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Chinese approaches to international security policy
When considering avenues to understanding Chinese foreign policy, international politics and security, it is good to consider eight phrases or eight themes in Chinese foreign policy. These are contemporary themes. These phrases or terminologies are relevant to today. Chinese leaders and analysts use them. They spend a lot of time constructing these terms. These are all specific terms, used in Chinese, as a way of understanding international politics. It takes a lot of time and energy to crack these terms and figure out what their meaning is. 

Each Chinese White Paper on national defense (a biannual analysis of Chinese military issues) starts with a preamble. It is a small paragraph but it contains statements about the international system, definitions of Chinese interests and terror. It is the sort of thing usually glossed over, before getting to the core details about the military. However, a lot of time is dedicated to drafting these preambles. They establish the framework through which other people in the system are supposed to think about international politics and international, Chinese interests. 
There are more than phrases, but these synopsize the core concepts the Chinese deal with.  They provide some insight into how the leadership organizes information about the world and the kinds of cause-and-effect analyses they have about how the world works. They contain definitions of national interest, definitions of appropriate strategies for dealing with international politics, conceptualizations of the trade-offs they face in pursuing foreign policy or national security interests. 

What is revealed by these eight concepts is that there is a lot of tension, a lot of debate and dilemma within Chinese foreign and security policy in general. The first term is called, “The Century of Humiliation.” This, in essence, is the overarching, organizing framework for the way the Chinese think about their power today, in the context of Chinese history. 

“The century of Humiliation” roughly refers to the periods starting around the 1840’s, when the People’s Republic of China (PRC) was first established. It starts with the opium wars in the 1840’s. These were wars between Great Britain and China, essentially trade wars. China was defeated and because of that, European powers (Britain, France, Russia, and later on Japan) were allowed to set up trading ports along China’s coast. These ports were run entirely by foreigners, under foreign law, and these foreigners fell outside Chinese law. 

In Chinese history, these ports were blamed for undermining the Chinese economy. They were ports for cheap fibers and fabrics that undermined Chinese spinning and cotton-making industries. They were seen as flooding the commercial market in China with foreign products. The transportation networks that joined these ports, both coastal shipping networks and, later on, railway networks were blamed for undermining traditional Chinese trading networks that were mostly river and waterway networks. They were blamed for undermining the Chinese handcrafts economy. 

These trading ports were part of a larger problem in the 19th century, namely, the systematic undermining of the traditional Chinese economy. The Chinese claim that because of this incursion, Western Imperialism in the 19th century, the Chinese economy (19th and early 20th Century) experienced very slow growth. China did not industrialize as quickly as it could have, and Chinese sovereignty was undermined by the fact that these treaty ports fell outside of Chinese sovereign control. Furthermore, this period in the 19th century saw through a series of conflicts with foreign countries, in the loss of territory, that the Chinese had claimed at the height of the last dynasty, the Ching Dynasty. They lost territory to Russia, Japan (Taiwan 1895), Great Britain, France and South East Asia, so much so that the PRC today is about 25% smaller than during the Ching Dynasty, which fell in 1911. 

All these setbacks (because of foreign Imperialism) are blamed, in part, on military weakness and the absence of the industrialization process. In the 19th and early 20th century, China lost Mongolia, the North East, parts of the North West, parts of the border along India, parts of South East Asia (to the French), control over Vietnam was acceded to the French (1888) , Taiwan was acceded to Japan  (Japanese War, 1895).

This history has been packaged, or written, as the “Century of Humiliation”, so much so that there is a National Humiliation Day in China that is celebrated on 18 September. It commemorates an incident in 1931, which launched the Sine-Japanese War of the 1930s. This is to remind everybody of their history of weakness in the face of Western, foreign imperialism. The “Century of Humiliation” leads them to analyze Chinese weakness, and ways of preventing it from happening again. Namely, China has to build a rich state and a strong army. In order not to be humiliated again, China has to build a strong state and a rich army. This has positive elements, in that the pursuit of these objectives requires the focusing on economic development. In turn, economic development requires a peaceful national environment. Therefore, at different times in history, the PRC focuses on constructing a peaceful international environment, minimizing conflict with states in its surrounding.

