senkaku Dispute in Core Newspapers (Title Search)
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content or reporting on the dispute, focusing instead on official government
statements and Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) press conferences. Most of
the reporting on the Senkakus is not on the first page, but on the inside of the
paper. No staff commentaries have been authored that mention the Senkaku
dispute.

An exception to the lack of original content occurred in early 2003. In Jan-
uary, the Japanese government announced that it would lease three of the dis-
puted islands from a private Japanese citizen. This report unleashed a flurry of
protests throughout the month in Beijing, as it appeared that Japan was consoli-
dating its claim in the dispute. Although the PLA Daily printed the MFA’s protest
on January 5, two named articles by PLA Daily journalists appeared toward the
end of the month. Nevertheless, these articles only reinforced the government’s
objections and did not adopt a more assertive or aggressive position.'®

What does this mean? First, there appears to be close coordination be-
tween the government and PLA over the Senkakus dispute, at least in the area of
propaganda. Overall, the goal is to minimize public discussion of the conflict,
but demonstrate China’s “resolute” stance on the question of sovereignty when
the Japanese government is viewed as challenging China’s claim. Second, both
the PLA and the government likely do not want to raise expectations among the
public regarding China’s ability to make progress in the dispute. The islands have
been under Japanese administration since 1972 and the United States indicated
in the mid-1990s that the defense of the islands was included in the U.S.-Japan
alliance. The islands are perhaps also a referent in the chapter on attacks against
coral islands in the 2006 edition of The Science of Campaigns discussed above.

In the limited publications on the Senkakus, several themes emerge in
PLA and PLAN writings. To start, several articles on the Senkakus offer short
summaries of the historical basis for Chinas sovereignty claim. These articles
lack an aggressive tone and do not appear to push the government to take a
more assertive stance. Instead, they simply review the history of China’s claims
as the government has articulated publicly in the past.”

In addition, discussion of the Senkakus highlights their economic and
military value. As one article in National Defense notes, for example, Japanese
sovereignty over the islands would allow it to exploit resources in 200,000 square
kilometers of “maritime national territory” (haiyang guotu).”® Other articles
stress the military value of the islands, which are located only 90 nautical miles
from Taiwan. One author in Modern Navy notes that the islands could extend
Japan’s defensive range more than 300 nautical miles to the west from Okinawa,
threatening China’s coastal regions and Taiwan through the placement of radar
or missile systems.”' Because of this strategic value, this article concludes that
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the United States is currently examining the strategic value of the islands and
“plotting” with Japan to deploy troops there. According to Jin Yinan, a professor
of strategy at the PLA’s National Defense University, the military importance of
the islands is to serve as a “protective screen” (pingzhang) for the East China Sea.
At the same time, in contrast to the article in Modern Navy, Jin notes that the
islands lack suitable conditions for the placement of military assets and stresses
that their primary importance is economic.*

Interestingly, Chinese writings differentiate between Japans cur-
rent administration of the islands (sometimes described as “actual control”
(shiji kongzhi) and any potential or future Japanese “occupation” of the islands.
By implication, occupation, described as “ginzhan” or “zhanling,” appears to
refer to any permanent military use of the islands, especially for assets that
could be used in a conflict over Taiwan.” Thus, although only by implication,
these writers have highlighted what might be viewed as a “red line” for China
in its dispute with Japan.

Finally, one article on the Spratlys deserves mention, as it offers an
instance of the PLAN seeking to influence national policy with respect to
maritime law enforcement and the establishment of a coast guard-type ca-
pability. Published in Modern Navy, the article reviews the development and
application of Japan’s coast guard under the alarmist title of “Warning: Japan’s
Coast Guard’s Threat to Our Maritime Space” The author first reviews the
expansion of Japan’s coast guard as a military force (junshi liliang), highlight-
ing its role in the Senkakus and East China Sea disputes, such as preventing
Chinese protestors from landing on the islands while protecting right-wing
Japanese activists. The author laments diffusion of authority for maritime law
enforcement in China among a number of agencies, arguing through exam-
ple that China should develop a centralized system to strengthen its ability
to defend its interests at sea. Currently, China has a Maritime Safety Agency
(782 %) under the Ministry of Transportation and a Maritime Patrol Detach-
ment (B EPBA) under the State Oceanic Administration (78¥/8), among
others. The author also notes how Japan has used its coast guard to defend its
sovereignty claims, both to the Senkakus as well as in the East China Sea.**

Maritime Rights and Resource Security

PLAN Focus on Maritime Resources

As Chinas economy has grown, so has its demand for natural resourc-
es. This phenomenon is well reported in the Western press, and it is now com-
mon knowledge that China became a net energy importer in 1993. Since 1993,
Chinas imports of oil, gas, and uranium, as well as metals like tin and copper,
have grown rapidly. This phenomenon has generated discussion among naval



BEYOND THE MOAT: EVOLVING INTERESTS AND INFLUENCE 55

authors along two lines. First, how can China secure more resources within its
own territory to reduce import dependence? Second, for products that must be
imported, how can China secure its supply in the event of a crisis? In this section
we evaluate the PLAN’s position on developing the resources in China’s EEZ. In
the next section we look at the PLAN’s attitude toward protecting SLOCs.

How should China solve its growing dependence on foreign resources?
Civilian and military views on this question tend to follow that iron law of
bureaucratic politics: where you stand depends on where you sit. There are
many potential ways for China to ameliorate its position: building a strategic
oil reserve, exploiting offshore resources, increasing energy efficiency at home,
just to name a few. On this issue, the PLAN has shown much more interest
in developing offshore resources and placed almost no emphasis on building
a strategic oil reserve; the Peoples Daily, on the other hand, has shown very
little interest in offshore resources but much interest in building a strategic
oil reserve. Consider figures 3-6 and 3-7:

Figure 3-6. Modern Navy Coverage of “Maritime Resources” (;§ L %i%) and
“Qil Reserve and China” (A& - FE)
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Comparing Modern Navys and National Defense’s coverage of maritime re-
sources, it also appears that the PLAN has shown more interest than the PLA
as a whole. Coverage in Modern Navy started earlier and has continued to grow
after 2004. In National Defense, on the other hand, coverage grew more slowly
and has been declining since 2004.
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Figure 3-7. People’s Daily Coverage of “Maritime Resources” (3§ - %) and
“Qil Reserve and China” (A& - FE)
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Figure 3-8. Modern Navy and National Defense Coverage of “Maritime
Resources” (38 L %5)
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These graphs suggest that the PLAN places more importance on the devel-
opment of maritime resources to improve China’s energy security situation than
either the PLA as a whole or the civilian leadership. This is not surprising: it is the
one area over which the PLAN might play a leading role. But what is the case that
naval authors are making for the importance of these offshore resources?

The PLAN’s Case For Maritime Resources

Numerous authors in Modern Navy and naval authors in National
Defense propound a similar case for focusing on maritime resources. They
start with the common premise that China’s population, along with the world’s
population, continues to increase. As a consequence of both population
increase and economic growth, demand for natural resources has risen.
The problem, they argue, is that “land resources are gradually being exhaust-
ed”? Seventy-one percent of the world’s surface, they happily remind us, is
covered by the oceans, but to date only minimal efforts have been made to
exploit maritime resources. For most of history, getting at these resources was
extremely difficult or impossible; today, technological progress has made these
resources accessible in a way they never have been before.”” Exploiting the
oceans is thus an ideal way to improve China’s resource security.

The catch—and this is where the PLAN comes in—is that in order to
get at maritime resources, China’s territory and EEZ must be protected from
other countries who want to take those resources. As Luo Xianlin, a Senior
Captain in a command post in Huai Bei GEALAIMEK), put it in 1994: “Protect-
ing and developing the ocean’s resources is a historic responsibility that our
navy cannot shirk”® This new mission has been emphasized by numerous
naval authors. In a series of interviews with naval academics and officers, Liu
Zhenhuan (XJ#xER), a Senior Captain at the China Naval Research Institute (7§
FEEREZRIFRFT), argued in a 2000 piece in Modern Navy that the PLAN must
make itself capable of “protecting China’s ‘maritime territory’ and the develop-
ment of its resources . . . the scope of China’s maritime defense must be enlarged
to include the entirety of the waters under China’s jurisdiction, including the
EEZ and continental shelf”? This requires expanding traditional conceptions
of maritime defense and pushing out China’s defensive line. In the same series,
Liu Xuxian (X£24%), a researcher at the Academy of Military Sciences (AMS)
and vice chair of the AMS Military Science Research Guidance Department
(EERNIHES ), argued that the navy must change its strategy:

The most important elements of shifting strategy are: the navy’s activities
and war-planning areas should move from the coast towards nearby seas;
our main tasks in warfare are shifting from protecting the country’s land-
mass towards protecting maritime territory, from defeating an enemy attack
in nearby waters towards protecting our country’s rights and interests at sea.*
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Zhang Shiping (£7~x%), an AMS researcher in the Campaign and Tac-
tics Department (zhanyi zhanshu bu, &% #8), argued that China must
change its understanding of “naval forces” to include five elements: 1) naval
ships, including aircraft carriers; 2) civilian shipping vessels; 3) fishing ships;
4) oil and resource exploration ships, and 5) law enforcement ships.*® The
significance of this is that Zhang defines naval strength not only in terms of
the PLAN’s ability to defeat foreign navies, but in terms of the navy’s abili-
ty to protect the exploitation of the ocean’s resources by Chinese vessels. In
doing so, Zhang defines naval strength in economic as much as in military
terms. He emphasizes that “protecting the development of natural resources

from being stolen or ruined is one of the basic tasks of our navy.*

Effect of UNCLOS

While the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS)
receives a fair amount of attention among naval authors, its effect is prob-
ably not that anticipated or hoped for by the framers of that document.
International regimes are intended to increase cooperation and reduce
conflict. In helping states to see that they can protect their interests through
agreed-upon rules, rather than through military force, international regimes
ideally slow the pace of arms races and military buildups. Such, at least, is the
theory. The PLAN’s reaction to UNCLOS, however, has not followed such
logic. Instead, naval authors see UNCLOS as increasing the scope of China’s
sovereignty and thus the maritime area to be administered and secured from
external threats. If UNCLOS laid down a law, the PLAN argues that there must
be an entity responsible for enforcing that law—the PLAN itself.

In a 1996 piece in National Defense, Liu Zhenhuan (X/#zZF), then head
of the China Naval Research Institute, analyzed the effect of UNCLOS on
China’s maritime interests. UNCLOS had notable positive effects: it increased
the amount of territory under China’s jurisdiction and thereby provided much
space for development; it provided a legal basis for China’s exploitation of deep
sea mining; it also provided for free navigation of the Tumen River; and finally,
it provided military and civilian vessels free access through crucial straits and
international waters. But for Liu, this does not mean that the PLAN’s responsi-
bilities have decreased; on the contrary, it implies that they have increased. Most
fundamentally, it means that China must stop thinking of its navy as a military
force that spends most of its time preparing for conflict but only a short time
actually fighting (yangbing giari, yongbing yishi, 75+ H, Flf£—H8Y) and instead
think of it as a force that is not only being built and improved every day, but is
actually in constant use in both wartime and peacetime (tiantian jian haifang,
riri yong haijun, KR8, H B ABE).”



BEYOND THE MOAT: EVOLVING INTERESTS AND INFLUENCE 59

In a piece 10 years later in China Military Science, Tang Fuquan (BE
%), a professor at the Dalian Naval Ship Academy (KZEMAEZFR), reiterated
many of the same themes. The navy no longer need only prepare for a mili-
tary showdown with another navy, but now must execute numerous functions
to protect economic well-being—most important, China must be able to pro-
tect its EEZ and continental shelf. On the one hand, they argue that UNCLOS
has played a “positive role in protecting the world’s economic development.” At
the same time, however, they emphasize that it has also “complicated” many
issues. First, because many developed countries such as the United States
have not signed the convention, it is often unclear whether or not it applies.
Second, countries which have signed hold different interpretations of how the
law affects their claim to their maritime boundaries and to their islands. As
a result, the law will cause “conflicts over maritime interests throughout the
world to become more fierce.* Similarly, Liu Zhenhuan argued that UNCLOS
did not obviate the need for a strong navy: “In today’s complicated conditions
in China’s surrounding waters, without a strong naval force as a shield, it is
very difficult to implement scientific exploration, economic development and
common development [of natural resources] in disputed waters”* Thus, by
expanding China’s maritime rights, UNCLOS has also “increased the area of the
navy’s maritime activities and its enforcement responsibilities.”®

Other authors have picked up on this theme. Xu Xuehou (#Z/%) of the
Jinan Ground Forces Academy (5 E i ZE%Bx) argued that UNCLOS “brought
us new opportunities to develop ocean resources, but has also brought us new
challenges™” A 2001 article in Modern Navy goes so far as to argue that be-
cause UNCLOS has given coastal countries different rights (in other words,
some countries have been given more than others), UNCLOS has “to a certain
extent become an incentive for both contradictions and conflict, and has even
become a potential focus for regional maritime wars and military clashes”*®
While this position is extreme, what is representative about his thinking is that
UNCLOS does not reduce, and probably increases, the need for naval devel-
opment. A 1999 article in Modern Navy similarly argues that since the 1990s,
with the expansion of maritime interests to include EEZs, coastal Third World
countries gained huge amounts of fishing and mineral resources, but that this
creates a real challenge, namely, how to protect territory that is 200 nautical
miles off the coastline.”” Indeed, these articles conclude China’s navy remains
unable to accomplish these tasks and thus unable to protect China’s haiquan.
Therefore, to meet these new challenges, China must continue to build up
its navy.

Some PLAN sources raise questions about certain provisions within
UNCLOS. For example, PLAN authors question both the “right of innocent



60 FRAVEL AND LIEBMAN

passage” within a country’s territorial waters as well as through “freedom
of navigation and overflight” in a countrys EEZ, especially for military
ships. This provision is seen as allowing “hegemonic” states to pursue “gun-
boat diplomacy”™ During the 2001 EP-3 incident, the PLA Daily issued a
staff commentary, charging that it represented a serious violation of China’s
sovereignty. In particular, the commentary charged that the U.S. plane had
disregarded the international legal regulations on freedom of overflight by
conducting surveillance in the airspace above the coastal areas of China’s
EEZ.*' The implication was that UNCLOS prohibits (or should prohibit)
military activities in a country’s EEZ, a theme that a Chinese international legal
scholar echoed in the Peoples Daily on the same day.*

As a result, Dalian Naval Vessel Academy Professor Tang Fuquan
proposed several ways in which China could improve its position in the com-
petition over maritime rights created by the passage of UNCLOS. First, China
should conduct extensive surveys of its maritime boundaries in preparation
for delimitation negotiations. Second, China should strengthen its maritime
legal regime, citing gaps in current domestic and international laws that China
could use to protect its maritime rights. Third, China should enforce maritime
law through a centralized system that would enable effective monitoring of
areas under Chinass jurisdiction and through increased range and frequency of
patrols in these areas.®

In sum, Chinese naval authors see the protection of China’s EEZ as a
vital means of developing offshore natural resources. While these rights are
legally protected by UNCLOS, PLAN authors believe that they themselves
must be able to enforce the terms of that treaty. In order to do so, China must
continue its naval buildup.

Energy Security vs. Resource Security

In discussions of Chinas growing dependence on imported raw materi-
als, the concepts of “resource security” and “energy security” seem to be used
interchangeably. In fact, however, while related, the two concepts actually
address slightly different issues. Keyword searches of both concepts in a variety of
journals show that the PLA has consistently been more interested in the concept
of resource security, while civilians have emphasized energy security. Consider
figures 3-9 and 3-10 below. A full-text search in Modern Navy for both concepts
shows that while both have been growing rapidly, there is greater emphasis on
resource security. This is even more pronounced in National Defense.

It is worth comparing these charts with data from the People’s Daily for
the same two searches; as can be seen in figure 3-11, the results are basically
opposite.
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Figure 3-9. Modern Navy Coverage of “Energy Security” (§£/F& %) and
“Resource Security” (FiR% %) (Full-text Search)
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Figure 3-10. National Defense Coverage of “Energy Security” (885 % %)
and “Resource Security” (%&R% %) (Full-text Search)
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Figure 3-11. People’s Daily Coverage of “Energy Security” (§£/F%£) and
“Resource Security” (FiR% %) (Full-text Search)
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These searches may suggest that the PLA has a broader conception
of import dependence than the civilian leadership has. Indeed, authors in
Modern Navy and National Defense talk not only about energy security (see
the next section on SLOCs for more), but also about resource security in
general. This includes mined products from the ocean (hence the higher
amount of attention paid to maritime resources), and also food. In fact, sever-
al authors emphasize that as China’s population grows and land is paved over
for industrial or commercial use, food imports will increase. One place where
China can make up some of the difference is in food products harvested from
the ocean; this, in turn, requires a navy able to protect fishermen in Chinese
waters and beyond.*

Sea Lines of Communications

The difficulty of analyzing the PLAN’s attitude toward the protection of
sea lines of communications (SLOCs) is that there is no issue on which there is
a greater diversity of opinions, both within the Chinese military and between
the Chinese military and civilians. Some are convinced that there is no prob-
lem at all; others argue the problem is primarily political and not military; and
others argue that China must rapidly build up the capability to escort oil re-
sources home. At the same time, because the issue is politically sensitive in
the United States, it can often be interpreted as a litmus test among Chinese
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officers for their level of hawkishness. A quick glance at a search for “sea lanes”
below (figures 3-12 and 3-13) shows that while National Defense did increase
its coverage of the issue slightly in the early 2000s, that coverage has since fall-
en back to just above original levels in the early 1990s. Similarly, the People’s
Daily has seen only a modest increase. In Modern Navy, however, the issue has
continued to grow in importance. The case is even more pronounced when
searching for the related concept of “sea lane security” (1% ). The issue
gets a large and growing amount of attention in Modern Navy, with minimal
and non-increasing coverage in the other three.

No geographic region is a greater source of concern than the Malacca
Strait. When Hu Jintao regularly uses the phrase “the Malacca Dilemma” (5
7NFER), he is referring to the fact that a large and growing percentage of
Chinas imported oil (about 75 percent) is shipped through that strategic
waterway. This growing concern over the security of the Malacca Strait is
reflected in the following full text search (figure 3-14). As can be seen,
Modern Navy has been writing about the Malacca Strait security issue since
1994, while the People’s Daily only began real coverage of the issue in 2002.
Interestingly, National Defense has paid only minimal attention to the issue. As
these two charts show, sea lane security has become an increasingly important
issue for the PLAN, suggesting that this may be one policy area in the future
where the navy exerts special influence.

Figure 3-12. Modern Navy, National Defense, People’s Daily, and PLA Daily
Coverage of “Sea Lanes” (7§ L&)

40

»
- £t

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

—&@— Modern Navy National Defense People’s Daily 4= PLA Daily




64 FRAVEL AND LIEBMAN

Figure 3-13. Modern Navy, National Defense, People’s Daily, and PLA Daily
Coverage of “Sea Lane Security” (&% %)
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The issue of “sea lanes,” however, is not monolithic: it is composed of
many smaller issues which deserve to be analyzed separately. This is because
sea lanes can come under threat for a variety of reasons and in a variety of lo-
cations from a variety of different sources. In this section, therefore, we first
focus on two potential threats to sea lanes—piracy and terrorism. We discuss
the PLAN’s attitude toward the risk of a great power blockade and who might
potentially instigate such a blockade. Here we find an unexpected amount of
attention paid to the intentions and capabilities of the Indian navy. Finally, we
provide two opposing viewpoints from civilian and military sources, which
argue that China’s SLOC problem is actually a problem best solved by market
or diplomatic, not military, means.

