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SYNOPSIS

This thesis examines the formulation and implementation of US
policy towards China during the Clinton Administration's first
term of office. Its central contention is that the Clinton
Administration's China policy-making process was founded on
largely on domestic political calculations, to the detriment of
America's long term broad strategic interests in the People's
Republic. This is exemplified by hils advocacy, implementation,
and eventual abandonment, of a strategy of 1linkage toward
China. This thesis contends that President Clinton's
preoccupation with domestic political calculations led to three
major flaws in his Administration's China policy-making
process. Firstly, it led to a failure to define a hierarchy of
US priorities in China. Secondly, it led to a failure to
articulate a coherent framework for US China relations to
either the Chinese or domestic American audiences. Thirdly,
Clinton failed to commit himself to, or provide leadership on,
China policy except in the event of a political crisis.
Accordingly, these flaws encouraged splits within the
Administration whereby different agencies pursued their own
agendas with Beijing. As a result, the Clinton Administration's
China policy appeared confused, inccherent and discordant. This
served to undermine both the US strategic relationship with
Beijing, and domestic legitimacy for US China policy.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I owe an enormous debt to Dr. David Dunn of the University of
Birmingham, for his advice, encouragement, inspiration and
infinite patience. I must also thank Professor Stuart Croft,
also of the University of Birmingham, for his constant support
and advice, and acknowledge other members of the Graduate
School of Internaticnal Studies for their generous assistance.

I would like to thank Dr. Adrian Randall, and the University of
Birmingham School of Social Sciences for funding this study.
This facilitated a research trip to Washington D.C. and New
York, and I would like to acknowledge those I interviewed for
their generosity and time.

I must give my heartfelt thumbs up to my close friends, and to
C., for being who they are when they are.

Finally I must reserve my deepest thanks for my parents, whose
support and encouragement had been indispensable.



To my Mother, my Father, and my Brother Matthew



Introduction

Part 1

Chapter One

Chapter Two

Chapter Three

Part 2

Chapter Four

Chapter Five

Chapter Six

Chapter Seven

Conclusion

Bibliography

CONTENTS

Truman to Busghs:
The Evolution of Engagement and the
Politicization of China Policy

American China Policy From Truman to
Reagan: The Evolution of Engagement

The Bush Administration and Constructive
Engagement: Learning Curves in an
Uncertain Environment

The Domestic Political Environment and
Bush's China Policy: The Collapse of
Consensus and the Politicisation of
Policy

The Polities of the Clinton
Adminstration's China Policy
1993 - 1996

The 1992 Presidential Election Campaign
and the Development of the Clinton
Administration's China Policy

The Clinton Administration Establishes
Linkage in China Policy: The 1993 MFN
Decisicon and Executive Order 12850

US China Policy Spring 1953 to Spring
1994: The Clinton Administration
Pursues a Strategy of Linkage

The Clinton Administration's Engagement
with China 1994-1996: The Failure to
Resolve Flaws in the Policy-Making
Process

.49

.51

.139

.189

.291

.319

.385

.485

.497



INTRODUCTION

This thesis examines the policy-making factors and motivations
behind the Clinton Administration's adoption of a strategy of
linkage in its policy towarxrds China in May 1993, and subsequent
policy formulations and implementation through its first term
of office 1993-19%6. Specifically, the thesis considers the
bureaucratic and philosophical issues that interacted and
procduced a China policy predicated on domestic political
factors, rather than bilateral strategic factors through this
period. The formulation of China policy, like US foreign policy
in general, requires the balancing of two perspectives.
Firstly, policy-makers must assess and define a vision and
hierarchy of US interests in China. In other words, they must
define a long-term strategic framework for US relations towards
the People's Republic of China (PRC). Secondly, policy-makers
must consider the domestic political environment to China
policy, and seek domestic legitimacy. Domestic approval helps
to underline US credibility in China and bolsters Washington's
bargaining power with Beijing, by presenting an “American'
China policy. Further, domestic legitimacy affords the
president greater flexibility and trust in the conduct of US
relations with China.