Today, since about the mid 1980s, the official line of the PRC is that China’s goal is to create a peaceful international environment and preserve an international peaceful environment to focus on economic development. Of course, other elements, or legacies of “The Century of Humiliation” include sensitivity to status, restage in the international system. An important element explaining a lot of Chinese behavior is the acquisition of hyper-power symbols. Certain kinds of military power and participation in certain kinds of political and international institutions are in part explained by the pursuit of high status and prestige. That was already, in a sense, part of the Chinese history prior to the incursion by foreign imperialism in its “Century of Humiliation”. It also leads to a very strong sense of territorial integrity and threats to territorial loss. This is one of the reasons the Taiwan issue seems to have such emotional salience. 

The Taiwan issue is seen entirely as part of the “Century of Humiliation”. The loss of territory, initially to Japan, then later as Japan surrendered in WW2; this territory was not returned to China. China was not given the option of reestablishing its formal control over the island. Rather, the island fell under the control of the Nationalist Party that had lost the Chinese civil war of the 1940s, and was protected by American military power. It never formally reunited with its motherland, the PRC.
The Taiwan issue is sent through this lens. Taiwan’s independence is a threat to Chinese territorial integrity and this threat is simply part of the “Century of Humiliation” and has to be prevented at all costs. 

An indication of the sensitivity of this issue, the importance of Taiwan’s independence as a threat to Chinese security, has increased over time. This is shown in the results of the random polling of Beijing citizens in 2001, 2002, 2003 and 2007. It is clear; in 2007, almost 50% of respondents chose Taiwan’s independence as   the primary threat to Chinese national security. This is indicative of the sensitivity of the population and leadership to Taiwan independence.
Another sensitivity created by the “Century of Humiliation” is the sensitivity to Japanese power. The Japanese, in particular, not only as a state but also as a people, are focused on as a particularly vicious source of imperialism in Chinese history. Japan attacked and occupied good portions of China prior to, and during, the Second World War. The Chinese have been inculcated with a deep and wide anti-Japanese sentiment, spurring on racism against Japan and its people. According to surveys, using a number of techniques to try isolate particular viewpoints of the population, about 50% of the respondents had views that were strongly anti-Japanese. They see the Chinese and Japanese as extremely different: Chinese people are peaceful while Japanese are warlike, Chinese people are civilized the Japanese uncivilized, the Chinese are modest the Japanese arrogant, the Chinese are sincere the Japanese are insincere. Therefore, 50% of the polled population can be categorized as extremely anti-Japanese. 

A lot of the focus of the “Century of Humiliation” is on remembering the Japanese incursion and invasion of China in the 1930s and 1940s. This is illustrated by all sorts of videos on the Nanjing Massacre of 1937. Between 200 000 and 300 000 Chinese citizens were killed by the Japanese. This is remembered constantly throughout the popular culture, education, history, television. In China, movies are widely available all having to do with the Nanjing Massacre. Another example, is the very famous painting made by a famous Chinese modern artist, “The Nanjing Massacre” to remember the viciousness of Japanese imperialism. 
In April 2005, a round of anti-Japanese demonstrations broke out in China (in part) in response to Japan’s efforts to get a seat in the UN Security Council. Very hostile sentiments were expressed by the demonstrators. Anti-Japanese sentiment is quite strong, quite powerful and, to some degree, constrains what the Chinese leadership can do. It some sense, this has been perpetuated by the instruments of socialization and indoctrination the Chinese state has at its fingertips. However, it also constrains what the Chinese government can do as to reducing levels of conflict with Japan. That is the “Century of Humiliation” and overarching theme of the way the Chinese understand international politics. 
The second phrase that one hears a lot of is “The Five Principles of Peaceful Co-existence”. “The Five Principles of Peaceful Co-existence” are mutual respect for territorial integrity; non-aggression against other states; non-interference in internal affairs; equality; mutual benefit, and; peaceful co-existence.  These principles emerged in the 1950s through dialogues with China and India. The basic argument is, “These are principles by which we think states should interact with each other”. What is interesting about this is not that the Chinese always follow these principles, because they do not.  Clearly, there have been periods where China has aggressed against other countries, (e.g. Vietnam, 1979). There are plenty of cases where China has interfered in the internal affairs of other states (e.g. funding revolutionary movements in Asia, Africa, in the 1960s and 1970s). However, what is important about these five principles is that they embody a sovereign-centric worldview. The core actor in the international system is the sovereign state, i.e. sovereign states have control over their internal affairs and other states should not be able to interfere.  
If everybody follows these rules, then sovereign states will get along with each other. It will minimize conflict within the international system. The core of the “The Five Principles of Peaceful Co-existence” is respect for sovereignty and particularly non-interference in internal affairs. This is a very common theme found throughout Chinese foreign policy. This is particularly important in light of the issues revolving around Tibet these days. The long-term Chinese position has been that states are the core actors of the international system and that there should be no interference in the internal affairs of states.  