Piracy and Terrorism

What are the threats to Chinese shipping through the Malacca Strait?
One clear threat is pirate attacks (or a potential terrorist attack). On this issue,
though, there is a variety of opinion among naval authors. The People’s Daily,
the PLA Daily, and Modern Navy have all focused quite a bit of attention on
the topic. In fact, the full-text searches (figure 3-15) indicate the navy was, if
anything, led by the civilians in terms of drawing attention to the issue, with
Modern Navy having very little coverage in the early 1990s but increasing its
coverage throughout the late 1990s and early 2000s.
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Figure 3-14. Modern Navy, National Defense, and Peoples Daily Coverage of
“Malacca Strait and Security” (575F. % %) (Full-text Search)
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In general, naval authors are less afraid of piracy itself than they are
of the prospect that other countries (the United States, Japan, India) will use
piracy as an excuse to set up bases or increase naval activity in the Malacca
Strait region. It is worth noting that both the 2000 and 2006 editions of The
Science of Campaigns do not discuss operations to protect against piracy. To be
sure, though, there are authors who acknowledge that piracy or a terrorist at-
tack would have a devastating impact on the East Asian economy. A July 2006
article in Modern Navy by staff writer Zhang Gang (5KRI|) points out that pi-
rate attacks are increasing in the region, and that a terrorist attack which closed
down Singapore could cost the world $200 billion a year.** The PLA Daily
has run reports that al Qaeda has as many as 25 ships, and that a terrorist at-
tack could devastate shipping.*® Most of the articles on piracy in Modern Navy
are written by staff writers, and tend to be largely descriptive.*” To the extent
that these authors discuss dealing with the piracy problem, the focus tends to
be on supporting the efforts of the countries bordering the strait (Singapore,
Malaysia, and Indonesia), and engaging in cooperative police efforts. For ex-
ample, Zhang Gang praises the statement made at the 2003 ASEAN Regional
Forum (ARF) meeting that promises to deal with the piracy problem.

Naval publications, however, tend to be less worried about both pira-
cy and terrorism than they are about the use of those problems as an excuse
for foreign navies to increase their presence in the region. A 2000 piece in
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Figure 3-15. Modern Navy, PLA Daily, and People’s Daily Coverage of
“Pirates” (;8#%) (Full-text Search)
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Modern Navy describes Japanese policy after a 1999 hijacking of a Japanese
ship (carrying aluminum) which ended up costing $20 million. The Japa-
nese responded by sending their navy into the Malacca Strait. But this article
argues that piracy is merely an excuse: tracing Japanese naval policy from
before World War II to the Gulf War, the author argues that Japan has used any
opportunity to increase the range of its navy. While Japanese actions have thus
far been cooperative, the size of the Japanese navy is expanding, cooperation
with India is increasing, and military exercises are becoming more frequent.
The article ends by saying that Japanese warships, 56 years after the end of
the “Southern Advance” policy, are now returning to Southeast Asia, and
asking: “When thinking about this, people will always wonder: ‘is this really
to defeat piracy?”*

A similar tack is taken in response to American efforts to fight terrorism
in the region. A July 2004 piece in Modern Navy acknowledges that terrorism
is a real threat, but that the United States (and Japan) now claim that “the entire
world has become a terrorist world . . . fighting terrorism has already become
a kind of fashion, and fighting terrorism has become a perfect excuse for some
countries to interfere in other countries’ affairs”** The real reason the United
States wants to control the Malacca Strait is both to protect trade and to protect
the U.S. Navy’s route from Japanese bases to the Persian Gulf should the need
arise. But this severely affects China’s interests:
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The Malacca Strait is an important node in China’s ocean oil lifeline, and
is directly related to China’s economic security. According to statistics,
of all the ships that cross the Malacca Strait every day, almost 60% are
bound for China, and of those the vast majority carry oil. So we can say
that whoever controls the Malacca Strait can control China’s strategic oil
lifeline, and can thereby threaten China’s energy security at any time.™

Furthermore, for China’s navy to sail out to the rest of the world, it must cross
the Malacca Strait; for example, the PLAN’s 2002 global tour went through it.
In his 2006 article, Zhang Gang makes a similar case: that the United States,
Japan, and India are all using the piracy/terrorism issue as an excuse to get a foot-
hold in the Malacca region. To counteract this trend, Zhang proposes that China
provide more aid to the regional countries so as to balance (¥1##) American
and Japanese efforts. This will “increase China’s influence in the region, and also
accords with ASEANs traditional policy of balance in foreign diplomacy.”!

The Indian Threat

Three countries are the focus in discussions of how to protect Chinas
SLOC:s: Japan, the United States, and India. Japan’s efforts to extend the reach of
its navy are worrisome for both territorial reasons and the historic animosity be-
tween the two countries; the United States cannot be ignored because of the pow-
er of its navy. And, as shown above, there is coverage of both countries; in par-
ticular, American efforts to secure a base of operations in the region after leaving
Subic Bay in the Philippines are reported.* Indeed, articles in Modern Navy often
refer to the United States’ 1986 declaration to control the world’s 16 key straits,
and put the Malacca Dilemma into that context.” Surprisingly, though, attention
to the Indian Ocean and the Indian navy are growing rapidly in naval discus-
sions. This anxiety stems from geography: China’s most important SLOCs run
through the Indian Ocean. These authors go on to analyze both India’s intentions
and its capabilities, and infer both from Indian statements and from growing co-
operation with the United States and Japan (for example in the Malabar Exercises
0f 2007) that Chinass oil from Africa and the Middle East may be threatened.

Consider the full-text searches for “Indian Navy” shown in figures
3-16 and 3-17. While the PLA Daily dramatically increased its coverage of
the Indian navy starting in the late 1990s, the People’s Daily only increased
slightly in 2004, and has since fallen back to original levels. A similar phe-
nomenon can be observed in comparing Modern Navy and National Defense.
While coverage in Modern Navy increased by the mid 1990s, that in National
Defense has remained constant over the past decade. This suggests that increas-
ing coverage in the PLA Daily was driven by increasing attention to the PLAN’s
point of view, similar to coverage of the Malacca Strait.
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Figure 3-16. People’s Daily and PLA Daily Coverage of “Indian Navy”
(EREEZE) (Full-text Search)
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Figure 3-17. Modern Navy and National Defense Coverage of “Indian Navy”
(ENEE %) (Full-text Search)
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Indian Intentions

What are naval authors actually writing about the Indian navy? First,
they are worried about India’s desire to control the Indian Ocean. The Indian
Ocean holds Chinas most crucial SLOCs—those that link it to its supplies of
oil in the Middle East and Africa. In 2002, Modern Navy published an article
written by a Pakistani naval officer who argued that India wanted to turn the
Indian Ocean into “India’s lake” In addition to representing a grave threat to
Pakistan, India’s increasingly powerful navy poses a threat to Chinese SLOCs.
The author concludes by exhorting China to build up its navy faster.>* As early
as 1994, the PLA Daily asserted that India’s navy “intends to control the Indian
Ocean” and even to “make the Indian Ocean ‘India’s Ocean”** By 2001, how-
ever, naval authors were asserting much larger ambitions as part of India’s “go
East” policy to develop a presence in the Pacific. A September 2001 article in
Modern Navy argued that India had a four directional strategy: defend against
China in the North, attack Pakistan to the West, occupy the Indian Ocean to
the South, and increase its sphere of influence to the East. The goal of all these
activities is to “contain China” (gianzhi zhongguo, ZHH E).”’

Naval authors also infer Indian intentions from growing cooperation
with the United States and Japan. In 2002, Modern Navy translated an article
from a U.S. naval officer describing the reasons for the increasing U.S. coop-
eration with India, which even asserted that, while there are obstacles, the U.S.
Navy hopes to build a level of cooperation with the Indian navy equal to that
of its cooperation with Japan and Great Britain.”® A 2001 article in Modern
Navy described growing Japanese and Indian “global cooperation,” with mili-
tary exercises in Southeast Asia, followed by joint antipiracy exercises in 2001.
The author asserts that Japan must really want to cooperate with India because
Japan broke with its own precedent and downgraded sanctions against India
for its nuclear test.” The Malabar Exercises of 2007 undoubtedly strength-
ened the PLAN’s worries. Not only has India increased cooperation with Japan
and the United States, but it also enjoys close relations with ASEAN. Indeed,
while Singapore, Malaysia, and Indonesia have been cautious about accept-
ing help from the American or Japanese navies, they have sought more active
cooperation with India. For example, in the 2004 antipiracy exercises, India
was invited to participate while the United States was not.®

Indian Capabilities

If PLAN sources perceive Indian intentions to be aimed at contain-
ing China, they also see India rapidly building the capabilities necessary to do
so. Modern Navy has covered India’s naval buildup fairly extensively. In April
2003, it ran an article titled: “Will the South China Sea Become the ‘Second
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Persian Gulf?” that laid out India’s 2003 plan to spend $62 billion over the next
22 years to modernize the navy, and also detailed India’s growing interactions
with ASEAN. In a December 2005 article, National Defense asserted that India
seeks to have a top four navy by 2010.° An October 2005 article in the PLA
Daily described the efforts India is making as part of its new strategy to “destroy
the enemy in distant seas” (IL’GFTEL). As part of this effort, India spent $3.5
billion buying submarines from France, and plans under “Project 75” to build
20 nuclear attack submarines equipped with long distance cruise missiles over
the next 30 years. In addition, India is building aircraft carriers, with the first
homemade aircraft carrier expected to be operational in 2012.%* Indeed, the PLA
Daily also reported that India wants to develop an aircraft carrier fleet on a par
with England’s, and that this fleet will allow it to move into the Pacific.*’

The concern over growing Indian capabilities is perhaps most clear in
the increasing attention Modern Navy paid to the Indian naval base in the
Andaman Islands. Consider the full-text keyword search in figure 3-18.

The Indian decision to build a naval base in the Andaman Islands is sig-
nificant due to its strategic location. In his July 2006 article in Modern Navy,
Zhang Gang argues that India intends to use the Andamans/Nicobar as a base
for extending influence or controlling the Sunda Strait (between Java and
Sumatra); the Palk Strait (between India and Sri Lanka); the Mandab Strait
(between Yemen and East Africa); and the Hormuz Strait (Persian Gulf outlet).**
A June 2004 article is worth quoting at length:

India is telling the world that the purpose of its base in the Andaman
Islands is to stop weapons smuggling and piracy, to protect its naval
rights and interests, and to improve its military cooperation with ASEAN,
etc. But hidden in this action is their true intention to contain China’s
activities in the Indian Ocean, and also to control the Malacca Strait,
and gradually to enlarge their sphere of influence into the South China
Sea and Pacific Ocean area. India sees China as a long term potential
opponent, and the Indian military has on numerous occasions repeat-
ed this nonsense about China having ambitions in the Indian Ocean,
helping Burma build military bases, and rapidly building up its navy
so that within fifteen years it can cross the Malacca Strait and into the
Indian Ocean, which is a challenge to India’s naval strategy. Using this
groundless excuse, the Andaman Islands have become a forward base for
Indian’s containment of China.®

The article goes on to accuse India of trying to become the hegemon of the
Indian Ocean, but also worries about India’s statement in 2001 that it should be
a part of protecting SLOCs all the way to Japan.
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2

Figure 3-18. Modern Navy Coverage of “Andaman” (ZiX€)
(Full-text Search)
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Chinese naval authors seem to worry about India for two reasons. First, be-
cause it is in the process of military buildup, its future power remains unknown.
Compared to the United States, therefore, the future of the Indian navy is diffi-
cult to predict. Second, the Indian navy enjoys a political position in Southeast
Asia which neither the United States nor Japan can claim. Japan, due to its World
War II history, and the United States, due to its power, both draw suspicions
in Southeast Asia. India, on the other hand, has no historical burden and is
much less powerful, and therefore finds it easier to cooperate with ASEAN states.

Opposing Viewpoint 1: SLOCs Can Be Protected by Free Trade

The question of whether the PLAN needs the capabilities to protect
SLOC:s is becoming controversial. A 1999 article in Modern Navy reviews the
past 100 years of trade over the oceans, concluding that “free trade” is often just
a “fagade for hegemony.” For example, during the Cold War the United States
did not promote free trade with the Communist world, and at various points
imposed sanctions on China, which, he argues, can help to explain China’s
underdevelopment. The implication is that “free trade” cannot be depend-
ed on to provide for China as it can always be cut oft by the hegemon.*®
Similarly, an August 2004 article in Modern Navy argues that economics and
free trade cannot protect China’s oil supply, claiming that “The market decides
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the price of oil, but politics determines where it flows. . . . It is easy to see that
without economic and military power, it is very hard to control the effects of
geopolitics, and very hard to protect energy security”® The article goes on
to suggest that, just as India, the United States, and Japan have done, China
too should use piracy and terrorism as reasons to expand its naval presence.
Building its navy will allow China to “stabilize the supply chain.”

These mercantilist views clearly favor the institutional interests of
the navy (see the conclusion), but there is some evidence that civilians are
starting to push back. In a provocative June 2007 piece in Contemporary
International Relations, Zhao Hongtu (X&), a researcher at CICIR (China
Institute of Contemporary International Relations) who focuses on energy
and resource issues, lays out a comprehensive case against China developing
such naval capabilities. He states bluntly, presumably referring to the kinds
of arguments made above, that some “lack an understanding of a market
economy, and this has led people to an inadequate understanding of mutual
dependence in global oil markets and in the globalized economy.*® Zhao’s
argument is that the United States is extremely unlikely to impose a blockade of
the Malacca Strait because doing so would cause a huge spike in global oil pric-
es, which would hurt it just as badly as everyone else. Mikkal E. Herberg, the
research director of the Energy Security Program at the National Bureau of Asian
Research (NBR), told the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Com-
mission that while mercantilist ideas about locking up supplies still exist, more
and more the Chinese are understanding that oil is one global market and
that barrels are always available at the market price.* Presumably, Zhao and
others in China are helping to spread this understanding. Second, any blockade
of the Malacca Strait would affect Japan and Korea—two U.S. allies—as badly
as it affected China, because distinguishing which ships are bound for which
ports is no easy task. He also cites a report from the CATO Institute saying that
the United States does not have the capability to block the Malacca Strait.

More important, though, Zhao argues that China should not be mak-
ing policy based on “in the event something happens [~BEH =], or “under
special circumstances [£FZ1E5 ] Zhao levels a variety of critiques of such
thinking. First, such thinking is only related to energy supply in the event of a
war—but if war can be avoided, then there is no need for military protection of
the energy supply. Second, in the event of a war China has more than enough
oil domestically produced to supply the military itself, and simpler methods
such as a strategic oil reserve can provide a buffer for the domestic economy.
But it is unrealistic to think that in the event of war there would be some way
to completely insulate the domestic economy from ill effects. Third, even if the
Malacca Strait is blockaded or blocked due to piracy or terrorism, having tank-
ers sail around through other Indonesian straits would only add marginally
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to the price of oil and is hardly worth fighting over (he refers to the blockade
on oil shipping through the Suez Canal when Western countries had to start
going around the Cape of Good Hope, which did not devastate the economy).
Fourth, he argues that efforts on the part of the Chinese navy are already be-
ginning a spiral of hostility, and therefore that such efforts are likely to bring
on precisely the sort of threat to energy security that China should try to avoid.
Finally, he argues that piracy and terrorism are threats, but not of the sort that
can dramatically alter China’s energy situation, and should be handled with
military-to-military cooperation. It will be interesting to see whether and how
Zhao’s argument is responded to by the PLAN (and others whose interests he
implicitly attacks—he argues against pipelines, for example, claiming that they
are even more vulnerable to terrorism than shipping).

Opposing Viewpoint 2: SLOC Protection Is a Political, Not a Military,
Problem

If Zhao asserts that the market rather than the military will solve China’s
SLOC problem, another school of thought argues that politics is the appro-
priate means to protect China’s SLOCs. In the January 2007 issue of China
Military Science, Feng Liang ("B%) and Duan Yanzhi (EZ#E75) of the Naval
Command Academy GEZE5IZEFR) repeat familiar arguments about China’s
growing dependence on international markets, but come to a very different
conclusion. They argue that

on the surface, the SLOC issue appears to be an issue of the security of
sea lanes; in reality it is an issue of [political] stability in the oceans. Sup-
pose we don't have close security cooperation with countries bordering
crucial SLOC:s, then even if we have a strong naval force, we still won’t be
able to protect the security of long SLOCs . . . creating a secure geopoliti-
cal environment in the oceans has become an important condition for
China’s sustained development in this new century.”

In other words, building a powerful navy is inadequate for the protection of
Chinas vital sea lanes and can be at best only one part of a larger strategy to
protect them. The bulk of the focus must be on political and diplomatic efforts
to improve coordination and cooperation with countries astride key sea lanes
and, presumably, with countries whose navies control those sea lanes. This line
of thinking is also endorsed by Bi Yurong (§:E%) of the PLAs Academy of
International Relations, who advocates a variety of measures for protecting
Chinas SLOCs, including improving relations with ASEAN states and diver-
sifying the sources of supply and transportation routes (he refers to creating a
“spider web” [#£/ ] of supply lines).”
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It is interesting to note that one political method under discussion by na-
val authors in the context of UNCLOS is passing domestic laws to supplement
areas in which UNCLOS is vague. In a 2006 article in China Military Science,
Tang Fuquan and coauthors discuss the relationship between domestic law and
international law. They argue that while international law provides an over-
all basis, UNCLOS has areas which are not clear or are not fair, and domestic
law can thus help to “reinforce and enrich particular countries’ maritime legal
system.””* The authors refer to several laws that China has already passed, the
most important being the “Law of China’s Territorial Waters and Contiguous
Zone” (passed in February 1992) and the “Law of China’s EEZ and Continen-
tal Shelf” (passed in June 1998). The idea of passing more domestic laws has
been suggested by others as well”” and suggests that the Anti-Secession Law of
2005 may be inspiring other attempts to enshrine international goals in domes-
tic laws. Unfortunately, what to do if various parties to UNCLOS pass mutually
conflictual domestic laws is not addressed.

What these approaches—pursuing international agreements, friend-
ly diplomacy, and passing domestic laws—share is the belief that the
protection of China’s international interests depends on more than just a
strong navy. But it is clear that a debate is brewing over how best to protect
China’s energy supply; in China Military Science’s second 2007 issue, Wang
Shumei and others argue that China’s SLOCs can only be protected by build-
ing a stronger navy.”*

Conclusion: Navy and the Budget

One assumption in bureaucratic politics is that every institution tries
to make itself as essential as possible so as to increase its share of the budget.
There is some evidence to suggest that the PLAN is no exception. First, in ad-
dition to generic calls for China to build a powerful navy, some authoritative
authors have directly called for an increase in the percentage of the military
budget that is devoted to the PLAN. In the July 2007 issue of National Defense,
a vice-head of the PLAN political department, two star Admiral Yao Wenhuai
(BKSCIR), writes that China should

gradually increase the proportion [of money] spent on naval develop-
ment. In military development, whether the amount of money spent on
each branch is reasonable is decided by the country’s security situation
and the military tasks it faces. For a long period of time, our military’s
main task has been to protect the borders and defend our territory, so the
army always had a relatively large proportion. For a while, this propor-
tion accorded with the demands of the times. But as the world political
situation has changed, as the revolution in military affairs and the forms
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of warfare have changed, as well as the needs of the country’s develop-
ment and security, our army’s traditional system of having a “big land
force” is no longer suitable for today’s situation and tasks, and we must
therefore increase the percentage spent on the navy.”