President Clinton was the first president to be elected
into a fundamentally post-Cold War environment in which the
framework of US-China relations had altered radically. During

the Cold War, the Sino-American relationship had been based on



mutual geo-strategic interests, recognised by the “strategic
triangle' that existed between the US, China and the Soviet
Union. However, from the mid 1980s and into the post-Cold War
period, US-China relations embraced a far more bilateral
character, driven by its own dynamics. Foreign policy officials
and analysts came to identify relations with Beijing as one of
the most important challenges facing US foreign policy. This
highlights the importance of effective China policy-making. It
also demonstrates the negative implications o©of a Clinton
Administration China policy motivated by domestic political
factors rather than bilateral strategic factors.

During the Cold War, China‘'s importance to the Washington
lay in its wvalue to US strategic interests. Following a debate
on China that gathered momentum through the 1950s and 1960s,
policy-makers were persuaded that the development of diplomatic
ties with the PRC served US interests more than the existing
stance of antipathy towards and isolation of Beijing. Thus the
strategy of engagement with China was born, and it became
entrenched as the Nixon Administration and  subsequent
Administrations pursued the development of bilateral
governmental ties. During most of the Ccold War period, the US
had little interest in China other than its value to US Pacific
and global strategic interests. Indeed Americans Xnew very
little about the PRC. With a few exceptions, the development of
governmental ties with Beijing ran parallel to US domestic
political attitudes towards China and China policy from the mid
to late 1960s to the late 1980s.

From the mid 1980s the nature of US-China relations began



to change. The gradual emergence of détente, and the strategic
views of leading Reagan foreign policy-makers diminished the
perceived strategic importance of China to the US. However, US-
China relations adopted a more bilateral character, driven by
economics and trade. It is also important to acknowledge that
military to military ties were at the forefront of this
expanding bilateral relationship. Bilateral ties such as these
fuelled the view that relations with China contained their own
importance and dynamics, outside the geo-strategic context.

As a result, the nature of engagement with the PRC
altered. Both direct governmental and non-governmental contacts
increased, as did the range of US interests in China. Many more
non-governmental actors, such as the Dbusiness community,
developed stakes in the design and implementation of China
policy, and lobbied the Reagan Administration accordingly.
Growing awareness and knowledge of China resulting from
MAmerica's growing participation in its development had an
impact upon the strategy of engagement. It reinforced efforts
to investigate and develop areas of mutual interest and
cooperation. However, it also highlighted areas of dispute,
such as China's proliferation of weapons of mass destruction
and its treatment of Tibet. Thus engagement increasingly became
an avenue through which bilateral disagreements could be
resolved, through diplomacy and negotiation. The Reagan
Administration and early Bush Administration were forced to
take greater account of propagation of domestic views on China
in their formulation of China policy. However, by 1988

prevailing opinion regarded US-China relations to be in an



unprecedented state of health.

America's relationship with and engagement of the PRC was
fundamentally challenged with the Tiananmen repression of June
1989. Prior to Tiananmen, China had been the leading example
and inspiration for the transition from authoritarianism to
liberal market economics, and it was anticipated, democracy.
Tiananmen transformed China in the eyes of America into an
oppressive pariah. The great majority in the US regarded the
Tiananmen repression as an attack on American and universal
normative values, and demanded an appropriate response from the
Bush Administration. President Bush indeed led international
condemnation of Tiananmen, and ensured that the US was the
first country to impose punitive sanctions. However, he
defended and pursued the strategy of engagement with Beijing as
a means of promoting improvements both in China's conduct and
in US-PRC relations over the long term. This stance drew
intense domesti¢ c¢riticism as China, far from showing
contrition, actually grew ever more defiant. Thus the President
Bush's adherence to engagement came under increasing attack
from members of the foreign pelicy community, lobby groups and
in particular, the Democrat-controlled Congress. The domestic
political consensus that had endured almost twenty years of US-
PRC relations had collapsed.

The collapse in <consensus was accompanied by the
politicisation of China policy, and in particular the annual
renewal of China's Most-Favoured-Nation (MFN) trading status.
Democrats in Congress assailed Bush's China policy both for

genuine philosophical reasons (on which they were joined by



many Republicans) and for political partisan reasons. Central
to these assaults were Congressiocnal attempts to seize the
initiative on US China policy by imposing a strategy of
linkage, whereby conditions would be attached to the renewal of
China's MFN status.

Democrats in Congress achieved some success in portraying
Bush as a president who placed his perscnal relationships with
repressive Chinese leaders above human rights and democracy.
Clinton recognised the political value of this tactic, and
coopted it as part of his campaign for the 1992 presidential
election.