“The Five Principles of Peaceful Co-existence” have been emphasized rather consistently particularly in the post-Mao period. It is the basis for maintaining stability in international relations.
A third term, that is again an overarching way for the Chinese to frame their understanding of how the world should be is, “anti-hegemonism”. Hegemonism, in the Chinese context, refers to a state that acts in an overbearing, bullying, confrontational, immoral, amoral, hypocritical fashion. In ancient China, a hegemon did not necessarily have all those terrible characteristics. The hegemon actually referred to a state that regulated relations between the emperor and the smaller princedoms, feudal states and systems. It has evolved to mean, “The way of the dominant, illegitimate bully”. This is in contrast to what they call, “The Way of the King” in which the king rules by legitimacy and the attractiveness of his rule, by providing good government. Therefore, the kingly way encourages people to submit and accept the rule of the leader and security is achieved through good governance and magnanimity. 
The opposite way of the king, is the way of the hegemon. This is the term used through the 1960s, to the mid 1980s to describe the Soviet Union, during the height of tensions with the Soviet Union. From the late 1980s on, it is essentially used as a code word of the United States. Instead of criticizing the United States directly sometimes, for interference of the internal affairs of foreign states, for throwing its weight around the world militarily, the Chinese will simply use the term “hegemon’. “Hegemonism” is the codeword. The Chinese blame many problems in the world on hegemony, very well knowing that is a reference to the United States. 

Today, when the Chinese talk about hegemonism, they are referring to behaviors that violate “The Five Principles of Peaceful Co-existence” i.e. interference, using force to resolve disputes, hypocritical behavior. In addition to describing the United States as a hegemon, the Chinese increasingly use the term “double-standard” as another code word for the United States. There is an increasing frequency of articles in “The People’s Daily”, the communist party newspaper, in which reference is made to the US and the term “double-standard” is used. It has gotten to the point, where about 60% of the time that the term is used in “the People’s Daily” it is in reference to the United States. The two are coterminate in Chinese discourse. 
Chinese people also think the United States is hypocritical and behaves in a double-standard fashion. In polls done in Beijing, people were asked to put the Chinese state and the United States on a “1 to 7, sincere to insincere” scale. The distribution of views of these countries shows that over 60% of Chinese think that China is a “sincere” country, and virtually nobody believes that China is an “insincere” country. Whereas, almost 45% of the respondents think the United States is an “insincere” country and almost all respondents place it at the “insincere” end of the scale. It is an understanding of the United States that is not only at the elite level, but also at the mass level. 

The result of the notion of the United States as a hegemon is when the Chinese analyze US foreign policy, a tremendous amount of doubt, mistrust and skepticism enters into the analysis. Since the Clinton administration, the United States policy toward China is “engagement”: pull China into international institutions, the international economy, maintain reasonably good political and economic relations. This policy is called the “engagement policy”. 
The Chinese think of this policy as both, engagement and containment. In addition to the engagement component, there is a containment element to it. By combining the two, they comprise an overall effort of the United States to constrain China’s rise. 

This analysis of the United States as a hegemon provides a framework for concluding that, ultimately, the United States does not want to see China rise, in terms of its power status in the international system. To prevent that from happening it sees the United States as pursuing and “engagement-plus” policy. 
The fourth term that appears frequently is “Responsible Major Power”. This term appeared in the mid-1990s. It is used by the Chinese to describe what China is. The question is, “What do they mean by ‘China is a responsible major power’?” An analysis of the way the term is used, in the Chinese media, shows the term is usually used to describe a country that engages in active and constructive participation in international institutions, or a state that supports peace and development, a state that engages in unilateral or bilateral policies aims at contributing to peace and development. In a very small number of references, it is defined as a state that opposes American hegemonism. 