But what are these new needs that Yao refers to? Overall, the PLAN
seems to be casting itself not only as a consumer of China’s rapid econom-
ic growth, but as the protector of and potential contributor to that economic
growth. To a certain extent, naval authors acknowledge that spending on the
military means less money that can be spent on economic development and
improving living standards for the people. A January 2006 article in National
Defense argues that in a market economy, “the relationship between national
defense building and economic development is both mutually contradictory
[fHEF/&] and mutually promoting [fHE{2##]7 It is obvious that military
spending and economic development can be at odds, but on what grounds are
naval authors arguing that the relationship can be productive?

Naval authors rely on four main arguments, some of which, as suggest-
ed by Yao, follow directly from new interests generated by Chinese economic
growth. First, the PLAN is the only branch of the military that can protect the
exploitation of Chinas maritime resources. Given the risk that a lack of re-
sources becomes a bottleneck in the Chinese economy, spending on the PLAN
may well turn out to be a good investment for the future. Second, the PLAN is
the only branch of the military capable of protecting China’s developed eastern
coast and its sea lanes. Yao writes:

The heart of our country’s economy is more and more concentrated in
coastal areas; if the coastal areas are not safe, then we can’t even begin to
talk about the safety of our economy; maritime shipping and energy and
resource SLOCs have already become the vital vein of our economy and
societal development, especially oil and other important imported mate-
rials; our dependence on maritime shipping is big, and so protecting our
country’s SLOC:s is extremely important.”

Third, naval authors are also making more subtle arguments for in-
creased funding. Yao makes the case that naval spending can stimulate the
economy by comparing China to America. He argues that much of the tech-
nology which led the American economy to boom came out of research done
by the military. To achieve similar results, the navy is precisely the branch of
the military to invest in because it is the branch which requires the highest
technology, and therefore has the highest likelihood of spillover to the civil-
ian economy. Fourth, naval authors insist that the PLAN is the only branch of
the military that has major peacetime missions to accomplish (fighting pira-
cy, protecting sea lanes, defending areas with natural resource development).
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Further, they argue that it is the service with the farthest reach, as it can show
the flag all over the world in a way no other branch can.

The PLAN, of course, also continues to assert that the situation with
Taiwan is only growing more and more dangerous—and hence the continued
need to fund the PLAN. But even on the Taiwan issue we can observe a shift
in PLAN arguments; while the unification of China was long simply assumed
to be an important end goal of China’s foreign policy, there is some evidence
to suggest that it is also being viewed as a means to other ends, namely, the
creation of a platform upon which to defend Chinas EEZ, contested islands,
and vital sea lanes, all of which in turn protect China’s economy. Thus even the
Taiwan issue is starting to be portrayed in the same way: that spending on the
navy is an investment in China’s economy.

In addition, the analysis presented in this paper highlights a number of
specific issues where the PLAN may seek to shape national policy debates. One
issue concerns how China will interpret international maritime law. PLAN
and PLA sources promote the concept of “historical waters” as the basis of
China’s claim to islands in the South China Sea as well as surrounding waters,
but the Chinese government has not clarified its position. Likewise, several
sources indicate dissatisfaction with elements of UNCLOS and support an
interpretation of certain provisions such as freedom of navigation to strength-
en Chinas influence. A second issue concerns the importance of establishing a
strong and centralized maritime law enforcement agency along the lines of the
U.S. Coast Guard, an issue likely to build support from certain sectors within
the government. A third issue is the current emphasis on sea lane security and
potential threats that China faces.

Beyond these specific issues, the overall unifying theme has been to cast
the PLAN as the protector of China’s economy. Indeed, there is a tendency to
reverse the common logic of “rich country, strong army” (&= E3&£<). PLAN au-
thors do acknowledge that a big economy allows the material basis for a strong
army, but also assert that without a strong army, one cannot have a strong
economy. Yao argues that excessive military spending without economic
development spells doom (he cites the Soviet Union), but that no military
spending with excessive wealth also spells doom (he cites Kuwait). This logic is
laid out even more bluntly by Wang Shumei et al.:

The strength of rights and interests at sea and a country’s rise and fall are
correlated phenomena . . . if the navy does not have great strength, then
it may be a burden on the country, becoming merely a consumer [JH#E,
of resources]; but if the navy is a strong force, then it can create a positive
effect, and create a virtuous cycle with promoting overall development.
Naval power is directly proportional to the development of a country’s
maritime interests.”®
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In other words, if small amounts of money are spent on naval development, it
will be a drag on the economy, but if large amounts are spent and a strong navy
is created, then it will actually promote economic development. The overall
point here echoes Yaos: strong navies don't just emerge from strong econo-
mies; rather, strong navies can help to generate strong economies.
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Chapter 4

Toward a Maritime Security Strategy:
An Analysis of Chinese Views Since the
Early 1990s

Daniel M. Hartnett and Frederic Vellucci'

Since at least the early 1990s, China—historically a continental nation—
has been increasingly looking to the sea as a strategic arena vital for its fu-
ture economic growth and development. Arguably, for the first time in history,
China’s continued economic growth is dependent on maritime access and
security. In 2009, for example, China’s international trade accounted for al-
most 45 percent of its total economy.” China’s containerized shipping industry
has increased by a factor of 15 in the course of the past decade, and 42 percent
of the world’s shipping containers (by tonnage) traversed Chinese ports in
2007. China has been a net importer of oil since 1993, and Beijing imported 55
percent of its oil in 2008.* As China’s energy needs and volume of trade contin-
ue to expand, Chinese analysts have increasingly come to view secure access to
shipping lanes as a necessity for sustained development and growth.

Chinese maritime security specialists, both civilian and military, have
been writing in open sources over the past two decades about how China
should best secure its maritime interests. Analysis of these writings suggests an
ongoing debate about the present and future roles and missions of the Chinese
People’s Liberation Army Navy (PLAN). This research paper analyzes a sample
of articles written by military and civilian maritime security specialists from
the early 1990s to the present to provide the reader with an overview of these
debates on Chinas maritime strategy.’” Our research illustrates the range of
Chinese views concerning the components of China’s maritime strategy and the
navy’s role within that strategy, and provides outside observers with a baseline
to better ascertain possible future Chinese naval policies.®

First, the concept of sea power has been heavily debated in the Chinese
press, and Chinese writings reveal a general consensus that sea power is impor-
tant. However, there appeared to be little consensus on the actual definition of
sea power. Definitions ranged from regional administrative control of the mari-
time environment, to the military concept of “command of the sea”” In addition,
some authors called for a new definition of sea power, one that more closely
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fits China’s actual conditions and needs. As China continues to develop both its
navy and civilian maritime capabilities, it is probable that debates on the mean-
ing and significance of sea power will continue to appear in Chinese writings.

Second, on the frequently cited need to develop Chinese citizens™ “sea
consciousness, there appears to be no significant debate among the authors
we reviewed. All authors who discussed this issue agreed that sea conscious-
ness is necessary for developing China’s sea power. As Jiang Zemin mentioned
the need to increase sea consciousness in 1995, it is possible that this concept
has been incorporated into the “Party line” If that is the case, then regard-
less of whether China is a continental or maritime power, the likelihood that
China is aspiring to enhance its sea power is even stronger since increasing sea
consciousness is seen as the foundation for developing sea power.

Third, concerning the role of the PLAN in China’s maritime strategy, all
authors surveyed advocated some role for the PLAN in China’s maritime strat-
egy. However, there is still disagreement as to whether that strategy should fo-
cus exclusively on using the navy for maritime security, or whether the navy
represents only one component of a more comprehensive maritime strategy
that also includes civilian law enforcement as well as other diplomatic, eco-
nomic, and cultural methods.

Fourth, the various authors who write about the role and status of in-
ternational law and cooperation disagreed on how these two factors should
be integrated into China’s maritime strategy. Several authors advocated in-
creasing reliance on a national maritime police force, while others thought
that international cooperation is the linchpin to Chinese maritime security.
Significantly, even though the authors disagreed on whether increased reliance
on the law and international cooperation should be components of China’s
maritime strategy, nearly all advocated strengthening the PLAN—just in case.

Finally, there was generally broad agreement among the articles sur-
veyed that the operational range of the PLAN needed to be expanded. There
was some divergence of opinion, however, as to how much expansion was nec-
essary or desirable, or exactly how far the PLAN should expand its operational
capabilities. The vast majority of authors surveyed agreed that at a minimum,
the PLAN’s operational range should extend to the borders of China’s claimed
exclusive economic zone (EEZ) and the continental shelf. Beyond that limit,
there was much more disagreement over the costs and benefits of PLAN forces
operating beyond various geographical markers including the first and second
“island chains” This ongoing debate suggests that Chinese security analysts
are still attempting to identify the right mix of missions and capabilities for
China’s navy, even as the PLA Navy has slowly expanded the scope of regular
operations to increasingly greater distances beyond China’s shores.
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Theme 1: “Sea Power with Chinese Characteristics”

Chinese articles discussing the concept of sea power (haiquan, 781X)
first emerged in the mid-1990s.” However, most of the early articles merely de-
scribed Admiral Alfred T. Mahan and his sea power theory and did not pres-
ent a discussion of how that theory should be applied to China. Since 2000 and
continuing into the present, however, articles have begun to discuss the actual
definition of sea power and its significance for China. Yet, Chinese writings
on the definition and significance of sea power appear to vary widely, ranging
from the ability to exert administrative control over a regional sea area, to the
military term “command of the sea” (zhihaiquan, %)781X).® Adding more con-
fusion into the mix, a few recent articles call for revising the Mahanian theory
of sea power to account for China’s specific characteristics.

Chinese writings on sea power provide varying definitions. For example,
one 2002 article defined sea power using regional terms, as “a nation’ ability to
administer, control, and protect its territorial waters [linghai, 48] (including a
nations internal waters [lingshui, $7K] and the air space above them), the con-
tiguous zone [pilianqu, BtZEX)° and their exclusive economic zones.”** Wuhan
University Professor Liu Xinhua (XJ#r%) wrote that sea power is the “power to
freely move in the maritime arena”"' On the other hand, Professor Lu Rude (B
f&78) from the Dalian Vessel Academy appeared to adopt the more traditional,
Western concept when he argued that sea power signifies “possession of actual
and potential forces to control and develop the seas, and to effectively protect
and realize [a nation’s] maritime interests in accordance with the law.’'? Zhang
Wenmu (5€327K), a researcher at the Ministry of State Security think tank—the
China Institutes of Contemporary International Relations (CICIR)—posited a
definition that bears more of a resemblance to the military term of “command
of the sea” (zhihaiquan, %|784X)."* Peking University Professor Ye Zicheng
(MB#X) appeared to rebuke other writers when he wrote that some people in
China incorrectly equate sea power with possessing powerful navy vessels.'* In
2008, Liu Zhongmin, professor at the Law and Politics College of the Ocean
University of China, lamented how people in China continue to confuse the
definitions of “sea power” and “maritime rights and interests.”*®

Several recent authors have maintained that China needs to have a new
definition of sea power that is not based upon the Western, traditional Maha-
nian concept. Instead, a Chinese sea power definition should reflect China’s
current circumstances. Peking University Professor Ye Zicheng (fEHK), for
example, argued that Chinese sea power implies the ability to research, de-
velop, use, and control the seas, as well as China’s influence over these areas.'®
Dalian Vessel Academy Professor Lu Rude (F#{%7&), countering Ye's proposal,
also offered his own new definition for Chinese sea power, which includes:"”
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m a nation’s comprehensive power and maritime strategy
m a nation’s sea consciousness and views on the sea

m a comprehensive maritime education system

m skilled maritime technicians

m advanced maritime technology and equipment

m a powerful navy, as well as ocean-going commercial, fishing, survey-
ing, and engineering fleets

m a set of maritime laws
m a powerful maritime law enforcement force.

Similarly, the War Theories and Strategic Studies Department of the
Academy of Military Science (AMS) wrote that China cannot follow the
Western path of sea power, and instead needs “sea power with Chinese char-
acteristics” (zhongguo tese de haiquan, FE%FERIEN).”® According to this
department, sea power with Chinese characteristics is:

m Limited in both goals and operational range: it focuses solely upon
China’s maritime rights and interests only within the context of na-
tional sovereignty and the United Nations Convention on the Law of
the Sea (UNCLOS).

m Diverse in content: it includes national territorial, sea lane, and maritime
nontraditional security; the safeguarding, development, and use of mar-
itime resources; and the safety of China’s important overseas interests.

m Comprehensive in nature: it is a combination of military, political,
economic, diplomatic, and cultural methods."

The Extent of Chinese Sea Power

Based on the writings we surveyed, China’s views on the roles and extent
of sea power in its maritime strategy began to appear after 2000, and can be
roughly divided into three groups. Some held that sea power is of the utmost
importance to China’s future. Others argued that sea power should have the
same value as land power, not more. Finally, some stated that sea power is less
important than land power. The three schools of thought will be fleshed out in
the following paragraphs.

One group of authors argued that China desperately needs sea power.
CICIR researcher Zhang Wenmu (55327K) made no qualms about the impor-
tance of the navy and sea power to China’s future when he stated: “The navy
is concerned with China’s sea power, and sea power is concerned with China’s
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future development. As I see it, if a nation lacks sea power, its development has
no future”*

A Dangdai Haijun (Modern Navy) article further posited that “whoever
controls sea power controls the key to the gate of future existence and sustain-
able development”?! Similarly, Rear Admiral Yao Wenhuai (#32fF), Deputy
Director of the PLAN Political Department, succinctly noted that China’s fate
lies with the sea.””

A second group of authors maintained that China should not develop its
sea power at the expense of its land power, but rather develop both simultane-
ously. For example, a former PLAN Political Commissar, Yang Huaiqing (%%
FX), argued that China is simultaneously a great continental nation (;85¥38H)
and a great coastal nation (binhai daguo, $’8KE), and needs to act as such.
This point is also held by Dalian Vessel Academy Professor Lu Rude (F{H1&).>
An article in the PLAN journal Modern Navy pointed out that although China
needs to develop its sea power, ignoring land power is not an option as both
affect China’s strategic initiative and security.**

Finally, the third group, consisting of only two identified authors, main-
tained that sea power should be subordinate to land interests. In two different
articles, Peking University Professor Ye Zicheng (B ) argued that China can
have sea power, but since China is a continental nation, it must be a land power
with strong sea power, not a strong maritime nation.”* Xu Qiyu (#7#F). a
researcher from the National Defense University’s Institute for Strategic Studies,
struck a similar tone when he stated that simultaneously developing the military
in both land and sea directions could waste already limited resources, create new
adversaries, and even lead to nations balancing against China. Xu argued that
in the end, it is comprehensive national power that decides sea power, not sea
power that determines comprehensive national power.*

Arguments for Increasing Chinese Sea Power

The various Chinese authors who argue for increasing China’s sea power
cited different reasons for why China needs to develop in the direction of the
sea. These arguments can be generally categorized as follows:

m Regional economic interests and the need to protect them are among the
most frequently cited reasons for needing to expand China’s sea pow-
er. According to one estimate, China’s maritime economy accounted
for 10 percent of its gross domestic product (GDP) in 2006, and that
percentage is growing.” Problems exist, however, because much of
China’s claimed maritime territory is exploited or controlled by oth-
er nations.” By expanding China’s sea power, it is believed that China
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can bolster its claims to its disputed natural resources in the Asia
Pacific region.” The War Theories and Strategic Studies Department
of the AMS went so far as to point out that these resources are the sole
guarantee for Chinas continued economic development.*

m Territorial integrity was cited by many authors, and can be further di-
vided into two parts: the Taiwan issue, and the disputed maritime
islands and reefs in the East China and the South China Seas. Concerning
Taiwan, Taiwanese independence forces (Taidu liliang, &M 1&) are
seen as seriously threatening Chinas sovereignty and security.”! Some
authors believed that without the deterrence of sea power, national
reunification will be impossible.*” In addition to citing Taiwan, Chinese
writers frequently pointed out that a large section of China’s maritime
territory is in dispute. According to one source, roughly half, or 1.5
million square kilometers, of the approximately 3 million square kilo-
meters of maritime territory under China’s legal jurisdiction is in dispute
or already controlled by other regional nations.”® The importance of
Taiwan and other maritime territories was a recurring theme in Chinese
writings on maritime security from the early 1990s through the present.

m Traditional security threats were quoted in some articles as still likely
to occur.* This concept predominantly refers to military combat be-
tween states, such as invasions and military incursions from the sea.

China’s Maritime Disputes
1. Taiwan

2. Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands and location of overall maritime
boundary with Japan

3. Paracel Islands and surrounding waters with Vietnam

4. Spratly Islands and surrounding waters in the South China
Sea with Taiwan, Vietnam, the Philippines, Brunei, and
Malaysia

5. Maritime border with Vietnam

6. Fisheries areas and quotas with North Korea, South Korea,
Japan, Vietnam, and the Philippines

Source: Bernard D. Cole, The Great Wall at Sea: China’s Navy in the Twenty-first Century, 2¢ ed. (Annapolis:
Naval Institute Press, 2010), 19.



CHINESE VIEWS SINCE THE EARLY 1990s 87

Because traditional security threats to China still exist, some argued that China
should fully use geostrategic locations—such as islands—within its peripheral
seas in order to defend itself.” In a surprisingly detailed article, Liu Yijian (x|
—#) from the Naval Command Academy argued that China needs to build up
and prepare a naval battlefield, using the Spratly and Paracel Islands as forward
positions.* Some writers held the view that the buildup of the U.S. military and
other regional navies in Asia was an attempt to slowly contain China within the
first island chain, and count this as a future traditional security threat.” Interest-
ingly, Da Wei (iA4%) from CICIR pointed out in 2005 that the era of traditional
security threats to China from the maritime direction has more or less passed.*®

m Expanding overseas economic concerns were also a factor in recent ar-
ticles that some saw as necessitating Chinese sea power. For example,
in 2003, Zhang Wenmu (3%327K) from CICIR stated, “Wherever our
interests go ... our military force needs to go there too”* Another au-
thor from the Logistics Command Academy wrote:

The Navy is a necessary investment for a nation to safeguard and develop
its overseas trade. A nation’s overseas trade requires strong naval support.
This positive interaction is the basic rule of sea power development.*’

An article published in the military journal Junshi Jingji Yanjiu (Military
Economic Research) in 2005 captured the growing importance of overseas eco-
nomic interests best when it stated:

The degree of development of the external-facing economy, regardless
if it is the protection of maritime passageways, the expansion of for-
eign trade, the spreading of the overseas market, or defending overseas
production, all require having a powerful military force as a guarantee,
otherwise China will be possibly caught being passive.*!

Within this category also fall energy security issues. For example, it has
become very clear to Chinese scholars in recent years that 70 percent of China’s
petroleum imports pass through the Strait of Malacca. In 2003, Wuhan Univer-
sity’s Liu Xinhua (X#%) and Qin Yi (%{X) maintained that by developing its
sea power, China can ensure the security of maritime oil deliveries.* Two years
later, Da Wei (3£#%) from CICIR referred to this shipping route as the “lifeline”
for China’s economic development.*

The number of authors stressing the importance of safeguarding over-
seas economic concerns will likely continue to grow along with China’s grow-
ing dependence on overseas markets and foreign energy supplies.

m Security of overseas Chinese was also mentioned in two recent articles as
a reason for China to continue increasing its sea power. CICIRs Zhang
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Wenmu (3K327K) stated that unless Chinese workers feel that they will
be secure when they go abroad, they will be unwilling to go overseas
for work. This sense of security can only be provided by the PLAN.*
Similarly, Modern Navy staff reporter Xu Lifan (%32 N,) while calling
for an expanded role for the PLAN, pointed out that anti-Chinese sen-
timent in some nations could seriously affect overseas Chinese, and
that China “as the motherland” needs to take the safety of these over-
seas Chinese into consideration.* This sort of thinking is continuing to
grow as increasing numbers of Chinese venture abroad for work.