In effect, Clinton adopted and advocated a strategy of
linkage for China policy for domestic political reasons. Given
Clinton's success in the election the implications for China
policy were huge. Clinton's mandate for China altered the
rationale for US relations with the PRC from broad and open
engagement, to a linkage strategy that deferred the critical
and valuable economic and trading aspect of bilateral relations
to perhaps equally valuable human rights progress in the PRC.

Despite the potentially enormous implications of this
mandate, Clinton identified three objectives for China policy
founded on domestic political calculations. These were
adherence to his campaign pledges and the concomitant
implementation of 1linkage, the forging of consensus with
Congress on China policy, and the determination to retain
presidential flexibility in the conduct of China policy. While
consensus with Congress provided China policy with the benefits

of domestic political legitimacy, Clinton had other



motivations. The president had far higher priorities on his
agenda, including domestic concerns such as economic
revitalisation, the budget, healthcare and education. Clinton
wanted to prevent the kind of political inter-branch clashes
endured by the previous Administration from impacting upon his
real priorities. Further, he wished to delegate a consensual
China policy to government officials 1leaving him free to
concentrate on other issues.

President Clinton clearly placed domestic political
imperatives above Dbilateral strategic imperatives in the
formulation of his China policy through 1993-%94 and indeed
throughout his first term of office. This essential imbalance
was reinforced by critical flaws in the Administration's China
policy-making process, caused by Clinton's political
orientation. These flaws were threefold. Firstly, <Clinton
failed to define a long term vision of China policy. Secondly,
therefore, he failed to articulate to either his Chinese or his
domestic audiences a c¢lear hierarchy of US interests and
priorities in China. Thirdly, Clinton failed to commit to and
lead on China policy. These flaws had two vital implications to
the detriment of the formulation and implementation of China
policy. They facilitated an undisciplined approach to China
policy within the Administration. The failure to define a clear
hierarchy of US interests in China, and the absence of
leadership at the highest levels allowed different agencies to
pursue their own agendas with China; Thus the Clinton
Administration's China policy appeared confused, inconsistent

and incoherent.



Further this flawed approach to policy-making undermined
both the bilateral strategic imperatives, and the domestic
political imperatives of US relations with China. On the
bilateral 1level, the Administration struggled to achieve
progress on its objectives in the areas of human rights,
proliferation and trade. Washington's credibility in Beijing
plummeted, and bilateral relations deteriorated, as illustrated
by the crises concerning the visit of Taiwanese president Lee
Teng-hui in June 1995, and the Taiwan Strait crisis of spring
1996. On the domestic level, partisan politics returned to the
domestic debate on China policy, especially after the
Republican sweep of the 1994 mid-term Congressional elections.
Congress was determined to seize the initiative on China once
more. Its tendency to adopt a short term partisan approach had
negative consequences for US-China relations, exemplified by
its role in the visit of Lee., The Administration struggled to
deal with these initiatives.

Clinton only committed himself to China pelicy in the
event of a domestic political crisis, such as the 19%4 MFN
decision and the visit of President Lee. Having dealt with the
political crisis, he disengaged himself from China pelicy,
leaving its fundamental flaws unresolved. Only with the Taiwan
Strait crisis of 1996 did Clinton and the Administration begin

to seriously address these flaws.

Methodology and Scope

An immense number of books and articles have been written on US



relations with China, especially following the expansion of
bilateral ties from the mid 1980s, and in particular following
the June 1989 Tiananmen repression. Four areas may be
identified. The first examines the philosophical aspects of US
China policy, critiquing the rationales of engagement,
containment, confrontation and isolation. Prominent amongst
these are works by Robert G. Sutter, Richard Bernstein and Ross
H. Munro, Cronin and Cronin, Gideon Rachman, and David
Shambaugh. 1In particular Robert G. Sutter's book Shaping
China's Future in World Affairs (1996) and David Shambaugh's

article in Current History “The United States and China: A New

Cold War' (September 1995) offer excellent overviews of the
contending rationales. Bernstein and Munro's The Coming
Conflict in China (1997) and Rachman's article in The
Washington Quarterly ~Containing China' (Winter 1996) put

strong cases for the growing threat of China and the need for a
strategy of containment. A special mention is required for four
articles by Winston Lord that proved to Dbe influential
arguments in favour of linkage; these are “China and America:
Beyond the Big Chill' in Foreign Affairs, Fall 1990, "Misguided
Mission' in the Washington Post, December 19839, and “Bush's
Second Chance on China' and “Will Bush Support the Chinese
People?' both in New York Times, May 1990 and October 1991
respectively.