For the most part, the term is used to describe constructive or active participation in international institutions. In a sense, it describes China’s involvement in international institutions. China is one country whose participation in international organizations has increased dramatically. It is well above the average of membership in international institutions. 

The Chinese argue this is in some sense a reflection of their identity as a responsible major power. One can argue that this description of China’s identity is, in some sense, recognition of status quo interests. Part of what the Chinese define a major power ought to do in an international system is participation in international institutions that regulate interstate relations. 
To some extent, the term “responsible major power” reflects an assessment of China’s own status quo orientation. At least, toward certain international institutions i.e. arms control institutions, economic institutions, the UN (China is one of the strongest defenders now). What is interesting about this is that it can lead to a certain level of co-operation where one would not expect to see it. This desire to be recognized as a “responsible major power”, the desire to act in ways consistent with being a “responsible major power” has at times led China to join or co-operate with institutions they otherwise would not have done. There is pretty good evidence that the Chinese signed, for example, the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty in 1996 and signed a number of smaller protocols dealing with landmine restrictions out of concern of not being portrayed as a “responsible major power”. This notion provides interesting insight into how the Chinese view their role in international institution. 

A fifth phrase is, “Peaceful Rise and Peaceful Development”. This phrase appeared in 2003-2004 and is a term the Chinese leadership uses to describe China’s rise as a great power. Their argument is that unlike other great powers of the past (i.e. rising Japan and rising Soviet Union and United States or Germany) China’s rise will be uniquely peaceful and undisruptive. This is both, a wish and an effort to reassure themselves that this is how they understand their own capabilities and rise. Behind this argument is a sensitivity of understanding that what China does can alienate other countries. 

In some sense, “the peaceful rise” of China reflects sensitivity to the security dilemma and its cycle of insecurity. What is interesting about this term is that it evolved in part as a signal to reassure other countries that China is aware that its growing power could worry other countries and, as a result, it would take their concerns into account as their power accreted. The recognition of the security dilemma is interesting because that it was not always the case that the Chinese leadership understood that their behavior could have negative consequences for Chinese security, if other states reacted badly. 

A sixth phrase is called “A Period of Strategic Opportunity”. This phrase was announced at the 16th Party Conference in 2002. This phrase refers to, roughly, the next twenty years in which China will not be a major target of American national security policy.  The argument here is based on an assessment of the 9/11 and Post-9/11 orientation of American power and purpose being focused, primarily on counter-terrorism. 
In a sense, the Chinese believe they have “dodged a bullet” in 2001 because in the early years of the first Bush administration, it looked as though China was shaping up to be the primary security target for the United States.  9/11 diverted attention away from Chinese power. The Chinese argue it is an opportunity not to worry so much about the deterioration of the relations with the United States; it is a period to preserve reasonably stable, good relations with the United States.

 It is in this period the Chinese should therefore focus on its economic modernization. However, in order not to alienate the United States too much, China should reorient its focus on Taiwan from compelling reunification to deterring independence. The argument is that, since around 2002, the Chinese leadership has focused on deterring independence not unification. It seems China can accept the situation, as long as Taiwan is not viewed as moving further and faster toward independence. 
The “Period of Strategic Opportunity” reflects, to some degree, an evaluation for the medium term, China should be able to maintain reasonably stable relations with the United States and across the Taiwan straight. 

The seventh concept is the “Scientific Concept of Development”. This phrase also appeared at the 16th Party Conference in 2002. It is associated with the current leadership and flows from the concern the current leadership has in reducing social unrest. As opposed to the prior leadership, this one focuses more on reducing income inequalities, within and between urban and rural settings. It is wrapped up in a phrase the current leadership is also associated with called “Taking the People as the Root”. This is designed to juxtapose the current leadership with the previous leaderships that simply said, “Get rich as quickly as you possibly can.” These leaderships were, in some ways comparable with Reagan politics. They believed in trickle-down economics. 
The current leadership is not so enamored by that approach. It believes what has evolved is an incredible inequality inside Chinese society (e.g. urban-rural income gap is about 3:1, world average in 1.8:1). In terms of income inequality, China is more unequal than the United States. There is a surplus of at least 150 million workers. There is a concern that China’s one child policy, has led to a real imbalance in the male to female ratio amounting to 20 to 30 million males in excess. This male population may be a potential source of instability. The current regime is much more focused on social inequality that the previous leaderships.