Theme 2: The Necessity of Sea Consciousness for China's Maritime
Strategy

In the mid-1990s, as the debate on the importance of China’s develop-
mental strategy became increasingly focused on the sea, academic journals and
news media began publishing articles that called for China to increase “sea
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Figure 4-2. Extent of China’s Claimed South China Sea Territory
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consciousness” (haiyang yishi, /87¥%&31R) among the population. According to
Chinese authors, increasing sea consciousness is an attempt to create and mold
Chinese citizens’ views on various maritime issues. The idea of increasing sea
consciousness to promote sea power bears striking resemblance to Alfred
Mahan’s 1890 seminal work, The Influence of Sea Power Upon History, 1660-
1783, which is worth quoting here:

The government’s policies can favor the natural growth of a people’s in-
dustries and its tendencies to seek adventure and gain by way of the sea;
or it can try to develop such industries and such sea-going bent, when
they do not naturally exist; or, on the other hand, the government may,
by mistaken action check and fetter the progress which the people left to
themselves would make.*

Thus by increasing the sea consciousness of its citizenry, China hopes
that the people will have a clearer understanding of the importance of the sea
to China and of China’s maritime efforts.
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<« . »

Sea consciousness” appears to be an umbrella term that encompass-
es several different maritime issues. According to one Chinese author, when
someone has sea consciousness, that person understands the following:

» China’s maritime national territory (haiyang guotu, 787¥E 1)

» China’s maritime economy (haiyang jingji, }87££5%)

» China’s maritime politics (haiyang zhengzhi, J&£EU8)

» China’s maritime rights and interests (haiyang quanyi, ¥t z1)

» maritime resources (haiyang ziyuan, 3§ %5)

» maritime environment (haiyang huanjing, /8¥¥14%)

= maritime science and technology (haiyang keji, #8%¥R14%)

m China’s national security (guojia anquan, B RZ %)

» China’s maritime military space (haiyang junshi kongjian, ¥ FEHE = 8).7

One of the earlier calls in the open press for increasing the Chinese peo-
ple’s sea consciousness appears in a 1994 article in the journal of the Dalian
Vessel Academy’s Political Department, Zhenggong Xuekan (Journal of Political

Work). In that article, the author argued that because global maritime disputes
are intensifying, PLAN officers and sailors need to have a new understanding

Maritime rights and interests (haiyang quanyi, 87¥1a) is
a frequently encountered term in Chinese writings on maritime
strategy. It refers to the right to:

» Exercise sovereignty over one’s maritime national territory

» Have jurisdiction over and develop one’s contiguous zones,
exclusive economic zones, and continental shelf

m Carry out transportation and military activities during both
peacetime and wartime

m Develop and use the resources of the high seas, the seabed,
and subsoil, as well as carry out scientific investigation of
these areas.

Source: Zhang Xusan, ed., Haijun Dacidian [The Navy Dictionary] (Shanghai: Shanghai Dictionary Press, 1993), 9.
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of what he terms “maritime territory consciousness” (haiyang guotu yishi, /§7%¥
E 1 &iR).* Later that year, Lieutenant Commander Luo Xianlin (Z{l#F) ex-
panded upon this concept, calling for sea consciousness to be spread among
the entire Chinese nation.” Jiang Zemin echoed these thoughts during a 1995
inspection of a PLAN unit on Hainan Island:

Developing and using the sea will have more and more significance to
China’s long-term development. We certainly need to understand the
sea from a strategic highpoint, and increase the entire nations sea
consciousness.™

Since then, many Chinese authors writing on Chinas sea power
and maritime strategy have emphasized the importance of developing the
Chinese people’s sea consciousness. For example, one AMS researcher noted
that sea consciousness is necessary in order to defend Chinas national
development.® As Zhang Dengyi (3% X), a member of the Chinese Peoples
Political Consultative Conference and former director of the State Council’s
State Oceanic Bureau, pointed out, increasing the people’s sea consciousness
establishes within them a conviction “to build a strong maritime nation
[haiyang qiangguo, 8¥58E]"> The call for establishing a Chinese sea
consciousness continues up to today, as an April 2009 article demonstrates.
Fifteen years after some of the first calls for establishing sea conscious-
ness in China, Wen Yufu writes that sea consciousness in China is still weak,
hindering China’s maritime development.® Based on the openly available lit-
erature, the necessity of developing sea consciousness does not appear to be a
divisive issue.

Chinese authors feel that increasing sea consciousness is important
because China has neglected the seas for so long. As noted in 1995 by for-
mer State Oceanic Bureau Director and PLAN Training Department Deputy
Director Luo Yuru (%£4$£%0), most Chinese people downplay the importance
of the ocean for their survival.** Luo believes that such thinking is not only
wrong, but also dangerous. A decade later, Liu Shuiming (XJ7KBf) and Chen
Lu (BR¥&), both from PLAs Nanjing Political Academy, argued the same
point, stating that although the sea is important to China’s prosperity, a num-
ber of factors—including history, tradition, and geography—have caused the
Chinese to ignore or downplay the sea’s importance.® As a result, China’s
maritime defense has been habitually weak, allowing overseas enemies to re-
peatedly invade China. Professor Gao Xinsheng (S#4) from the Shenyang
Artillery Academy argued that fostering a sense of sea consciousness in the
people would help to prevent similar events from recurring in the future.*
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Theme 3: Toward a Navy-centric or Comprehensive Maritime Security
Strategy?

This section categorizes the various Chinese views on what the compo-
nents of China’s maritime security strategy should look like. The authors who
write about this topic can be generally divided into two groups:

m those advocating a navy-centric maritime security strategy
m those calling for a more comprehensive maritime security strategy.

The authors in the navy-centric group didn’t necessarily argue that a
strong navy is the only guarantee for China’s maritime security, but rather think
that the PLAN should be the main or dominant actor. Those in the second
group call for a more holistic approach to maritime security, arguing that the
PLAN is but one tool in the toolbox—some even advocate a relatively minor
role for the navy. First evidence of this debate in open sources was observed
around 1995, and can still be seen in 2007 print media articles.

Navy-centric Maritime Security Strategy

Those who advocated a navy-centric strategy argue that China’s mari-
time security should predominantly rely upon a strong military (specifically,
a strong navy). Therefore, China needs to emphasize the importance of us-
ing the PLAN as the primary component of its maritime security strategy.
In a 1995 article, former State Oceanic Bureau Director and PLAN Training
Department Deputy Director Luo Yuru (Z$k4) pointed out that although
China must focus on developing its maritime comprehensive national pow-
er (haishang zonghe guoli, &8 L#z&E 1), it must pay particular attention
to the modernization and development of the navy.”” He also argued that
“the PLAN must be elevated to a higher strategic level and become a unified
force for administering the seas and oceans”*® Liu Zhenhuan (X#&¥F) from
the Naval Research Institute pointed out that although sea power is com-
prised of such factors as science and technology, economics, and the mili-
tary, the navy is “the most solid and crucial maritime force”* Another Chi-
nese author wrote in 1999 that only with a strong, modern PLA and PLAN
that are focused on territorial integrity and national unity, can China fulfill
its goals for becoming a “strong and prosperous, territorially sovereign, and
moderately developed country”® Vice Admiral Feng Liang ("B2), deputy
director of the Navy Command Academy’s Strategy Teaching and Research
Oftice, addressed economic issues when he wrote that the navy “is the ba-
sic force for protecting the state’s overseas economy (haiwai jingji, }§5M&E
%) and maritime rights and interests”*' Modern Navy staff writer Gu Zuhua
(BitH%) went even further, stating that regardless of what the problem is—
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energy security, a Taiwan crisis, or other national defense problems—prior-
ity must be given to building a strong navy.®

Comprehensive Maritime Security Strategy

Others argue that while developing the PLAN is beneficial, China
should not ignore other actors or processes of maritime security, such as
political, economic, diplomatic, cultural, or scientific methods. In 1996,
Dalian Vessel Academy Professor Lu Rude (ffif%#&) argued that the mar-
itime security situation had become very complex, and that maritime
defense must now be coordinated with various government departments—
such as Public Security, Communications, Tax Administration, Customs,
Fishing Industry, Environmental Protection, and Health Departments.*
Almost a decade later, a 2004 article in Liaowang (Outlook) mirrored Lu’s
argument by pointing out that the military is but one aspect of a more
comprehensive strategy:

In reality, concerning the content of China’s interests in the maritime
direction, they are present not only in the military arena, but also
appear at the mutual intersection and melding of the many arenas of
politics, diplomacy, economics, environment, and information. De-
fending these interests cannot simply depend upon one measure; only
by systemic and comprehensive use of many mutually supporting
measures, each shining more brilliantly than the other, can China ac-
quire the greatest national interest.*

In a book sponsored by CICIR, the Ministry of State Security think tank,
Da Wei (i£#%) outlined the composition of a “comprehensive maritime force”
(zonghe haiyang liliang, 23 &78>% /1 8) as consisting of military, economic, and
scientific research capabilities.®®

Finally, the War Theories and Strategic Studies Department of the Acad-
emy of Military Science asserted that the role of nonmilitary force in sea power

is actually on the rise, as compared to military force:

The position and use of a maritime non-military force in the develop-
ment of sea power is increasing daily, and only when military force is
joined together with political, economic, and diplomatic measures will it
give play to the effective use [of sea power].%

We should point out, however, that we found no arguments that totally
dismissed the PLAN’s role in maritime security. Even Peking University Pro-
fessor Ye Zicheng (" EHER), arguably the PLAN’s greatest detractor in China,
took the view that the PLAN has a role to play, albeit a limited one.*”
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Several Chinese authors posited specific details about what China’s
comprehensive maritime security structure should look like. For example,
some agreed that a maritime law enforcement force (haishang zhifa liliang, &
LEHUESE) is an important component of Chinese maritime security strat-
egy.®® Others wrote that cooperation with foreign nations and international
organizations should be a key aspect of China’s maritime security.”” Both of
these aspects will be discussed further in the following section.

Theme 4: Role of the Law and International Cooperation in Maritime
Dispute Management

In this section we will analyze the role of international cooperation and
the law in safeguarding China’s sovereignty, security, and maritime rights and
interests. Significantly, the first article calling for increased reliance on inter-
national laws and principles to manage China’s maritime territory appeared in
1995, just 1 year after the UNCLOS became effective, and 1 year before China
ratified that treaty.”” Chinese authors on this subject can be divided into three
broad groups:

m first, those who advocated stronger reliance on domestic and interna-
tional laws

m second, those who argued for increased cooperation with regional
navies, multilateral security organizations, and the United Nations

m third, those who argued that the only effective guarantor of China’s
rights and interests is a powerful navy—in other words, that China
must be prepared to “go it alone”

As we will show, these three groups do overlap somewhat. Significant-
ly, most authors surveyed—including those who advocated increased reliance
on the law and international cooperation—argued that the PLAN should be
strengthened as a backup in case peaceful multilateral means fail to safeguard
China’s interests.

Increase Reliance on the Law

Of the articles calling for increasing reliance on domestic and inter-
national law to protect China’s maritime rights and interests, most called for
strengthening some type of Chinese maritime law enforcement force. Noting
that the legitimacy of China’s maritime territorial claims is based on law, in-
cluding the UNCLOS as well as several domestic laws, in 2001 former State
Oceanic Administration Director Zhang Dengyi (5K% X) argued that China
should use maritime law enforcement forces (haishang zhifa liliang, & _E¥5%
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$18) to safeguard its sovereignty, rights, and interests within that territory.”
In particular, this author called for centralizing all civilian maritime security
forces from the center to the localities and enhancing the Chinese maritime
police forces ability to accompany maritime traffic, monitor fishing, expand
the force’s zone of operations, and effectively safeguard China’s maritime rights
and interests.

In 2007 Xiu Bin (f&3&), a professor from the Ocean University of
China in Qingdao, Shandong Province, wrote an article exploring how China
could protect its maritime rights and interests within the context of its
“peaceful development” strategy.”> He argued that China must use the law to
protect its rights and interests because “non-military force and peaceful means
have become the main methods for safeguarding national maritime interests
in the context of peaceful development” Noting that Chinas development
requires a stable regional environment, this professor argued that if China were
to use more forceful means of securing its maritime rights and interests, the
regional security environment would deteriorate and Chinas prospects for
development would be harmed. However, Xiu Bin noted that countries can
easily violate agreements and treaties. As a result,

China must establish a powerful maritime police force to protect the
rights entrusted to us in the UNCLOS, and safeguard our national inter-
ests. This civilian police force must supervise and manage other nations’
activities in the sea areas under China’s jurisdiction.”

While the two arguments described above were both written by civil-
ians, military authors also argued that China should rely on international
law to protect Chinas maritime rights and interests. In 1996, Dalian Vessel
Academy Professor Lu Rude (Pfif%{E) argued that China needed to strengthen
its system of domestic maritime laws to ensure Beijing enjoyed all of the
maritime rights and interests specified in the UNCLOS.” In a 2001 article
written by Feng Liang (%) and Zhang Xiaolin (5KE%#£), two professors
from the Naval Command Academy, the authors argued that “while in war-
time nations can rely on armed force to obtain their objectives, in peacetime
a responsible member of the community of nations must conduct itself with-
in the boundaries permitted by international law”” Similarly in 2005, Gao
Xinsheng (S#74), a professor from the Shenyang Artillery Academy, ar-
gued that China should “rely on international law for managing and resolving
maritime disputes to the greatest extent possible””®

However, and perhaps not surprisingly, while the civilians argued for
strengthening civilian maritime police forces as a backup plan, the military au-
thors argued that while China should rely on international law to the greatest



96 HARTNETT AND VELLUCCI

extent possible, it should strengthen the PLAN as a deterrent force. The two
Naval Command Academy authors referred to above noted, “International law
is still incapable of dealing with the increasingly complex maritime disputes be-
tween nations. As such a naval deterrence force is required””” Shenyang Artil-
lery Academy Professor Gao Xinsheng argued that to deal with the uncertainty
of international law, China must “spend more money on the navy, incorporate
advanced foreign technology and experience, increase research on highly effec-
tive maritime defense weapons, and strengthen maritime air defense””®

Increase Regional Cooperation

Like those who advocate relying on the law to protect maritime rights and
interests, proponents of increased international cooperation on maritime securi-
ty issues noted that China should take the utmost care to preserve regional peace
and stability. Several articles advocated increasing cooperation with regional na-
vies, including those of the United States, Japan, India, and the ASEAN states, as
an effective means of assuaging regional fears of a rising Chinese navy, ensuring
maritime security, and preserving regional peace.” As Gu Zuhua (Bi{E%), a staff
writer for the PLAN's official journal, Dangdai Haijun (Modern Navy), argued,

While simultaneously developing the navy, we should participate in even
more exchanges with global navies, especially the navies of developed
nations, to build up trust. We will then be able to effectively eliminate the
China Threat Theory and establish an image of a peaceful rise.*

One interesting aspect of the debate on how much cooperation is good
for China’s maritime strategy is that the advocates of increased regional coop-
eration include authors with very different views on the PLAN's role in Chinese
maritime strategy. For example, in 2005, three authors from the Naval Com-
mand Academy argued that China should increase regional cooperation as an
acceptable means by which the PLAN could take a more active role throughout
the Asia Pacific region.®’ These authors argued that if China assumed a more
assertive role in working with regional nations for the maintenance of peace
and stability in Asia, regional nations would accept the increasingly powerful
navy that it is building. They argued:

The PLAN should participate in naval military activities arranged by the
United Nations or other international organizations, and participate in
bilateral or multilateral naval military exercises; we could also routinely
or occasionally venture outside [gianchu, BIH] the first island chain to
conduct training and patrols. In short, we need to expand the influence
of China’s navy within the Asia Pacific region and in the world, making it
become an important, indispensable force for safeguarding Asia Pacific
regional stability, and safeguarding world peace.*
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The most vocal proponent of limited PLAN expansion, Ye Zicheng (f B
%), also argued that China should increase its cooperation with regional pow-
ers as a component of China’s developing maritime strategy.* However, instead
of seeing this as socializing regional powers to the existence of an increasingly
powerful PLAN, Ye viewed it as an alternative to a greatly expanded PLAN that
would divert scarce resources required for land-based military and economic
development.

Another viewpoint raised was that China should increase its diplo-
matic cooperation in order to reassure its maritime neighbors—especially in
Southeast Asia—that the growing power of China’s navy poses no threat to
them. Zhai Kun (&), a Southeast Asian expert at CICIR, stated that those
advocating for a more forceful approach to maritime issues were wrong, and
following such a policy would cost China in the long run. Zhai felt that it was
better to work cooperatively with the various nations, to include the United
States, to resolve any problem that might arise.®

Go It Alone

The third view concerning the law and international cooperation is that
neither is an effective means of protecting China’s sovereignty, security, and
maritime rights and interests. According to Ni Lexiong (72 #), a professor
at Shanghai Normal University, “The idea that China could rely on ‘interna-
tional cooperation’ instead of the capability of ‘fighting by ourselves’ is simply
incorrect . . . Most of the ‘cooperative’ efforts in the world today, such as the
proliferation security initiative and energy security are dominated by the U.S.
and primarily serve U.S. hegemonic interests”® Liu Shuiming (PF7KBf) and
Chen Lu (F3#), two scholars from the PLA Nanjing Political Academy, agreed
with this assessment, noting:

While the UNCLOS granted China exclusive jurisdiction over a large
area of maritime territory, current maritime politics teaches us that with-
out a powerful at-sea military force [giangda de haishang junshi liliang,
SBARE EEE1E], we will very likely encounter a situation where
we will be unable to enjoy the rights granted to us by international law.
Therefore, to protect our legal rights and interests [hefa quanyi, &%
X #f] we must strengthen our maritime defense construction [haifang

jinshe, JGRTEEIR].5

Theme 5: Operational Range of the PLAN

This final section will outline the various Chinese arguments concern-
ing the operational range of the PLAN. The vast majority of the Chinese writ-
ings since the mid-1990s advocated increasing the PLAN’s operational range
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(zuozhan fanwei, YEELSERE) or operational zone (zuozhan haiqu, EELEX).
Significantly, most articles supported the view that China needs to adapt to an
increasingly competitive international maritime environment, and to revise its
concept of maritime defense so that instead of focusing on defending the coast
(haian, 785) and territorial waters (linghai, 478), it will focus on a larger por-
tion of the sea. While most authors agreed that the PLAN’s operational range
should be expanded, there was some divergence of opinion as to how much
expansion was necessary or desirable.

Many arguments called for an expanded PLAN zone of operations to
protect Chinese interests and national security. Depending on how the authors
defined “Chinese interests and national security;” they advocated a PLAN op-
erational zone demarcated variously by the 200-350 nautical mile (nm) exclu-
sive economic zone (EEZ), the first or second island chain, or beyond. Most
authors argued that the range of PLAN operations should focus on the “off-
shore area” (jinhai haiyu, iI787813). However, this fact reveals very little about
the PLAN’s operational range since “offshore” is a vague concept that could be
interpreted to mean anything as close as China’s coastal waters (24 nm) or as
far out as the Pacific Ocean beyond the second island chain. On the conserva-
tive end (less expansion), even Ye Zicheng (M BF), the most vocal opponent
of PLAN development, argued that PLAN operations should be focused on the
“offshore area” (jinhai, ii7§).”” Analysis of these arguments will help shed light
on the question of how Chinese commentators believe Beijing should choose
to exercise its increasingly capable navy.