A second category o©f US-China literature concerns
discussions of specific policy. Amongst the multitude of
Presentations, works by the following authors stand out;

Richard Bush, Steven I Levine, David Zweig, Leon T. Hadar and



Robert G, Sutter and Kerry Dumbaugh in a Congressional Research
Service Issue Brief. Hadar's “The Sweet and Sour Sino-American
Relationship' in the CATO Institute's Policy Analysis (January
1996) provides an excellent overview. Richard Bush's article in
Current  History, January/February 1993 is particularly
gignificant, given the author's central role in China policy-
making through 19%93-94. Bush provides a strong conceptual
context to Clinton's advocacy of linkage, and accurately
predicts the essential components of Clinton's strategy toward
China as defined by the May 19%6 Executive Order 12850.

The third area examines the history of US-China relations.
The most informative and authoritative are Harry Harding's A
Fragile Relationship (1992), Robert Garson's The United States
and China Since 1949 (1994) and Rosemary Foot's The Practice of
Power (1995). Raymond L. Garthoff's Détente and Confrontation
(1985) offers clear analysis of US-China relations in the
context of the Cold War. The final category, where the sources
are more limited, concerns specific analysis of the China
policy-making process. Two pieces of work, that examine in
detail the policy-making process in the Clinton Administration
through 1993-%4 by David M. Lampton stand out. His chapter
“China Policy in Clinton's First Year' in Lilley and Willkie
(eds}) Beyond MFN: Trade with China and American Interests
(1994) analyses the policy-making process Dbehind Executive
Order 12850 and the 1993 MFN decision. Lampton pursues his
analysis over the subsequent year to the MFN 1994
recommendation and the decision to drop the strategy of linkage

in “America's China Policy in the Age of the Finance Minister'



in The China Quarterly September 1994. After the End, edited by
James S. Scott, examines US foreign policy-making in the post-
Cold War “intermestic' environment. One chapter, authored by
John T. Rourke and Richard Clark, is dedicated to the policy-
making processes underpinning the Clinton Administration's
China policy. The chapter provides a wvalid and informative
account of the problems experienced by the Administration, and
by the president, in developing China policy in a highly
pluralistic policy-making arena. Foot's The Practice of Power
is particularly good on the issue of the domestic
legitimisation of China policy. Further a number of articles
that appear in the Washington Post and the New York Times
provide excellent insights into the policy-making process at
particular times.

This thesis attempts to £ill a gap in the current
literature by examining in greater detail the degree to which
the Clinton Administration's China policy-making was predicated
on domestic pelitical factors. It attempts to address the less-
explored area of the policy-making process by looking at
Clinton's domestic political calculations and illustrating how
this had a detrimental effect not only on the China policy-
making process, but also on America's strategic relationship
with the PRC. Thus the thesis explores why and how Clinton came
to implement a major philosophical change in US strategy toward
China, in the form of linkage. It then explains why and how the
implications of Clinton's preoccupation with the domestic
political environment, and in particular Congress, undermined

the pursuit of linkage and US China policy subsequent to the
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abandonment ©f linkage through his first term of office. The
general themes of Clinton's approach to China policy-making are
also examined in the context of broader models of US foreign
poclicy decision-making. This perspective will be discussed
later in the Introduction, and reflected upon in the
Conclusion.

Although the thesis draws upon existing literature, it
relies heavily on critical primary deccuments and in particular,
personal interviews with key actors and observers of the
policies and pericd in question. The interviews cover a broad
range. They include key Administration officials responsible
for the design and execution of the Clinton Administration's
China policy, at the elite level in the significant form of
Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs
during this period, Winston Lord, to professional staff and
aides such as the State Department's Robert Pexito and Frank
Jannuzi. The thesis also draws upon an interview with
Ambassadoy Michael Armacost, who played a unique and vital role
in the abandonment of linkage. The interviews also cover key
figures on the Congressional side of the policy-making process
during the period in question, such as Richard Bush (former
House Subcommittee on East Asian and Pacific Affairs and aide
to Rep. Hamilton), James W. McCormick (former House
Subcommittee on East Asian and Pacific Affairs and aide to Rep.
Leach) and Bruce Wilson (former House Ways and Means
Committee). Bush is acknowledged to have performed one of the