The “Scientific Concept of Development” is designed to focus the attention of the political and economic system on this problem of reducing the sources of social unrest. It has a number of goals, including reducing social economic inequalities, coordinate urban-rural development, and focus on poorer regions. Most of the rapid development in China has been in the coastal regions that are plugged into the global economy. The hinterland provinces tend to develop much less quickly. 

Environmental degradation is also a concern. The regime is increasingly aware (as is the case in Eastern Europe) that a lot of the political opposition to Communist Party rule came from environmental movements, and the emerging middle class’ concern that their lives were threatened by environmental degradation. This simply reflects an extraordinarily serious problem in China. All aspects of the environment are in a crisis mode. An obvious one is water. The water table in Beijing has dropped 200 feet since 1965. It is simply a result of massive use of water to sustain a population living in what is essentially a semi desert. The Yellow River, one of two of China’s major rivers, which runs into the Yellow Sea, frequently dries up before it reaches the ocean. Almost all fresh water sources are polluted and 400 out of 468 cities face water shortages. Air pollution, the Chinese have to face unbelievable amounts of air pollution. It is not just a domestic problem; it is an international one because China exports this pollution through prevailing winds.
China also has the problem of an aging population. Unlike China’s population is similar to developed countries. Its population is aging fast. A UN estimate suggests that by 2030 the Chinese and United States will have about the same percentage of their population over the age of sixty. The problem with that is, there are fewer and fewer people to support the aging population. In 1951, China had eight people to support any one person over the age of sixty. By 2030 or 2050, it will be one or two people to support one person over the age of sixty. This is going to put a huge burden on the social welfare system. It is going to raise all sorts of questions pertaining to growth rates if fewer and fewer people are engaged in productive labor. These are the domestic tensions, and massive problems, the Chinese leadership believes it is facing and that are to be dealt with the notion of The “Scientific Concept of Development”. This represents the leadership’s sensitivity the legitimacy of the regime. These are all problems that have sparked large scale social unrest in other countries. Large-scale social unrest is the last thing the Chinese leadership wants. It would challenge the legitimacy and monopoly of power of the Chinese government.

The final phrase is called the “Three Provides and the One Bring into Play”. In Chinese, they like to play around with numbers.  It refers to the role the Chinese military is to play in regard to the concerns and in pursuit of all the interests, the other phrases have revealed. In the last few years, particularly since 2004, the Chinese leadership has come up with this phrase about the People’s Liberation Army’s (PLA) historical missions. Behind this innocuous phrase is very specific thinking about the role the Chinese military should play in the development of the Chinese state.

The historical mission of the PLA has been classified by the phrase “Three Provides and the One Bring into Play”. The PLA should provide a guarantee for consolidating Party ruling positions, to maintain the rule of the communist party. The second, important, historical mission of the PLA is to provide security for national development in the “Period of Strategic Opportunity”. The PLA will provide security for developing the economy in that period. Another mission is to provide strategic support for the national interest. The “bringing into play” refers to the PLA playing an important role in protecting world peace. 
The key here is the definition of “national interests”. What is included in this understanding and what role is the PLA to play in the pursuit of these interests? The way the Chinese conceptualize national interest today is development interest. Among these interests, China has an interest in preserving and protecting overseas markets and resources, preserving and maintaining fishing resources, and preserving, securing and maintaining sea-lanes of transportation. Other interests include defending, or protecting Chinese citizens abroad (particularly as Chinese entrepreneurs move around the world pursuing their economic interests). There is debate about whether this should be the role of the PLA as well. 

One concern in particular has to do with Chinese energy. Currently, the largest portion of Chinese energy comes from coal. It comes from domestic sources. About 18% of China’s energy needs come from oil. It is mainly used for transportation needs. Of that 18%, about half, is imported this means that about 9% of China’s oil is imported. Of the imported oil, approximately 75% is shipped from overseas. The growing demand is a problem. Today, China takes less than 10% of world oil. With the growing demand, estimates are that by 2015 it may rise to about 15% or 20%. The problem is whether China has to have the capacity to directly control or protect, at least, access to the shipping of these oil resources from around the world to China. 