Controlling the Exclusive Economic Zone

One central theme in arguments supporting an expanded range for the
navy's operational activities is that China must acquire the ability to control its
exclusive economic zone. The United Nations Convention on the Law of the
Sea (UNCLOS), which became effective in 1994, provided new international
legitimacy for China’s claims to an expanded scope of “maritime national ter-
ritory (haiyang guotu, /87¥E 1) Beginning at that time, and continuing into
the present, many articles argued that the PLAN must develop new capabili-
ties and increase its operational range out to the limits of the continental shelf
and the EEZ to protect China’s newly expanded sovereignty and territorial in-
terests, as defined by international law.* The first such argument that we iden-
tified was put forth in 1995, when former State Oceanic Bureau Director and
PLAN Training Department Deputy Director Luo Yuru (¥ $k40) argued that as
aresult of UNCLOS, the PLAN must be prepared to protect maritime national
territory out to the continental shelf, the EEZ, and in international waters.* As
a Dangdai Haijun (Modern Navy) editorial argued a few years later:



CHINESE VIEWS SINCE THE EARLY 1990s 929

We must broaden our focus to the entire area of the ocean that we have ju-
risdiction over. We also need to keep in mind that our maritime defensive
mission is more than just resisting invasion from enemies. This mission also
includes protecting the sovereignty of China’s maritime islands and protect-
ing China’s maritime rights and interests [haiyang quanyi, /7855 ].%

In 1999, Naval Command Academy professor Liu Yijian (X|—3&) argued
that the PLAN must develop the capability to operate within and beyond the
“offshore area” [jinhai haiyu, JT/8781%]—which he defined as 200-350 nauti-
cal miles out to sea—to protect the newly expanded realm of Chinese maritime
rights and interests. Liu argued:

Since the nation’s maritime rights and interests have extended beyond
the range of the offshore sea area [jinhai haiyu, IT78781%], the PLAN
must possess highly mobile mid- to long-range at-sea operational plat-
forms [zhong-yuancheng haishang zuozhan pingtai, FILFEE L {EEKLF
A equipped with intermediate- and long-range weapons and attack ca-
pabilities. While at present, the PLAN does possess some long-distance
operational capabilities, overall the PLAN is still an offshore-type navy.”*

Island Chains and Beyond

Significantly, while a number of articles identified certain distances or
geographic island chains as demarcation lines for future PLAN zones of op-
eration, these geographic targets appear to be merely benchmarks of progress
rather than end goals. For arguments that used geographical boundaries, the
distance of the boundary identified depended on the time frame of the author’s
argument. For example, in 2001 Wuhan University Professor Liu Xinhua (|t
f£) argued that for the PLAN to execute its current maritime security missions,
it must develop the capability to control “the entire sea area within the first

United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea

In 1996, China ratified the 1982 3¢ United Nations Conven-
tion on the Law of the Sea. This law provided an international
legal basis for China’s claims to “maritime national territory”
(haiyang guotu, i&¥E 1) out to 200-350 nautical miles from
the coastal baseline depending on the terminal location of the
continental shelf.

Source: “Maritime Zones and Maritime Delimitation,” United Nations Division for Ocean Affairs and Law
of the Sea, available at <http://www.un.org/DEPTS/los>.
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island chain”? Another article took a much longer perspective: Naval Com-
mand Academy Professor Liu Yijian (X]—3&) argued that by 2050 the PLAN
must transition from “an offshore navy [jinhai haijun, T8/ %] to a regional
navy [quyu haijun, X3338%] . . . capable of operating and attaining control of
the sea [haiyu zhihaiquan, 7818F):84X[ [beyond the first island chain]”** He
continued, arguing that China’s active defense strategy [jiji fangyu de zhanlue,
TR PH#IAY AR A% | must use international waters and freedom of the seas to be
effective. In terms of the operational range of the PLAN, Liu argued:

[By 2050] the Chinese navy’s strategic operational zone should not be re-
stricted to the offshore area [jinhai, #178]. It must extend from the forward
edge of the offshore area to the Northwest Pacific . . . To guarantee the na-
tions security in the maritime direction [haishang fangxiang, & £ F5[A],
a modern navy must possess the capability to intercept and attack the en-
emy’s forces at sufficient distance (more than 1,000 nm) from the coast.*

To achieve these operational capabilities, Liu Yijian outlined a three-
phase development strategy for the first half of the 21 century:*

m Phase 1, 2000-2010: The PLAN must focus on developing its opera-
tional capabilities in the offshore area (jinhai, #3§). This includes the
development of large-scale operational platforms (zuozhan pingtai, {E
k¥ &) and intermediate-and long-range precision-guided munitions.

m Phase 2, 2011-2020: The PLAN should evolve into a force that has
a core of large- and medium-sized operational platforms capable of
effectively controlling the offshore sea area (jinhai haiyu, JT/8/81)
within the first island chain.

m Phase 3, 2020-2050: The PLAN must begin its transition into a re-
gional navy. It will have a core of large-scale operational platforms,
and possess not only the ability to operate throughout the Northwest
Pacific, but also the ability to attain command of the sea (zhihaiquan,
#3849 in this area.

Some authors maintain that the extent of Chinas operational mari-
time zone is directly related to its economic development. According to the
2006 Theory of National Security Strategy (Guojia Anquan Zhanlue Lilun,
RLRLHBEIEIL), authored by the AMS War Theories and Strategic Studies
Department, as Chinas economic power and level of technology increase, “the
PLAN’s operational sea zone will gradually expand to the second island chain
of the North Pacific”® Writing in 2009, two naval officers from the Dalian
Vessel Academy point out that the navy’s operating area has expanded—and
will continue to expand—with the strategic needs of the nation.” Another
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volume published by the National Defense University, Science of Service
Strategy (Junzhong Zhanlue Xue, ZEFtLEES), also argued that the strategic
range of PLAN operations will not be confined to any geographic location.”

“Offshore” is not a simple geographic concept, it is a strategic concept.
The operational range [zuozhan fanwei, {EHSER] of the offshore de-
fense includes the offshore sea area [jinhai haiyu, IT78781%] defined as
the area of the sea that is under China’ legitimate jurisdiction as well as
any area that can be used by an enemy to threaten China’s security. The
strategic range of PLAN operations is any area where operations must be
conducted to protect the entirety of China’s “maritime national territory
[haiyang guotu, 78;¥E 1], safeguard national unity, territorial integri-
ty, maritime rights and interests, and conduct strategic control over “hot
spot” sea zones around the boundaries of Chinese territory. As Chinas
strategic environment evolves and the PLAN's strategic capabilities are
enhanced, the future range of “offshore operations” could be expanded
as required to effectively guarantee China’s national security.

As noted above in the section on sea power with Chinese characteristics,
Chinese authors argue that the PLAN must develop the capability to protect
China’s increasing numbers of enterprises and nationals located abroad.” The
telling comment “wherever our interests go, our military force must be capable
of following,” also supported the notion that the PLA Navy should have an un-
limited operational range.'® Other articles advocating an essentially unlimited
operational range for the navy argued that the PLAN must possess blue-water
capabilities to show a military presence at sea, provide deterrence, and conduct
military diplomacy missions.'"!

Since the PLA Navy began participating in antipiracy operations off the
Horn of Africa, there have been muted calls for establishing overseas bases—
primarily logistics and supply hubs.'”> One of the earliest calls for this was in
a February 2009 article in the PRC-owned Huangiu Shibao (Global Times).
In this article, the author, PLA Air Force Colonel Dai Xu (#/E), openly calls
for establishing bases overseas in order for China to fulfill its international
obligations and truly act as a “mature power.'*” Later that same year, Yin Zhuo
(FR), director of the PLA Navy’s Informatization Experts Advisory Commit-
tee and member of the Chinese People’s Political Consultative Conference, also
discussed the need to set up a “supply and repair base” in the Horn of Afri-
ca in order to support the navy’s escort missions there.'” Within less than a
week, the English-language newspaper China Daily ran an article that appeared
as a weak attempt at damage control. In this article, Jin Canrong, a professor
from Renmin University, stated that while the opinions of Yin were just those
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of a “retired admiral,” the idea of establishing such a base should not be ruled
out entirely.'” A few months later, Yin appeared to retreat slightly from his
original statement, and likened any future Chinese supply points to a port call
for restocking:

Concerning how the outside world is surmising whether China will es-
tablish overseas military bases, Yin Zhuo directly replied in the negative.
He said, our escort task force only needs supply points (bujidian, M5
/), it doesn't require establishing military bases. Just like when a U.S.
aircraft carrier enters Hong Kong, it is only to carry out a resupply.'®®

Another article that argues for supply points that are temporary in nature
appeared in January 2010, and quotes a supposed military expert who makes
the analogy that China’s overseas supply bases should not be permanent mili-
tary bases, but rather should be temporary in nature—akin to “renting a house”
for a longer period of time.'”” All of these articles state that the reason for over-
seas bases is to make logistics and supply support more efficient and affordable.

Conclusions

The existence of these various, persisting debates in Chinese open source
writings over the past 20 years concerning fundamental aspects of maritime
security reflects China’s lack of a coordinated maritime security strategy. Of
the five themes presented in this paper, only the importance of building sea
consciousness does not appear to be under debate. The level of debate on the
other issues we identified varied from slight differences of opinion (operation-
al range of the PLAN), to hotly contested disagreement (meaning of sea power,
the role of the PLAN, as well as other actors and processes). In other words, the
importance of the sea to China is not contentious. Rather, how to coordinate
Chinese economic, diplomatic, military, and political strategies to adequately
account for the importance of the sea is much more controversial.

Second, the large and increasing number of articles and books focused
on the topic of China’s maritime security strategy over the past 20 years suggests
that China is working to create a coordinated maritime security strategy. The
sample of articles and books exploited for this paper included Chinese securi-
ty analysts representing a broad spectrum of society. It included not only PLA
and PLAN officers, but also military-affiliated civilians, former government
officials, and civilian academics from prestigious universities and government
think tanks. These authors have written articles published in a wide variety
of sources, including credible civilian, party-affiliated, and military jour-
nals. The substantial variance among the authors’ views on maritime security
strategy suggests that this may be an officially sanctioned debate intended to
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help create a comprehensive maritime strategy. If the Chinese government
had already implemented a maritime security strategy, it is unlikely that such
debates would exist in public media.'®®

Third, based on an analysis of these debates, we may identify certain trends
that are likely to emerge as components of a future Chinese maritime strategy:

(1) As the Chinese economy becomes increasingly dependent upon
maritime resources, as well as overseas trade and energy, its security
strategy will increasingly focus in the maritime direction. Safeguard-
ing these maritime interests requires developing China’s maritime
capabilities, including economic, military, diplomatic, scientific, and
cultural capabilities.

(2) Closely related to the first trend, the PLAN’s operational range is
likely to expand in the near future. Although Chinese debates on
this issue vary widely, almost all authors advocated expanding the
operational range of the PLAN to adapt to China’s increasing need for
maritime access and security. Signs of this are already occurring, as
evidenced by the growing frequency of PLAN out-of-area operations.'®”

(3) Any future maritime security strategy that China creates will likely
be comprehensive in nature. Although the PLAN will probably play
a large role, it will not be the only actor. Other actors, such as a mari-
time police force, or processes, such as international cooperation fo-
rums, will also be key components. A strengthened PLAN will like-
ly exist as a means of last resort in contentious international situa-
tions when peaceful means have failed to protect Chinese sovereign-
ty, security, and maritime rights and interests. China’s frequent use of
non-PLAN maritime security forces, such as its China Maritime Sur-
veillance forces, in recent maritime disputes confirms this point.''

Finally, from the Chinese writings on maritime security sampled here,
it is clear that most Chinese security analysts concerned with maritime affairs
are looking beyond the Taiwan issue. Although mention of using the PLAN
to safeguard territorial integrity (i.e., Taiwan) appeared throughout the time-
line of articles surveyed, not all articles focused on or even discussed this
issue. Other issues, such as defending China’s maritime rights and interests
and safeguarding overseas economic interests, also frequently appeared in the
writings. Surprisingly, the need to defend maritime rights and interests was
actually mentioned more often than territorial integrity as the main reason
for strengthening the PLAN and defining a coordinated maritime strategy.
This demonstrates that although reunification with Taiwan remains an
important issue, other drivers of PLAN modernization also exist; even if the
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current cross-strait disagreement was resolved, the PLAN would likely remain
on the same fast-paced developmental trajectory.

In conclusion, it is important to continue following Chinese writings on
this subject to better understand the methods and objectives of China’s future
maritime security strategy. Following the evolving Chinese debates on mari-
time strategy will allow foreign observers to anticipate any changes to China’s
maritime security strategy prior to their inception, and will enable those
nations most affected by China’s evolving maritime security strategy to respond
accordingly.
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Chapter 5

The Evolution of China’s Naval Strategy and
Capabilities: From “Near Coast” and “Near
Seas” to “Far Seas™

Nan Li

How have Chinas naval strategy (haijun zhanlue, J§Z ) and ca-
pabilities evolved over time? What factors drive this evolution? What are
the major implications for future Chinese naval development? Answering
these questions is important mainly because such answers have important
implications for Asian security. This essay addresses these research questions in
order to offer empirical insights to scholars, military planners, and strategists.

Empirically, scholarly literature on the People’s Liberation Army Navy
(PLAN) illuminates significantly the dynamics of China’s naval modernization.
It addresses issues such as how change in China’s overall military strategy has
affected the PLAN, particularly in terms of a new emphasis on local war, on
offense, and on technical expertise over politics;> whether and when the PLAN
will acquire an aircraft carrier;> how mature the PLAN is; and what strategic
dilemmas Washington might encounter as a result of Chinas modernizing
submarine force.* It also offers detailed accounts of the historical, geostrategic,
and economic contexts underlying China’s maritime and naval development,
and the PLAN’s organization, hardware, and personnel.” Because these studies
have specific analytical emphases, they are relatively unconcerned with a dia-
chronic comparison of China’s naval strategy and capabilities over time, or with
issues such as what has changed in China’s naval strategy and capabilities over
time, and what drives these changes. This study provides a systematic answer
to these questions, and thereby fills a significant void in the existing literature.

This study first shows that China’s naval strategy has undergone two
major changes: from the “near-coast defense” (jinan fangyu, It B ) strategy
SETAMR B after the mid-1980s, and then to the advancement of a “far-seas
operations” (yuanhai zuozhan, IL/B1EEL) strategy by the mid-2000s.° Related
to the evolution of the naval strategy is the change in naval capabilities: from
limited capabilities for coastal defense to more expansive capabilities to

This chapter was originally published as an article of the same title in Asian Security 5, no. 2 (2009), 144-169.
Copyright © Taylor & Francis Group, LLC. Used by permission.
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operate more effectively in China’s near seas by the late 2000s. The new strategy
of “far-seas operations” endorsed since the mid-2000s may have major impli-
cations for the future development of PLAN capabilities.

Second, this study argues that changes in naval strategy and capabilities
cannot be accounted for by just one variable or factor, but rather by a combi-
nation of major or more important variables or factors. These include the role
of naval leadership and personal experience, endorsement by the civilian lead-
ership, changing perception of the external security environment, availabili-
ty of funding and technologies, and institutionalization of naval research. A
related point is that while a major change in naval capabilities may be related
to a change in naval strategy, sometimes it may be driven more by other highly
contingent or idiosyncratic reasons.

This study employs an approach of what Arend Lijphart calls “diachronic
comparison™: identifying changes/differences over time in a single country,
and attempting to explain these changes/differences. An ideal approach to
explanation is, first, to concentrate on major or more important variables,
and second, to control for all other variables, or to establish the condition of
“other things being equal,” similar, or constant. This is because such a control
increases the confidence level that a particular change/difference is caused by a
particular variable or factor that the researcher has hypothesized, but not by
others.” But what is closer to reality, particularly for social sciences, is that a
particular change/difference may not be caused by a change in one variable, but
by changes in a few major and more important variables. As a result, a more
realistic and reasonable approach to an explanation is a multivariable explana-
tion based on “necessary and sufficient” conditions, which this study employs.
An endorsement of a change by the naval leadership in naval strategy, for
instance, is necessary but not sufficient to cause a change in naval capabilities.
For such a change to take place, other things also need to take place: civilian
leadership needs to endorse the new strategy, naval analysts need to articulate
and socialize the new strategy, and money and technologies need to become
available. Indeed, this second approach can explain why a particular change
takes place at a particular time and place but not others.

The study has four sections. The first discusses the “near-coast defense”
strategy and related capabilities. The second examines the “near-seas active de-
fense” strategy and related capabilities, and answers the question of what drove
the shift from near-coast defense to near-seas active defense. The third section
discusses the advancement of the “far-seas operations” strategy and addresses
the question of what accounted for this new development. The concluding
section discusses major implications of the findings.
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Near-Coast Defense

Any conceptualization of military strategy should address two issues:
the nature of military operations in terms of defense and offense and the geo-
graphic bounds of such operations. By these criteria, the concept of near-coast
defense reflects accurately the People’s Republic of China’s naval strategy from
the time of its founding in 1949 to the 1980s.

Near-Coast Defense Strategy

The near-coast defense strategy refers to the defense of up to a dozen or
so nautical miles (nms) of waters that extend seaward from China’s coastline
and the land territory of about 300 kilometers (kms) that stretches inland from
the coastline, a region where China’s politically and economically important
cities are located. Because China’s coastline is arguably as long as 18,000 kms
and it is difficult to establish effective control of such a long and narrow span
at all times, naval defense was largely focused on particular straits and water-
ways of strategic importance, or those that could be exploited by the enemy to
invade China by sea to conquer strategically important land targets. These in-
clude the Strait of Bohai, which is the maritime gateway to Tianjin and Beijing
and concerns the security of China’s north coast; the Strait of Taiwan, which
relates to the security of China’s east coast, the reunification of Taiwan with the
mainland, and the security of sea lines of communications (SLOCs) around the
island; and the Strait of Qiongzhou, which is central to securing Hainan Island
and China’s south coast. The deployment of the three PLAN fleets, namely the
North Sea Fleet, East Sea Fleet, and South Sea Fleet, correlates well with the
defense of the three straits and the adjacent seas.

During the 1950s and 1960s, the central concern of the People’s
Liberation Army (PLA) was small-scale incursions of the coastline by the
Taiwan-based Kuomintang (KMT) forces, which were usually suspected as
preparations for major offensives to recapture the mainland. To repel such
incursions, the PLA relied on ground coastal defense forces more than on
the PLAN. Occasionally, however, the PLAN did play a more important and
offensive role, particularly in amphibious-landing operations to capture inshore
islands controlled by the KMT forces.®

By the late 1960s, however, China’s relations with the Soviet Union de-
teriorated to the level where both sides engaged in armed skirmishes on their
common border. As a result, guided by Mao Zedong’s notion of “people’s war;,’
the PLA began to shift its defense emphasis from the east and the south to
preparing against a massive Soviet invasion of China from the north. Faced
with a technologically superior opponent such as the Soviet Union, the PLA
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would compensate for its technological inferiority with its abundance in
space, manpower, and time. The vast, familiar territory of China, coupled
with a protracted, manpower-intensive people’s war of dispersion, mobility,
harassment, and attrition, would gain China sufficient time. This would allow
China to gradually weaken the overextended invading forces, identify their
vulnerabilities, reconstitute resistance forces, and finally win the war through
decisive, strategic offensives. Such a strategy of “luring the enemy in deep,
however, would render the PLAN almost irrelevant because, in such a scheme,
coastal defense became virtually unnecessary.