most critical roles in the China policy-making process through
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1993-94." The interviews also included leading figures in the
lobby groups community who participated in the debate on both a
philosophical and a political level. Mike Jendrzejczyk was and
is the Washington Director of Human Rights Watch:Asia, and
Calman J. Cohen is President of the Emergency Committee on
American Trade (ECAT). Although the sample of interviews is far
from exhaustive, those that are included were able to offer,
through their experiences of the policy-making process,
valuable insights not reflected in the current literature. A
full list of interviewees is provided in the bibliography.
Similarly, a full list of the primary documents used is
provided. However a few deserve special note. Of course
Executive Order 12850, and President Clinton's statement of MFN
1993 and MFN 1994 are central documents that outline his
Administration's strategies on China. Winston Lord's
Confirmation Hearing Dbefore the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee on March 31 1993 is significant in that Lord explains
in detail his perspective on the importance of China to US
interests, the wvalue of a strategy of linkage, and the
importance of engagement with Beijing to fulfil the ambitions
of linkage. The Hearing before the Subcommittee on Trade of the
House Ways and Means Committee on February 24 1994, United
States-China Trade Relations, is also valuable. Not only does
it include Assistant Secretary Lord's Mid-Term Review on China,

a2 document that expresses the Administration's lack of progress

' Lampton suggests: "When the definitive history of US-China
relations is written, he [Bush] will be seen to have played an

important role." David M. Lampton, “China Policy in Clinton's
First Year' Chapter One in James R. Lilley and Wendell L.
Willkie (eds), Beyond MFN: Trade with China and American

Interests; The AEI Press (Washington, 1994) p.25 (note 43).
12



with the Chinese, but it also illustrates Congress' frustration
with the Administration's mismanagement of China policy.
Secretary of State Warren Christopher's address of May 17 1996,
“American Interests and the US-China Relationship' is notable
for being the Clinton Administration's first full-dress speech
dedicated tc the issue of China policy. The address 1is
reproduced in Christopher's memoirs In the Stream of History:

Shaping US Foreign Policy for a New Era (1998).

Levels of Analysis

The thesis is divided into two parts. Part One, comprising of
four chapters, provides the context to the central analysis in
Part Two by explaining the evolution of US China policy, and
the strategy of engagement with China, from the Truman
Administration up to and including the Bush Administration. It
also explains the domestic political backdrep to evolutions in
peclicy and strategy throughout this period. Two chapters are
dedicated to the Bush Administration, regarding the strategic
and domestic political dynamics  of his China policy
respectively. This reflects the importance of this period in
establishing the context to the Clinton Administration's
approach to China policy.

Chapter One explains the rationale behind developments in
US policy toward China from the Truman Administration up to and
including the Reagan Administration. Specifically it examines
policy-makers' thinking on China policy with regard to their

perceptions of US national interests throughout this periced.
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The chapter reflects four bfoad stages in the evolution of US
strategy toward China from 1548-49 to 1988. These were Truman's
deliberation of accommodation with the new People's Republic of
China; the pursuit of the isclation and containment of the PRC
from 1950 to the early 1960s; the process of rapprochement in
the late 1960s and early 1970s; and US China policies following
the normalisation of relations in 1979. The chapter also
examines the wider philosophical aspect of US China policy, as
defined by two eras. The first, triggered by the Korean War of
1950, centred upon a strategy of isclation and containment of
Beijing. The sgecond, stimulated by strategic and bilateral
reassessments in the mid 1960s concerns the decision to engage
Beijing, a strategy that became entrenched over the next twenty
years. Chapter One proceeds with the following themes. It
demonstrates how the nature and premises for engagement altered
over time, and how US strategy for China reflected evolutions
in US thinking on the broader geo-strategic perspective. It
also shows the symbiosism between US relations with the PRC at
the geo-strategic level and the bilateral level. That is to say
progress at one level often stimulated progress at the other.
Finally, Chapter One Thighlights the roles of <certain
individuals in the ©policy-making process, such as Henry
Kissinger and Zbigniew Brzezinski.