There is a large debate about China’s need to develop naval capabilities and maritime power (the so-called, Distant Ocean Capabilities) and whether this is what China needs to secure its energy requirements. It is not yet clear if China should be both, a continental and a maritime power. However, there are many people in China who argue it is mainly a continental power and that some of the major threats still could come from instability around its land-borders. Some argue it is primarily a continental power and therefore it should refrain from spending a lot of money, time and resources on the development of the Blue Ocean Navy. 
The argument in favor of developing the Blue Ocean Navy comes from the concern about the sea lines of communication (SLOCs). One of the most important SLOCs goes from the Middle East through the straights of Malacca, through the South Chinese Sea and up to China. It is this one in particular, the Chinese debate about how much power China should have to control or defend shipment through it, and how much it should rely on the United States to provide protection, how much it should rely on allies, or friends in the region. These debates have not been resolved yet and they are quite fierce. 
To the extent that the Chinese begin to move toward the notion of a historical mission for the PLA to preserve and protect resources, and that this involves e.g. the capability to protect SLOCs. It may signal a shift from a long tradition, as a continental power, to what it currently engages in, namely a “near ocean access denial capabilities”. The problem is that the PLO does not have the capabilities to engage in that kind of power projection.
The issue then becomes the question of whether it would be worth it, even if it did have the capabilities to develop at least limited power projection, to protect the SLOCs closest to China. The fact is that Chinese military power to defend the SLOCs will always come up against the American military power and it is unclear, from the Chinese perspective, whether it can win that kind of competition. 
A lot of time is spent worrying about rising Chinese power. However, there is a tendency not to think about it in comparative terms. The Chinese are comparing themselves with the United States. In comparison with the United States, using military expenditures as an indicator or even the size of the economy, it is not entirely clear that China is rising vis-a-vis the United States.
There is an interesting phenomenon in the Chinese case, because it is so far behind in terms of military spending, it is actually increasing its military spending as a percentage of the United States from roughly 2.5% in 1989 to roughly 10% in 2006. However, the absolute gap between Chinese military spending and American military spending is increasing in the American favor, particularly, because of the Gulf War spending in the United States. In 2001 through approximate absolute difference in military spending between the United States and China is about 300 billion dollars, by 2006 that difference was 500 billion dollars.
The question the Chinese face is should they pour a lot of money into competing with the United states, for SLOC control protection in the Indian Ocean through to the South China Sea to the West Pacific. If they do compete, are they going to be able to win given the current net size of American power compared to Chinese military power? Projections for this difference show that there will continue to be an immense American military advantage, at least in the terms of spending, well into the future. 

A Rand study indicates that well into the future (the projected difference between Chinese and American spending by 2025, when comparing Chinese military spending as a percentage of American military spending) their projection will go from about 12% in 2003 to about 35% in 2025. However, the absolute difference will also increase in the American favor. The Chinese face this dilemma.
These eight concepts reveal a lot of tension. Arguably, they divide up into two identities, two ways of understanding what China is, as a major power.  One identity may be called “Westphalian” referring to the model of a great power in an international system of independent sovereign states, competing for scarce resources, competing for security. This identity is embodied in the concepts of “The Century of Humiliation”, “Anti-hegemonism”, “The Five Principles of Peaceful Co-existence”, in “Historical Missions of the PLA to Protect Chinese Interests Abroad”. The other identity emerged particularly in the 1990s and after. It is a post-Westphalian identity that downplays the importance of the traditional sovereign state. It plays up the importance of Sovereignty perforating or sovereignty constraining multilateral institutions that regulate interstate affairs. 
Here, the aforementioned concepts falling under the post-Westphalian identity are “responsible major power” discourse and the “scientific concept of development”. In a sense, these two identities are intentional in Chinese foreign policy. The Post-Westphalian identity appears to constrain or affect Chinese behavior in regional economic and security institutions, the ASEAN regional forum, the six-party talks, global economic and trade institutions. China is one of the greatest defenders of the World Trade Organization as an institution promoting the interests of the developing world, although not focusing on non-traditional security issues such as international crime, drugs, terrorism and other violations taking place within the international system. These are features of the Chinese diplomacy that can fall under the Post-Westphalian identity. In terms of the Westphalian identity, it is more obvious in relation to territoriality. The Chinese are still very defensive about territorial integrity. It comes up when considering national security issues, the way Chinese approach bilateral relations, and concerns of how China is going to meet its energy needs in the future. There is no evidence showing how the Chinese trade the two identities off in their relations.
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