By the late 1970s, when Deng Xiaoping became the paramount leader,
however, the notion of people’s war was replaced by “people’s war under modern
conditions,” in which naval operations were deemed necessary, but still largely
supportive to land operations. A major war with the Soviet Union would be
continental in nature and primarily fought by the land forces. But because
China has a long coastline where important strategic assets are located, it
constitutes the maritime flank of Chinas landmass, which is strategically
important but also exposed and vulnerable. As a result, for the purpose of
accelerating a land offensive or averting a negative strategic posture, the
invading Soviet forces might foreseeably launch an offensive on the maritime
flank through amphibious-landing operations to capture straits, islands, and
strategic assets. This could serve the purpose of creating a posture of “advancing
on both land and sea” and “two-pronged assault from both south and north”

To deal with such an offensive from the sea, the PLAN would assist
the land-based defense by providing counter-amphibious-landing operations
to thwart the invading forces from driving straight inland. The PLAN was
also responsible for defending naval bases, harbors, and coastal airfields to
prevent the enemy from paralyzing the PLA defense with one stroke. Finally,
because Soviet offensive operations would consume a large amount of materiel
and the enemy forces would be far away from their homeland, the Soviets
would be dependent on vulnerable merchant ships for resupply. So the PLAN
would launch ambush and sabotage operations against the enemy’s merchant
supply vessels as they approached the Chinese littoral, thus weakening the
enemy’s land-war effort."

Specifically, counter-amphibious-landing operations constituted the
PLAN’s central task during this period and such operations would give full
play to the PLAN’s relative advantages and the invading forces’ moments of
vulnerability. Numerous islands, for instance, spread over China’s coastal wa-
ters. Because of the coastline’s geographical complexity, it offers many natural
bays, harbors, berth places, and caves for accommodating and constructing
naval, air, artillery, missile, and forward observation facilities, and these
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offer the PLAN comparative advantages in concealment, maneuverability,
coordination, and detection. Also, the PLAN ships had smaller profiles, were
more agile and faster, were more numerous in number and kind than the
Soviet ships, and carried some weapons (such as missiles and torpedoes) that
were quite powerful. They also operated within the range of land-based intel-
ligence and firepower support. These factors made it possible for an effective
concealment followed by surprise attacks of multiple directions and means."!

In tactical terms, the first issue to be addressed in counter-amphibious-
landing operations was how to survive the first wave of enemy strikes. Because
“the enemy is on the offensive and has the technological superiority;” the first
phase of such operations was to “hide,” i.e., “to preserve our strength through
concealing and dispersing ships, and transferring planes to the second-line
bases. This is accompanied by organizing electronic interference and air defense
operations to reduce the damage and increase the difficulties of the enemy
offensive” The purpose of self-preservation, however, was to strike back, “other-
wise, self-preservation serves little purpose or becomes increasingly difficult”?

For strikes, naval and air strike zones would be established “within
the coastal waters of several dozen kms” to exploit the advantages of con-
cealment and land-based firepower support. Also, strike groups consisting of
missile, torpedo, and gun boats capable of attacks from multiple routes would
be organized, and would be supported by torpedo bombers if possible. Strikes
would be launched when the enemy landing force switches ships, removes
obstacles, and organizes into columns to drive to shore. These were the enemy’s
moments of vulnerability mainly because the formation would become dens-
er, the maneuver more restricted, and the communications and coordination
more confused. Also “sinking one enemy ship at these moments is equivalent
to wiping out one enemy company or battalion later” Another method was to
combine barriers, including mines and engineered obstacles, with firepower
to prevent the enemy from removing obstacles and from driving to shore.”
To put this strategy in practice, the PLAN had planned a major counter-
amphibious-landing exercise for 1984, and various drills had been conducted
during 1983, involving primarily the North Sea Fleet and elements from the
East Sea Fleet. The exercise, however, was apparently cancelled partly because
of a major submarine accident."

Generally speaking, the central objectives of near-coast defense during
this period were concerned with ensuring national survival in a major war with
the Soviet Union, but not with capturing lost or disputed territories, or with se-
curing maritime resources and SLOCs for shipping traded goods and import-
ed oil. It was also a purely defensive strategy, even though it involved guerrilla
warfare-type attacks of the enemy forces by smaller ships and boats. Compared
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to those of the Soviet Navy, the ships of the PLAN were too small and vul-
nerable and ill-equipped in early warning, communications, and firepower.
Most of them had only a singular role, and suffered from a limited radius of
operations and poor sustainability. As a result, the success or failure of the
near-coast defense strategy was highly dependent on land-based intelligence
and firepower support and particularly on whether the land war would suc-
ceed. Faced with a much more powerful enemy such as the Soviet Navy, the
PLAN even had major difficulties in establishing local and temporary coastal
sea denial, not to mention that it was completely unable to develop some level of
“sea control” (zhihaiquan, F)784X) in these waters. With few exceptions, all the
fighting methods seem to have amounted merely to delaying tactics."

Naval Capabilities

In keeping with their role in a naval strategy of near-coast defense, the
PLAN fleets in the 1950s and 1960s consisted mainly of such ships as mine-
sweepers and torpedo, gun, and missile boats, supplemented by a few Soviet-
made light destroyers and frigates and land-based, short-range naval bombers.
The PLAN also had a fleet of Soviet-designed, conventional-powered Romeo-
class (Type 033) submarines (SS).' The surface ships were relatively small and
had a limited radius of operations and therefore low sustainability. The surface
ships had singular roles and were weak in early warning, command and control,
communications, and protection. As a result, they were vulnerable to sea and air
attacks, and were highly dependent on land-based intelligence, command and
control, and air cover for operations. In comparison, the PLAN submarine force
was more capable of operating in areas farther away from home waters. This
is because these submarines were larger and more sustainable,'” and they were
more concealed. But they were poor in communications and as a result incapa-
ble of operating in groups. They were also noisy and had to resurface regularly
to recharge batteries. Because of these shortcomings, the submarines were also
quite vulnerable and largely confined to shallow coastal waters.

Since the early 1970s, however, a number of China’s first-generation
Luda-class (Type 051) guided-missile destroyers (DDG) and Jianghu-class
(Type 053) guided-missile frigates (FFG) were built and commissioned by the
PLAN. China had also begun to deploy its small contingent of first-generation
Han-class (Type 091) nuclear-powered attack submarines (SSN). Because they
were larger, had better endurance, and therefore could operate farther away
from home waters, these surface and underwater combatants changed the com-
position of the PLAN to some degree.'® But the long range and high speed of
the surface combatants were hampered by the lack of effective air-defense and
antisubmarine warfare (ASW) capabilities. Neither did they have a combat
direction system (CDS) to integrate the on-board sensors with the weapons
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systems so that they could react quickly to incoming attacks. A few of these
ships were later modified to incorporate surface-to-air missiles (SAM), ASW
helicopters, better surveillance and fire-control radars, electronic warfare (EW)
capabilities, CDSs, and more powerful antiship cruise missiles (ASCMs). But
the newly installed HQ-7 SAM system has a maximum range of only 8-12
kms and therefore is incapable of dealing with long-range air strikes, nor can it
handle effectively attacks by sea-skimming ASCMs. Because it is a point-defense
system, it cannot provide air defense for other ships. The nuclear submarines
suffered from deficiencies such as radiation leakage, reliability problems, and
inability to launch missiles while submerged. These shortcomings hampered
their ability to operate effectively in far and deep oceans.

What Drove the Change in Capabilities in the 1970s?

In spite of the just-mentioned inadequacies, changes in capability such
as acquisition of DDGs and SSNs in the 1970s represent significant improve-
ments in China’s naval capabilities and deserve an explanation. It is com-
monly assumed that change in military strategy and doctrine would drive
change in military capabilities.” But such an assumption may be inadequate to
account for the change in PLAN capabilities in the 1970s. No major change
in China’s naval strategy had taken place in the 1970s, while DDGs and SSNs
had been acquired. These platforms may not have been optimized for coastal
defense, mainly because they were too large and their ranges were too long. The
motivations for having these platforms actually have less to do with naval
strategy per se. The immediate reason for deploying the DDGs, for instance,
was to provide escort, salvage, search and rescue, and supply for ships at
China’s long-range rocket testing sites in the Pacific. These ships were there
because they were involved in missions such as the retrieval of instrument
packages from long-range ballistic missiles (LRBMs) and submarine-launched
ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and measurement, tracking, telemetering and
control, and recovery of satellites.*

The purpose of building nuclear submarines, on the other hand, was to
overcome the two technological “bottlenecks” for constructing nuclear-pow-
ered ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs): the propulsion technology and the
technology to launch missiles from a submarine while submerged.” Also, be-
cause of the economic hardship caused by the disastrous “Great Leap Forward”
and withdrawal of Soviet aid, China had to terminate its nuclear submarine
program in 1962. The program was revived in 1965 partly because Mao
insisted that China “needs to build its own nuclear submarines even if it takes
10,000 years.” To the extent that China’s nuclear submarines had not helped
very much in overcoming the technological “bottlenecks” because the single
Xia-class (Type 092) SSBN remained mostly inoperational, building nuclear



116  NAN LI

submarines may be understood as Mao’s project to construct the Chinese
national identity. Indeed, in 1989, after China’s successful test of the JL-1 SLBM,
Liu Huagqing, then vice chair of the Central Military Commission (CMC),
stated, “As Comrade Deng Xiaoping has said, if we did not have atomic bombs,
[strategic] missiles, [and] satellites, then we would not [enjoy] our present
international status?

Near-Seas Active Defense

Beginning in the late 1970s, however, the near-coast defense strategy
was gradually abandoned and a new naval strategy of near-seas active defense
was adopted.

Change in Naval Strategy

As an official strategy, the new concept of near-seas active defense was
first proposed by Deng Xiaoping when he met with those who attended an
expanded conference of the PLAN’s Party Committee Standing Committee in
July 1979.% It was further fleshed out by Liu Huaqing in the following years,
couched in the notion of “defend actively, operate in the near seas” (jiji fangyu,
jinhai zuozhan, FARRBHTHE, ITE1ELRK).> The concept was extensively socialized
among the PLAN leadership as well as the PLAs central institutions, which
contributed to a general consensus reached implicitly by 1987 to treat the
concept as China’s new naval strategy.”

In comparison to the near-coast defense strategy, the near-seas active
defense strategy covers much larger sea areas and requires much more
substantial naval capabilities. In such a strategy, for instance, the PLAN is
regarded as a “strategic service,” which means that it would operate more
independently and have its own geographical bounds of operations, a clear
departure from the near-coast defense which regards the PLAN as a supportive
service primarily for assisting land operations. For operational bounds and
space, near-seas active defense is defined as covering 1) the first island chain,
which stretches from the Kurile islands through the islands of Japan, Ryukyu
Archipelago, Taiwan, the Philippines to Borneo Island (see figure 5-1); 2) the
Yellow Sea, East China Sea, and South China Sea, or the three near seas within
the inner rims (neiyan, AE) of the first island chain, and 3) sea areas adjacent
to the outer rims (waiyan, NE) of this island chain, and those of the north
Pacific.® “The scope to be defended in China’s sea defense strategy is ‘near seas’
but not ‘near coast” On the other hand, this concept “does not cover the south
Pacific and the Indian Ocean’ Still, the geographical space defined as “near
seas” is larger than the traditional understanding of the concept as covering the
extension of 200 nautical miles seaward from China’s coastline.
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Figure 5-1. China’s “Near Seas” and “Far Seas”

Fed. States
of Micronesia

Source: Based on U.S. Department of Defense, Annual Report to Congress: Military and Security Developments Involving
the People’s Republic of China 2010.
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Near-seas active defense aims to reunify Taiwan with the mainland,
restore lost and disputed maritime territories, protect China’s maritime re-
sources, secure major SLOCs in times of war, deter and defend against foreign
aggression from the sea, and achieve strategic nuclear deterrence. In operation-
al terms, near-seas active defense requires the PLAN to acquire the capabilities
for capturing and maintaining sea control in the primary operational direc-
tion of the near seas within the required time; for establishing effective control
of major SLOCs in the near seas within the necessary time; for operating
effectively in the near seas; and for nuclear retaliation.”

After the 1996 Taiwan Strait crisis, however, the PLAN planners had
largely focused their analytical attention on the issue of how to establish local
and temporary sea-control for sea-crossing and amphibious-landing operations.
To the PLAN strategists, the navy has several relative advantages in such op-
erations. Because the PLAN is the offensive side, for instance, it has the initia-
tive to launch surprise and concentrated attacks. It can also choose and control
the direction, space, and pace of operations. Moreover, because the opponent
has limited depth of defense, targets are relatively concentrated and therefore
it is easier to inflict serious losses. Finally, the PLAN strategists believe that the
PLA has relative superiority in campaign and tactical missiles and absolute
superiority in offensive air and submarine capabilities. The specific objec-
tives for the PLAN operations include 1) “destroying props,” or bases and lo-
gistics facilities that can sustain the opponent’s counter-sea-control operations;
2) “crushing outposts” or hedges that can enable the opponent to strike back;
3) “destroying main forces,” or the opponents main naval capabilities for coun-
terattack; and 4) “controlling sea areas,” or maintaining the security of captured
sea lanes for sea-crossing operations.”

To accomplish these objectives, several warfighting methods are spec-
ified. One is “blockade and isolation,” which involves the employment of
water mines, submarines, and air capabilities to establish layered blockade
of the opponents naval bases and harbors, sea lanes, and water areas. The
purpose is to prevent the opponent’s ships from exiting bases and harbors in
order to enhance the strike effect. The other is “joint strike,” which refers to
the use of conventional missile, air, naval, and special operations capabilities
to strike the opponent’s reconnaissance and early warning systems, command
and control, naval and air bases, and logistics infrastructure, for the purpose of
crippling the opponent’s capabilities to counter the PLAN’s sea-control opera-
tions. The third method is “suppression of outlaying islands,” which involves
the use of coastal firepower, ground-attack aircraft, and light surface combat-
ants to strike the defense systems of these islands. This serves the purpose of
suppressing and reducing their role as the forward platforms for countering
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sea-control and amphibious-landing operations. The fourth method is “search
and annihilation,” which involves the use of submarines, major surface com-
batants, and sea-attack aircraft to search and destroy the opponent’s major
naval combatants outside the blocked areas, for the purpose of capturing and
maintaining sea control. Such a method may involve flanking movements,
deception, and inducement and compulsion to lure the opponent’s ships into
the designated sea areas, thus creating favorable fighting opportunities. The
tinal method is “comprehensive barrier removal,” which refers to employing
various means to remove the threat of water mines to ensure the security and
freedom of sea-crossing and amphibious-landing operations.*

Two more operational scenarios related to a Taiwan campaign have also
been intensively analyzed: a naval blockade of the island, and fighting air-
craft carrier battle groups. For a naval blockade, analytical attention has been
focused on harmonizing the relationships between military objectives and
political objectives, between naval operations and operations of the other
services, between the offensive to impose a blockade and the defense against
the opponent’s counter-blockade operations, between a protracted campaign
of attrition and “quick battle and quick resolution,” and between abiding by
international law and employing the law for blockade goals.”® Moreover,
methods of blockade such as employing mines in early operations and
conducting air-sea operations to fight the opponents air-sea counterblockade
operations during the blockade are intensively explored.** For fighting aircraft
carrier battle groups, various fighting methods have been analyzed, includ-
ing submarine warfare, electronic warfare, mine warfare, air operations, and
air-submarine operations.*

The PLAN’s strategy of near-seas active defense appeared to be stuck in
planning for a Taiwan campaign during the second half of the 1990s. In such
a scenario, the PLAN has an offensive role to play, i.e., to capture and main-
tain local and temporary sea control for sea-crossing and amphibious-landing
operations, or to impose a naval blockade. It also gains independent opera-
tional time and space, i.e., it dominates the sea-control operations phase of the
overall campaign. On the other hand, while the Taiwan issue helps the PLAN
planners to think more about the independent and offensive role of the navy
and required capabilities, it also constrains and confines the PLAN to the
littoral waters around the island. As a result, the hands of the PLAN are tied
when it comes to conducting operations in blue-water seas beyond the 200
nms from Chinas coast, which was envisioned by Liu Huaqing in his original
conception of the new naval strategy. Consequently, naval operations were still
highly dependent on land for intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance
(ISR) and missile and air firepower support. No major surface combatants



120 NAN LI

capable of advanced ISR and command and control, area air-defense, and high
sustainability were added to the PLAN fleets during the 1990s. Finally, no
systematic thinking had been done on how to organize naval battle groups that
can operate independently and effectively in the seas farther away from the
home waters.

Change in Naval Capabilities

Associated with the new naval strategy of near-seas active defense, the
PLAN had commissioned its second-generation Luhu-class (Type 052) and
Luhai-class (Type 051B) DDGs since the mid-1990s. Second-generation Jiang-
wei-class (Types 055 and 057) FFGs had also begun to enter into service since
the early 1990s. Moreover, since the early 1980s, the PLAN had begun to de-
ploy a handful of Ming-class (Type 035) SSs, an improved variant of the Romeo.
Chinas single Xia-class SSBN, the sea component of China’s nuclear deterrence
force, also became operational in the early 1980s.** While these two types of
platforms had less to do with introduction of the new naval strategy, they have
nevertheless contributed to the PLAN operational capabilities in the near seas.

The two Luhu DDGs and one Luhai DDG, however, are much larger
than the old Luda DDGs, just as the Jiangwei FFGs are larger than the old
Jianghu FEGs.” This means they have better endurance and can operate in sea
areas farther away from home waters. They are also equipped with improved
CDSs. The CDS of the Luhu, for instance, is said to be connected to the oft-
board sensors through a data-link, making it possible to track several hundred
targets simultaneously and designate targets to on-board weapons systems.
These ships are also equipped with ASW helicopters and some are armed with
ASW missiles. Their air-defense systems, however, are severely inadequate.
Their SAM systems, for instance, have ranges between 10 and 14 kilometers,
making them vulnerable to multidirectional attacks from high-speed, low-
altitude aircraft and sea-skimming missiles. What is ironic is that the Luhu has
a long-range air-search radar that can detect targets 150 kilometers away, but
its SAMs cannot engage these targets because their range is insufficient. Also,
the lack of stealth design for most of these ships means that they are easy to
locate and attack.

In comparison to the old Romeo, the Ming SS has better speed, ma-
neuverability, sea-keeping, and underwater endurance. But the design of
these boats is too old and they seem to have serious safety problems.*® Their
noise level can be relatively high and therefore they are relatively easy to
detect and attack. The single Xia is reported to have limited capabilities
and remains mostly inoperational, and test firings of its missiles were not
satisfactory because of fire control problems. Because of these deficiencies and
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vulnerabilities, these surface and underwater combatants are extremely
difficult to operate effectively in either near or far seas.

Since the late 1990s, however, the PLAN has embarked on a more seri-
ous path to enhance its capabilities compared to previous efforts, and this new
round of modernization has apparently provided important remedies to the
major deficiencies in China’s naval capabilities. The PLAN, for instance, has
acquired four Sovremenny-class (Type 956E and Type 956EM) DDGs from
Russia. By 2008, the PLAN had also commissioned two Luyang I-class (Type
052B) and two Luyang II-class (Type 052C) DDGs. The construction of two
Luzhou-class (Type 051C) DDGs was also completed. Moreover, two Jiangkai-
class (Type 054) FFGs were commissioned, and four of a new variant of Jiang-
kai (Type 054A) were built. Furthermore, the PLAN has acquired eight Kilo-
class (Project 636) SSs from Russia, adding to the four Kilos of earlier versions
acquired in the mid-1990s. The PLAN has also deployed at least 10 indigenously
built, modified Song-class (Type 039G) SSs. The construction of one Yuan-class
(Type 039A) SS was also completed, and as of early 2008, three more had been
built. Finally, two Shang-class (Type 093) SSNs and a pair of Jin-class (Type 094)
SSBNs have been launched, with additional units to follow.

Acquisition of these surface and underwater platforms has filled major
capability gaps in ISR, strike range and lethality, and self-protection. The surface
combatants, for instance, are comparatively larger, have better endurance, and
therefore can sustain operations in sea areas farther away from home waters.””
These ships also have powerful antiship capabilities. The Sovremenny DDGs
carry supersonic ASCMs with ranges of 160 kms (Type 956E) and 240 kms
(Type 956EM), and Luyangs and Luzhous carry subsonic ASCMs with ranges
of 150 kms (Luyang I and Luzhou) and 280 kms (Luyang II). These ships also
have improved ASW capabilities because they carry improved sonar and ASW
helicopters. Moreover, most of these ships have incorporated stealthy design to
make them more difficult to detect and attack. They also have more advanced
CDSs that integrate the on- and off-board sensors, command and control, and
weapons systems.

But more importantly, they now possess area air-defense capabilities
against air and missile attacks of different ranges and altitudes. The SAMs
on Sovremennys have ranges between 25 kms (Type 956E) and 45 kms (Type
956EM). The Luyang II DDG has a U.S. Aegis-type missile-guidance system,
where an automatic detect-and-track, multidimensional phased-array radar
(PAR) system embedded in the ships forward superstructure is integrated
with eight 6-cell vertical launching systems (VLSs), or 48 VLS-based SAMs
with a range of 90 kms. The Luzhou DDG is armed with an air-defense system
that integrates a PAR with 48 VLS-based SAMs with a range of 120 kms. The
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Jiangkai Type 054A variant has 32 VLS-based SAMs with a range of 80 kms.
Finally, these ships are equipped with close-in weapons systems (CIWS). As
the last line of defense, CIWS can automatically search, detect, track, and
engage the enemy’s high-speed, low-level aircraft and sea-skimming missiles.

Similarly, the acquisition of the Kilos has enhanced the PLAN’s under-
water capabilities to operate effectively in the littoral waters and sea lanes of the
near seas. These platforms are substantial enough to carry a variety of weap-
ons systems and have good endurance.” Some carry SAMs and have digitized
CDSs to integrate sensors and weapons systems. More importantly, Kilos have
very quiet propulsion and are covered with sound-absorbing tiles, and as a
result are difficult to locate and attack. Those of the newer Project 636 model
are fitted with ASCMs with a range of 300 kms, making them a potent force
to carry out sea-denial missions in the near and middle seas. Compared to the
Ming, the Song 039G variant has a smoother hydrodynamic design and qui-
eter propulsion. Anechoic tiles have also been applied to reduce the acoustic
signature. These boats are also armed with ASCMs with a range of 40 kms,
and these missiles can be launched while submerged.* The Yuan, on the other
hand, is estimated to be comparable to the newer Project 636 variant Kilo in size,
sensors, command and control, weapons systems, and performance.

Finally, the deployment of the Shang- and Jin-class submarines would
clearly enhance PLAN capabilities in the far seas and for nuclear deterrence.
The Shang, for instance, is sufficiently large to sustain operations in the far
and deep oceans, and to carry a variety of weapons systems, including ASW
missiles, ASCMs, and land-attack cruise missiles (LACM).* It has an effi-
cient hydrodynamic design and quiet propulsion, and its acoustic signature is
turther reduced by the application of sound-damping tiles. Compared to
the single Xia, the Jin has better sensors, more reliable propulsion, and more
application of quieting techniques.*’ More importantly, the Jin is armed with 12
strategic ballistic missiles with a range of over 7,200 kms, which are alleged to
be multiple independently targetable reentry vehicle (MIRV)-capable.

Driving Factors for Change in Naval Strategy

What can account for the change from the near-coast defense strategy
to the near-seas active defense strategy? It is clear that a major driving factor
for this change was Liu Huaqing himself. Liu, as PLAN commander from 1982
to 1988, was central in explicating and promoting near-seas active defense to
replace the old concept of near-coast defense. But what has influenced the
thinking of Liu so that he was able to develop the concept? Some suggest that
Sergei Gorshkov, the Soviet admiral who steered the Soviet navy from a coastal
defense force to a blue-water navy of global reach, had a strong influence on
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Liu, because Liu studied under him at the Voroshilov Naval Academy in St.
Petersburg from 1954 to 1958.* In his memoirs, however, Liu makes no men-
tion of taking a course with Gorshkov, even though he mentions that Gorshkov
graduated from that academy and that he did study naval strategic employment
in the third year as a student. Regarding his Soviet experience, Liu complains
several times about the difficulties stemming from the almost total lack of
training in Russian and mathematics.”

Moreover, instead of Gorshkovs writings, Liu highlights Alfred
Mahan’s The Influence of Sea Power upon History in his memoirs. For
instance, he particularly appreciates Mahan’s argument that oceans are
central to growing the wealth and power of a nation, because by establishing
control of SLOCs, a nation can develop commercial shipping and trade in
times of peace, and accomplish military objectives in times of war.** While
some Western analysts compare Liu to China’s Gorshkov, Liu writes that
other Western analysts actually consider him China’s Mahan, a comparison
he humbly dismisses.*

Some argue that Liu’s idea of employing island chains as the defensive and
offensive perimeters is influenced by Gorshkov’s notion of establishing layers
of defense that become increasingly difficult for the invading force to break the
closer it approaches the coast. But a more careful reading of the Chinese litera-
ture shows that such a strategy may be influenced by the PLAs own warfighting
experience instead. PLA strategists, for instance, usually divide a battlefield into
two realms: a near and narrow realm where a relatively clear front would devel-
op to define the engagement of the two sides, which is known as the interior line;
and a far and vast realm where the PLA elements can maneuver to and operate
in. Because this second realm is outside but close to the exterior flanks and rear
of the enemy’s deployment, such maneuverings are also known as exterior-line
operations. These operations usually aim to regain battlefield initiative or create
momentum in order to shift enemy forces and generate vulnerable targets, thus
creating more favorable fighting opportunities.*

In the minds of the PLAN planners, operations within and around the
tirst island chain constitute the interior-line defense and offense, while the
space beyond this chain is the far and vast realm for exterior-line operations.
This explains why Liu writes that as China’s sea power grows, the PLAN would
“employ the guiding thought that if the enemy advances, we advance as well,
i.e., when the enemy launches attacks on our coastal region, we launch attacks
on the enemy’s rear”* Such a strategy may be different from Gorshkov’s in
that while Liu places emphasis on maneuver-based offense to deal with the
enemy’s offense, the latter stresses reinforced and expanded defense against
the enemy’s offense.
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Moreover, the preponderant view of the civilian leadership must also
have had a major impact on Liu’s thinking about naval strategy. Liu, for instance,
writes that he was influenced by a State Council research report which argued
that China needs a “strategic navy” to restore China’s historical position as a
maritime power and develop the “maritime consciousness” among its people.*®
Also, as shown earlier, Liu promoted a new naval strategy only after Deng had
proposed it. It is possible that Liu’s advocacy of the new naval strategy since 1983
contributed to Deng’s 1985 decision that requires the PLA to make the “strategic
transition” from preparing for “early, total and nuclear war” against a possible
Soviet invasion to peacetime army-building with an eye toward preparing for
“local, limited war”” This is because Liu had a close relationship with Deng devel-
oped while serving under him during the war years, and the new naval strategy
deals mainly with local, limited conflicts in China’s maritime direction and, as a
result, the PLAN would benefit more from the “strategic transition.”** But it was
not until after Deng’s 1985 decision, which also required all PLA services to for-
mulate long-term development strategy, that Liu formally introduced the new
strategy at a PLAN operational planning meeting.*® These show that Liu was
cautious enough not to impose his idea on the civilian leadership.

Furthermore, the 1985 “strategic transition” was based on the assump-
tion of a decline in the Soviet threat. But there were still lingering doubts
among China’s military planners on whether such an assumption was correct.”"
By 1987, however, it became clearer that the threat might have indeed declined
because of Gorbachev’s new thinking on foreign policy. Such a development
may have influenced Liu’s decision to officially endorse the new naval strategy
that year in a report that was forwarded to the CMC and the General Staff
Department (GSD). The new naval strategy would have looked much less
credible and persuasive had the Soviet threat continued to look real and immi-
nent, mainly because such a threat would have made it virtually impossible for
the PLAN to move away from the near-coast defense.

Finally, by the mid-1980s, the PLAN had made some progress in its sur-
face and underwater operational capabilities. Its fleet of Luda-class DDGs had
become fully operational, as did the Han-class SSNs. The construction of the
second-generation multi-role DDGs such as the Luhus had also been planned
by 1984. Being much larger than their predecessors, these ships could operate
beyond China’s coastal waters. These developments may have enhanced Liu’s
confidence in endorsing the new naval strategy.

While Liu may have been instrumental in driving the change in China’s
naval strategy, there were major constraints that also limited his ability to
translate change in strategy into change in capabilities. Even among the PLAN
leadership, for instance, some argued that the PLAN did not have to have a
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separate strategy, but rather should implement the overall military strategy for-
mulated by the CMC.>* Such an argument implies that the PLAN should contin-
ue to function as a service supporting land operations. Such thinking may have
had some level of credibility mainly because many of the more serious threats
to China at the time were land-based. The PLA, for instance, had been waging
a protracted war with Vietnam along their common border for some years, and
there was no sign that it would end soon. Even though the Soviet threat had
declined, the Sino-Soviet dispute over border boundaries had not been fun-
damentally resolved, nor had the border dispute with India. All these made it
difficult to argue that attention and resources should shift to maritime issues and
the emphasis of military modernization should be reoriented toward the navy.

Furthermore, Deng’s policy of economic reform and opening up had
been implemented for only a few years. Such a policy had not yet triggered the
rapid economic growth that would generate substantial revenue to sustain more
spending on the military. The 1985 “strategic transition” actually led to a drastic
decrease in military spending, because Deng wanted the funds to be spent on
economic development. As a result, the PLA had to go into business in order to
generate funds to supplement its expenditures. This made it difficult to argue
for expanding the navy, which would involve the construction of capital-inten-
sive and technology-intensive operational platforms. Also, Chinese technologies
crucial to naval development in areas such as shipbuilding, propulsion, and
information were quite backward at the time. These technologies needed to be
developed to alevel close to the world standards before they could be utilized for
constructing naval operational platforms and software. Otherwise, investment
would have been wasted by producing an expanded navy with obsolete technol-
ogies, which might be incapable of operating effectively in the near seas.

Moreover, some maritime issues such as Taiwan were not ranked high
on the agenda of the PLA planners at the time, mainly because “pro-indepen-
dence” forces in Taiwan were not as pronounced, and the cost of building up a
force to conquer Taiwan would be too high. The Spratlys dispute was a more
urgent issue in the eyes of the PLA planners. But the archipelago is too distant,
too shallow and small, and too exposed, and therefore easier to capture than
to defend. It was unclear at the time whether the cost of building an aircraft
carrier to defend the Spratlys was worth the benefit of keeping these islets.
Also, the Chinese economy had just begun to shift from agriculture-based
self-sufficiency to export-oriented manufacturing. Its dependence on overseas
markets and energy supply was still low. This means that China at the time had
not yet developed and felt the vulnerability associated with the SLOCs on which
the shipment of traded goods and imported oil depends. These reasons should
have reduced the persuasiveness of Liu’s argument for a naval expansion.
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These constraints may explain why Liu was not able to turn his planned
aircraft carrier program into a reality.”® In terms of major naval combatants,
all he could accomplish during his tenure as the PLAN commander and the
CMC vice chair between 1982 and 1997 was the construction and deployment
of two Luhus. What is ironic is that by building these two ships, Liu became
politically vulnerable. Because these ships incorporated more than 40 foreign
technologies, for instance, some considered them as representing “allied forces
of the eight foreign countries,””* and examples of “national humiliation” As a
result, Liu had to defend the policy of integrating foreign technologies by
arguing that such a policy can save cost and time and expose Chinese engi-
neers to the more advanced technologies so that they could learn and adapt,
and that the most advanced countries such as the United States also incorpo-
rate foreign technologies while building military hardware.”

Finally, if one argues that Liu’s personal influence is decisive in bring-
ing about China’s naval modernization, then after his retirement in 1997, we
should have seen some level of decline of Chinese interest in the navy, or even
of naval capabilities. But a more rapid naval buildup in China began after
2000, a few years after Liu’s retirement from the PLA. This shows that there are
other factors that are just as important as Liu’s personal influence in driving
naval modernization in China. Liu’s contribution was indispensable, not just in
promoting a new concept, but more importantly in institutionalizing research
on naval technological and doctrinal issues. Under Liu’s auspices, for instance,
the Research Center for Evaluating Naval Equipment was launched in 1983,
and the Navy Military Art Research Institute was founded in 1985.%

The influence of individual leaders is important. But such an influ-
ence can also be highly unpredictable and elusive, because leaders come and
go. These research institutions, however, remain. Being more stable, they can
mobilize resources to do more systematic and sophisticated research, and as a
result develop technical and functional expertise in their areas of specialization.
The development and control of expertise should enhance their credibility
and legitimacy further, and make it easier to mobilize more resources for more
persuasive research.

Does Change in Strategy Drive Change in Capabilities?

While it is true the new strategy of near-seas active defense can explain
the acquisition of two Luhus and one Luhai in the 1990s, it is also impor-
tant to note that deployment of these ships would in itself not turn the PLAN
from a coastal defense navy to one capable of near-seas active defense, mainly
because their number was too few. Liu wanted a navy capable of near-seas
active defense by 2000, but little had happened for more than a decade be-
tween the mid-1980s when the new strategy was endorsed, and the projected
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time-line for possessing the required capabilities. As discussed earlier, the per-
ceived dominance of land-based threats and the lack of funding and technolo-
gies had largely neutralized the role of the new strategy in catalyzing a major
change in capabilities.

Acquisition of the Ming-class submarines in the 1980s also had less to
do with the new strategy. Liu, for instance, was particularly critical of building
obsolete submarines based on the Soviet designs of the 1940s and 1950s.”” Lack
of a better alternative, the scale requirement of the PLAN submarine force to
replace Romeos, and relatively low cost may have been the motivating factors
for the construction and deployment of the Ming-class.

Some may argue that the more serious modernization that began in
the late 1990s is the best evidence that the new strategy of near-seas active
defense had made a difference in capabilities, even though the change lagged
behind the timetable by a few years. While this is largely true, some aspects of
this change may have been driven by the contingent issue of Taiwan and by
the possibility of a U.S. military intervention if a military conflict over Taiwan
occurred. The acquisition of the Sovremenny-class and the Kilo-class, for
instance, can be seen as part of a PLAN strategy to deter the intervention of
the U.S. aircraft carrier battle groups in a Taiwan conflict. This is because these
platforms are armed with powerful antiship capabilities.

But preparation for a military conflict over Taiwan does not contradict
the new naval strategy, because it is one type of operations that the PLAN has
been prepared for in the near seas. Also, according to China’s naval researchers,
developing capabilities to operate effectively in the near and far seas was a more
solid basis for resolving the issue of Taiwan.® Moreover, in the eyes of PLA
analysts, the chances of war over Taiwan have declined over time.” Naval mod-
ernization, on the other hand, continues. This shows that the PLAN modern-
ization may be indeed driven by a more systematic and coherent naval strategy.

A coherent naval strategy is necessary but not sufficient to bring about
a major change in capabilities. The lack or availability of funding and tech-
nologies also determines whether capabilities change. Such a difference may
explain why not much had changed in capabilities for more than a decade
after the endorsement of the near-seas active defense strategy, but a significant
change has occurred since the late 1990s. Because of the rapid growth of the
economy, for instance, Chinese defense spending has grown steadily in recent
years. In the meantime, the PLA has completed three rounds of downsizing
since 1985, leading to the demobilization of about 1.7 million personnel.® As
a result, more funding has become available for developing the technology-
intensive services such as the navy.

But more importantly, major “bottlenecks” in producing platforms
and weapons systems were removed due to availability of key technologies.
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Such technologies include more advanced stealth design of hulls; combined
diesel or gas (CODOG) propulsion; quieting propulsion, techniques, and ma-
terials for submarines; more advanced CDS based on data-link technology;
the automatic detect-and-track, multifunctional and multidimensional PAR
system; the VLS-based SAM system; and CIWS. The construction and deploy-
ment of two Luyang Is and two Luyang Ils in a relatively short period of time
also show that the shipbuilding industry is now capable of modular design and
construction, where ships with different functional emphases and on-board
systems can be built quickly with standardized modules. Finally, China has
made substantial progress in developing space-based surveillance, navigation-
al and guidance, and telecommunications systems and in developing airborne
warning and control systems (AWACS). These systems would clearly enhance
the operational capabilities of the PLAN platforms by providing assistance in
detecting and tracking targets, in navigation and weapons guidance, and in
telecommunications.

The availability of these technologies can be attributed to several
sources. First, the central government has invested heavily in research and
development (R&D) in basic science and technologies in areas such as infor-
mation, automation, new materials, ocean, and space.®® Many results of such
R&D have been applied to developing naval technologies. Moreover, China’s
naval planners now believe that development of naval technologies should
be based on the notion of “more research, more technological accumulation,
but less armament”®* This means that more trial and improvisation of new
technologies are necessary before they are incorporated into production. Also,
production should involve only a small number of platforms so that there
would be more trial and improvisation of these platforms. Based on trial and
improvisation, a few more modified platforms would be built. This is a key
lesson learned from past experience, in which the PLAN paid a high price by
mass-producing platforms based on immature or obsolete technologies, or on
technologies with no accessory systems.®® This partially explains the lack of
major progress for more than a decade after the endorsement of the near-seas
active defense strategy. By the late 1990s, however, major technologies had
become more mature through trial and improvisation. As a result, they were
incorporated into production of major platforms that contributed to the
important improvements in capabilities.

Importing complete systems or buying key technologies and systems
of technologies from foreign sources have also contributed to developing
China’s naval technologies. This is because they make it possible for China
to reverse-engineer the technologies or for Chinese scientists and engineers
to learn and develop new technologies.* Furthermore, development of naval
technologies has benefited from civil-military integration (CMI) in China’s
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shipbuilding industry. Chinese civilian shipyards, for instance, have been
modernizing their production technologies through technical cooperation
and joint ventures with foreign shipbuilding firms. By being located in civilian
shipyards, military shipbuilding programs can benefit from their civilian
counterparts in ship design, development, and construction.*®

Far-Seas Operations

While the official discourse continues to employ “near-seas active de-
fense” as the strategic guide for China’s naval modernization, the new concept
of “far-seas operations” has also been advanced since the late 1990s.

Change in Naval Strategy

When Liu Huaqing fleshed out the near-seas active defense strategy in
the mid-1980s, he stated that the PLAN would operate within and around the
first island chain, or in China’s “near seas,” for a long time to come. But he also
suggested that the growth of the economy and strengthening of science and
technology would translate into expansion of Chinese naval power in the long
run. This in turn would allow the PLAN to extend its operational range from
the first island chain to the second island chain, which extends from northern
Japan to the Northern Mariana Islands, Guam, and farther southward (see
figure 5-1). By the time the PLAN is capable of operating independently and
effectively around and beyond the second island chain, it would become truly
a regional blue-water navy.®

In December 2001, China’s third generation leader Jiang Zemin stated
that while continuing to implement the near-seas active defense strategy, the
PLAN should “in the long run pay attention to enhancing the far-seas defense
and operations capabilities [yuanhai fangwei zuozhan nengli, I8R5 B1EKBE
7117 After Hu Jintao succeeded Jiang as China’s fourth generation leader in
2002, he also stressed the need for the PLAN to “make the gradual transition
to far-seas defense, enhancing the far-seas maneuvering operations capabilities
[yuanhai jidong zuozhan nengli, LA EITELLBESI]77 As a result, the PLAN’s
think tank set out to flesh out the new concept of “far-seas operations.”*

In terms of operational scope, because “all the sea areas beyond the
‘near seas’ are ‘middle and far seas’ [zhongyuanhai, HIEE],® the sea areas
adjacent to the inner and outer rims of the second island chain and the mar-
itime space beyond this chain can be understood as the PLAN’s definition
of the “far seas” This is clearly a vast area that stretches from the northwest
Pacific to the East Indian Ocean. Such a definition also implies that in order
for the PLAN to encompass this vast area effectively, it must develop substan-
tial capabilities to project power up to and beyond 1,000 nautical miles from
its territorial waters.
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In operational terms, analytical attention has begun to shift to specific
issues related to middle- and far-seas operations. On tasking formation,
for instance, one newly developed concept is the “small battle group,
which means organizing major naval surface and underwater combatants
of different functions but of similar maneuvering speed into a battle group.
Such a group should be based on complementarity of functions such as
ISR, command and control, antiship, air defense, ASW, and electronic
warfare. Such a group would have the benefits of synchronized maneuver,
easier coordination, and smaller profile and therefore better survivability,
particularly if it operates in distant waters with no land-based intelligence
and firepower support. Because firepower precision is more impor-
tant than density in modern naval warfare, such a group can also be quite
lethal because it has a sufficient number of ASCMs. Such a group can ful-
till versatile naval missions to serve political objectives. Finally, several such
groups can be coordinated at the campaign level to deal with the oppo-
nent’s large-scale battle group, by posing a threat from multiple directions
and making it difficult for the opponent to determine the operational
intentions of these groups, and by having superiority in numbers.”

Besides tasking formation, far-seas operations also require battlefield
preparation and sustainable logistics. New naval sea and air platforms that
the PLAN is acquiring, for instance, are generally larger ones that would
allow longer-range operations. To accommodate these operations, it is now
necessary to construct large-scale and multifunctional in- and on-shore infra-
structure capable of command and communications, active defense, stationing
and berth, training, technological and technical support, materiel supply, and
cultural entertainment. Therefore, “navy cities” (haijun cheng) that incorporate
networks of central and satellite ports and airfields need to be built. Further-
more, off-shore facilities should shift the emphasis from defense to offense.
This means forward bases on islands far away from home waters need to be
developed to accommodate facilities for ISR, for navigation and communica-
tions, for ocean geological, hydrological, and meteorological observation and
forecast, and for naval and air operations, and some of these facilities need
to be built in deep oceans or on the ocean floor. Finally, because new naval
platforms would consume large amounts of materiel, logistics becomes more
important in sustaining naval operations in the far seas. Therefore, at-sea
supply-replenishing capabilities need to be enhanced, particularly those
that can conduct synchronized parallel and vertical replenishment of large
moving platforms. Also, materials such as fuel, munitions, equipment, and
technical maintenance can be predeployed in forward locations or floating
logistics bases.”*
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Driving Factors for Change in Naval Strategy

A major driving factor for the advancement of far-seas operations strat-
egy is clearly the Navy Military Art Research Institute, because researchers
from this institute promoted and articulated the concept of far-seas operations.
Since doctrinal research is more institutionalized, it becomes more systematic
and sophisticated. Also, many of the constraints that limited Liu Huaqing from
translating his vision into reality had been removed by the mid-2000s, and
these changes provided empirical materials that can be utilized by the naval
researchers to rationalize the new concept.

According to Chinese naval researchers, for instance, China has resolved
its border disputes with most of its land neighbors by signing treaties to de-
lineate the boundaries, and these countries include Russia, Vietnam, and the
Central Asian republics of the former Soviet Union. Most of China’s disputes
with its maritime neighbors over maritime territories, however, have not been
resolved. Neither has reunification of Taiwan with the mainland been accom-
plished, and possible U.S. intervention may complicate the issue. Therefore, fu-
ture threats to China’s traditional security are projected to come from the sea.”

Moreover, the integration of the Chinese economy with the worlds
economy means not just opportunities but also vulnerabilities. Foreign trade
grows rapidly over the years, and 95 percent of traded goods and materials are
shipped by sea.”” China has both one of the world’s largest merchant fleets and
major shipping lines that connect China to the major ports of the world.”* Also,
China has become increasingly dependent on imported oil to fuel its economy.
As a result, it has been acquiring major overseas oil equities and facilities, and
imported oil has mostly been shipped to China through major SLOCs and the
associated “chokepoints” The continental shelves, exclusive economic zones,
and islands over which China has disputes with its maritime neighbors are
thought to have rich deposits of oil and natural gas.”” Furthermore, major types
of minerals for China’s economic and technological development need to be im-
ported, but can be found in the oceans.”® Also, the value of China’s maritime
economy has been growing rapidly over the years.”” Moreover, 40 percent of the
Chinese people live in the coastal region, which produces 60 percent of China’s
annual gross domestic product (GDP).”® Finally, Chinese overseas investment
has been growing, as has the number of Chinese students, visitors, and immi-
grants going abroad.” Major SLOCs, ships and goods, maritime territories and
resources, the coastal region, and Chinese assets and people overseas, however,
are either exposed, contested, or controlled by others, and therefore are highly
vulnerable.

To reduce threats and vulnerability from the sea, according to naval re-
searchers, the geostrategic disposition of China in its maritime direction is
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highly unfavorable. China’s coastal front is too wide and its flanks are highly
exposed, and as a result, are difficult to defend. China’s near seas, which
constitute the close forward position and where the PLAN operates, are also
vulnerable, because the battlespace in these “three seas” is quite constrained.
This is so mainly because these seas are partially blocked by the first island
chain, which leaves too few exits to the far and vast west Pacific that can
provide the necessary space for the PLAN’s maneuvers. The straits and
channels constituting these exits are mostly narrow and controlled by
others. Also, navies operating in these near seas are quite formidable. They
include Russia’s Pacific Fleet in the north and the Japanese Navy in the east,
and the latter is shifting from a posture of “defensive defense” to that of
“offensive defense” Both the Taiwanese Navy and the ASEAN navies, which
operate in the southeast and the south, are modernizing. The Indian Navy,
driven by a strategy to control the Indian Ocean, is moving eastward into the
South China Sea. Finally, the 7" Fleet of the U.S. Navy, which is more powerful
than all the others, is forward deployed in the region. These fleets render the
PLAN more vulnerable, and limit and reduce the effectiveness of the near-seas
active defense strategy for both deterrence and warfighting.®

To alleviate vulnerability and enhance effectiveness, according to
Chinese naval researchers, the PLAN needs to break out of the interior-line con-
straints, or those associated with the narrow and near seas within and around
the first island chain. Acquiring capabilities to operate in the far seas, or the vast
space beyond the first island chain, would allow the PLAN to regain initiative
and momentum. While “interior-line operations require near-seas capabilities,
exterior-line operations are based on far-seas capabilities. . . . Far-seas capabili-
ties make it possible to carry out offensive operations and ambush and sabotage
operations in the far and vast naval battlespace beyond the first island chain,
and would have the effect of shock and awe on the enemy.” Forward operations
and offense are central to naval combat also because oceans have few invulner-
able physical objects to base the defense on, and naval platforms are difficult to
recover once crippled. An emphasis on offense also helps to optimize naval
force structure and is more cost-effective. This is because as strikes are more
long-range, precise, and powerful, and therefore more lethal, defense becomes
more expensive to maintain. History also shows that a strategy of close and
static defense led to the decisive defeat of the Qing Navy in the first Sino-
Japanese War of 1894.%!

Moreover, according to the Chinese naval researchers, the Chinese
economy has grown rapidly to the extent that it has contributed to a more sol-
id industrial base and infrastructure and more revenue, both of which make it
possible to develop the navy based on the new strategy of far-seas operations.
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It has also contributed to the rapid development of technologies in shipbuild-
ing, propulsion, information, aviation, and aerospace, which are indispensable
to sustain the development of better naval platforms and software.® Finally,
a revolution in military affairs (RMA) favors naval development and far-seas
operations. Compared to some other services, for instance, the navy is smaller,
less bureaucratic, and more technology-based and therefore can accommodate
information technology (IT) faster and better. It also has its own sea, air, and
land services and therefore can be employed as the experimental service for I'T-
based integrated joint operations. Naval operations under informatized condi-
tions require the deepening and widening of the operational space to enhance
survivability and initiative, and this is consistent with the notion of far-seas
operations. The concept of net-centric warfare also originated from the navy
for the U.S. military transformation.*®

While institutionalization of doctrinal research is crucial to articulating
and socializing the new naval strategy, it is important to note that this would
not have been possible had the naval researchers not received general guid-
ance and instructions from the higher leadership. Therefore, the higher leader-
ship, particularly the civilian leadership, is a major factor in driving the change.
Unlike the time of Liu Huaqing when research institutions were either non-
existent or underdeveloped and, as a result, Liu had to personally articulate
and socialize the new idea, the institutionalization of research means naval
researchers would articulate and socialize the idea, but not the PLAN leader-
ship. This may explain why PLAN Commander Zhang Dingfa was not as vocal
as Liu in propagating the new concept.* However, Zhang probably gave general
guidance on the doctrinal change. More importantly, however, the articulation
and socialization of the new concept by naval researchers can be understood
as an attempt to operationalize the general instructions given by the central
civilian leadership, and in this case, those given by Jiang Zemin.

With the death of Deng and retirement of Liu Huaqging and Zhang Zhen
from the CMC in 1997, Jiang’s position as the CMC chair became more secure.
As a result, he became more active in military affairs. As mentioned earlier,
Jiang was the first civilian leader to endorse the new concept of far-seas opera-
tions. But unlike Liu Huaqging, Jiang did not offer any specifics on why and how
to develop naval operations capabilities in the far seas. So it was left to the naval
researchers to flesh out the details of Jiang’s general instructions.

Major Implications

This study shows that China’s naval strategy and capabilities have been
shifting from near-coast defense, to near-seas active defense, to far-seas op-
erations. This finding has several important implications. First, the current
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naval modernization effort clearly intends to transform the PLAN from a
coastal defense navy to one capable of near-seas active defense. It also aims to
lay the basis for further development of the PLAN into one capable of far-seas
operations around the time of 2020.* It is likely that the process is incremental,
with several units of new platforms built each time for trial and improvisation.
This makes it possible for the new platforms and technologies to be improved,
and for the next round of development to incorporate these mature technolo-
gies. In this way, the PLAN would limit costs but not become technologically
obsolete. Because of such a pattern of development, one should not expect to
see a quick and sharp surge in China’s naval capabilities.

Second, the new strategy of far-seas operations shows that the PLAN is
clearly interested in having regional blue-water capabilities, or those to operate
effectively in the far seas. To achieve such capabilities, the PLAN will probably
make several necessary preparations in the coming years. First, it may build
aircraft carriers in order to have exterior-line operations capabilities. Current-
ly, the newly acquired PLAN ships may provide area air defense, but they do
not have the offensive air capabilities to “attack the enemy’s rear” But carriers
can provide such capabilities. Also, the PLAN may acquire long-range stra-
tegic bombers, which can support far-seas naval operations as well as “attack
the enemy’s rear” Moreover, the current strait garrison-oriented fleets may be
reorganized into multifunctional battle groups for operations in spaces of
different ranges such as the coastal waters, the near seas, and the far seas.®
The PLAN may also attempt to acquire overseas facilities for ISR and logistics
support of its far-seas operations.*” Finally, the PLAN may enhance its at-sea
supply-replenishing capabilities to sustain operations in the far seas.

As this study shows, it took almost two decades for the near-seas active
defense strategy to translate into capabilities that are more or less appropriate
for accomplishing the objectives of such a strategy. For the new strategy of far-
seas operations to translate into appropriate capabilities, however, it may take
less time, mainly because the budgetary and technological constraints that the
PLAN faces are less formidable. There are other major challenges, however,
that the PLAN may need to overcome in order to translate the new strategy of
far-seas operations into appropriate capabilities.

First, compared to the near-coast defense and near-seas active defense
strategies, where the PLAN had specific issues such as the Soviet threat and
Taiwan independence to deal with, the new strategy of far-seas operations
seems to lack concrete objectives on which the PLAN can concentrate
attention, energy, and resources.*® As a result, the new strategy does not sound
as persuasive and convincing. Second, acquiring aircraft carriers and over-
seas bases for power projection seems to contradict Chinas desire to project
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the image to the world that unlike the rise of other great powers, Chinas rise
will be more peaceful. Finally, there seems to be a school of thought in China
that argues that rather than striving to be a maritime power, China should be
content to remain a land power. This means policy priorities should be given
to resolving domestic problems such as official corruption, uneven wealth
distribution, environmental pollution, and most recently, ethnic unrest in
China’s land frontiers such as Tibet and Xinjiang.* These priorities also seem
to be more cost-effective if compared to building capital-intensive and tech-
nology-intensive naval platforms. Whether the PLAN can negotiate these
issues successfully may also determine whether China will develop a genuine
blue-water navy.
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Chapter 6

PLAN Force Structure: Submarines, Ships,
and Aircraft

Ronald O’Rourke

Introduction’

Force-Structure vs. Non-Force-Structure Changes

China since the 1990s has been modernizing its naval force structure
by replacing older and technologically obsolete or obsolescent submarines,
surface ships, and aircraft with foreign-made and indigenously produced units
that are technologically much more modern and capable. This force-structure
modernization effort is one of the most directly observable elements of China’s
effort to turn its navy into a modern and capable fighting force—an effort
that also includes improvements, some of them less directly observable, in
non-force-structure elements of military capability such as supporting C4ISR
(command, control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance,
and reconnaissance) capabilities, information warfare capabilities, and military
doctrine, education, and training.

With enough money and industrial capability—and China has plenty of
both—force structure can be modernized fairly quickly* In contrast, certain
non-force-structure elements of military capability, particularly those relating
to personnel quality, education, and training, can take longer to improve. While
the non—force-structure elements of China’s military are improving, they might
not in all cases be improving as quickly as some of the force-structure elements.
If so, an analysis that focuses solely on the more rapidly modernizing elements
of China’s force structure could lead to an overstatement of Chinas military
effectiveness.

Maritime Relevant Force-Structure Changes Outside the Navy

It should also be noted at the outset that China’s military moderniza-
tion effort includes some force-structure changes outside the navy that are
potentially relevant to military operations in the Taiwan Strait area and the
Western Pacific. The addition of modern aircraft to China’s air force (PLAAE
or People’s Liberation Army Air Force) is one potential example; China’s
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rapidly growing number of theater-range ballistic missiles (TBMs) is another. Of
particular note, China reportedly is developing TBMs armed with maneuver-
ing reentry vehicles (MaRVs) that will be capable of hitting moving ships at sea.’
Such weapons, if combined with a surveillance and targeting system of sufficient
range, could pose a kind of threat that the U.S. Navy and other navies have not
previously faced.

Near-Term and Broader/Longer-Term Goals

Changes in China’s naval force structure are better understood when
placed in the context of the apparent near-term goals and the apparent broad-
er or longer-term goals of China’s military modernization effort. There is a
consensus among observers that a near-term goal of China’s military modern-
ization is to develop military options for addressing the situation with Taiwan.
Consistent with this goal, observers believe, China wants its modernized
military to be capable of acting as a so-called antiaccess force—a force that can
deter U.S. intervention in a military crisis or conflict in the Taiwan Strait area,
or failing that, delay the arrival or reduce the effectiveness of U.S. intervention
forces, particularly U.S. naval and air forces. The U.S. Department of Defense
(DOD) states that “If a quick resolution [to a situation involving Taiwan] is not
possible, Beijing would seek to deter U.S. intervention or, failing that, delay
such intervention, defeat it in an asymmetric, limited, quick war; or, fight it to
a standstill and pursue a protracted conflict™

China’s emerging maritime antiaccess force can be viewed as broadly
analogous to the sea-denial force that the Soviet Union developed during the
Cold War to deny U.S. use of the sea or to counter U.S. forces participating in a
NATO-Warsaw Pact conflict. One significant potential difference between the
Soviet sea-denial force and China’s emerging maritime antiaccess force is that
China’s force could include the previously mentioned MaRV-equipped TBMs
capable of hitting moving ships at sea.

Some analysts have speculated in recent years that China may attain (or
believe that is has attained) a capable maritime antiaccess capability, or impor-
tant elements of it, by about 2010.° Other observers believe China will attain
(or believe that it has attained) such a capability some time after 2010. DOD
states that “The Intelligence Community estimates China will take until the
end of this decade or later to produce a modern force capable of defeating a
moderate-size adversary.® The term “moderate-size adversary” would appear
to apply to a country other than the United States.

In addition to a near-term focus on developing military options for ad-
dressing the situation with Taiwan, DOD and other observers believe that



FORCE STRUCTURE: SUBMARINES, SHIPS, AND AIRCRAFT 143

broader or longer-term goals of China’s military modernization effort, includ-
ing its naval modernization effort, include the following:

m asserting China’s regional military leadership, displacing U.S. region-
al military influence, prevailing in regional rivalries, and encouraging
eventual U.S. military withdrawal from the region

m defending China’s claims in maritime territorial disputes, some of
which have implications for oil, gas, or mineral exploration rights

m protecting Chinas sea lines of communication, which China relies
upon increasingly for oil and other imports.

These broader or longer-term goals are significant for at least three
reasons. First, they imply that if the situation with Taiwan is somehow resolved,
China will find continuing reasons to pursue its modernization effort. DOD
states that: “China’s near-term focus on preparing for military contingencies in
the Taiwan Strait, including the possibility of U.S. intervention, appears to be
an important driver of its modernization plans. However, analysis of China’s
military acquisitions and strategic thinking suggests Beijing is also generating
capabilities for other regional contingencies, such as conflict over resources
or territory?” The U.S. Director of National Intelligence has similarly stated:
“Beijing continues its rapid rate of military modernization, initiated in 1999.
We assess that China’s aspirations for great power status, threat perceptions, and
security strategy would drive this modernization effort even if the Taiwan
problem were resolved.”®

Second, if these broader or longer-term goals eventually become more
prominent in the mix of reasons for Chinas military modernization effort—
either because the situation with Taiwan has been resolved, or because the
buildup of Taiwan-related force elements has been completed—it could prompt
a shift in the composition of the naval modernization effort toward a greater
emphasis on force-structure elements that are more closely associated with these
broader or longer-term goals, such as aircraft carriers, nuclear-powered attack
submarines (SSNs) as opposed to nonnuclear-powered attack submarines (SSs),
serial production of destroyers as opposed to the recent production of new
destroyer designs in ones and twos, at-sea logistics, and overseas bases.

Third, these broader or longer-term goals suggest that even if China’s
military never fires a shot in anger at an opposing military, its military forces,
including in particular naval forces, will still be used on a day-to-day basis
to promote China’s political position in the Pacific. This creates an essentially
political (as opposed to combat-related) reason for the United States or oth-
er countries