Chapter Two illustrates the evolution of the China policy
debate within the domestic political environment from the late
1940s to 1988 and the end of the Reagan Administration.
Specifically, it highlights the major tends in domestic opinion

and how they influenced the design and implementation of US
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china policy throughout this period. In doing so, the chapter
examines general public opinion, informed opinion, the media,
Congress and non-governmental actors. In effect, this chapter
introduces the idea of domestic political legitimacy, and its
impact on China policy. Thus it also emphasises the
governmental task of leadership, and the courting and moulding
of domestic political opinion. Chapter Two notes how US
domestic opinion toward China swings between fascination and
optimism, and fear and pessimism for China and Sino-American
relations. This phenomenon had clear implications for
successive Administrations' handling of the relationship. It
also notes how the US public tend to offer general moods father
than specific ideas of proposals for China policy and US
foreign policy in general.

Chapter Three examines the Bush Administration's resolute
adherence to a strategy of engagement with the PRC, predicated
on the President's belief in continuity and the strategic
importance of China to US interests. The analytical perspective
of the chapter focuses upcn two major challenges faced by the
Bush Administration; the Tiananmen Square repression of June
1989, and the decline in Cold War tensions. Tiananmen forced
Washington into a reevaluation of its relationship with Beijing
and provided a stern test of the benefits of engagement with
China. The chapter highlights the debate on the most
appropriate strategy for stimulating reform in China. While the
Bush Administration defended engagement with the PRC, the great
majority of opponents maintained that US leverage ought to be

brought to bear through a policy o©f 1linkage. Specifically
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proponents of linkage demanded that China's MFN trading status
should be made conditional on Beijing's conduct in areas such
as human rights and proliferation.

The Bush Administration was also forced to reassess US
interests in China as Cold War tensions diminished, and the
bilateral dynamic of bilateral relations replaced the gec-
strategic dynamic. Issues such as China role in the UN Security
Council during the Gulf Conflict of 1990-91, and its
preliferation of weapons of mass destruction complicated US
policy-makers' attempts to place US-China relations on a post-
Cold War footing, especially given their struggle to define an
suitable responsge to Tiananmen.

Chapter Three notes that the Bush Administration's
reaction to these two majocr challenges helped to refine,
develop and consolidate the strategy of engagement. However,
the controversy asgsociated with Bush's adherence to engagement
also stimulated and <consolidated debates on alternative
strategies.

Chapter Four attempts to show the growing importance of
the domestic political environment on US China policy-making
during the Bush Administration. It begins by noting how the
increasingly bilateral mnature of the US-China relationship
throughout the mid to late 1980s had established a strong
degree of domestic political legitimacy for US engagement with
the PRC, principally through the growing non-governmental
aspect of the relationship. However, it also notes the impact
on the China debate of the growing awareness of China, combined

with the wider debate on the definition of US foreign policy in
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the post-Cold War environment. Thus as the Administration's
prerogative to act 1in foreign affairs diminished, domestic
actors became concerned with issues such as human rights, the
subjugation of Tibet, and access to China's market.

Chapter Four then focuses upon the impact of Tiananmen on
domestic America's attitude toward China and China peolicy.
Almest overnight, the prevailing mood of optimism and
enthusiasm was replaced by one of pessimism and antipathy,
particularly amongst the Democratic majority in Congress The
chapter explores the collapse of the domestic consensus on
China by emphasising four specific factors. Firstly, it
highlights growing frustration with China's lack of contrition
for Tiananmen. Secondly, and concomitantly, the chapter
explores Congress' growing frustration with the Bush
Administration's reliance on conciliatory engagement of the
PRC. Thirdly, it reflects upon Bush's elitist approach to China
policy that led him to resist attempts by Congress to shape the
post-Tiananmen debate. This factor in particular prompted
Republicans as well as Democrats to protest against the
Administration. Fourthly, the chapter explores in some detail
the politicisation of China peclicy, and the emergence and
significance of partisanship. By investigating the Democratic
party's politically motivated assaults on Bush, this analysis
establishes the specific context to Clinton's approach to China
during the election and thereafter. Chapter Four draws the
conclusion that, whatever the merits of the Bush
Administration's attempt to engage China, it failed to balance

its preoccupation with strategic relations with Beijing, with
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acknowledgement of attitudes within the domestic political
arena. Such an absence of domestic legitimacy undermined the
Bush Administration's management of relaticns with Beijing.

Part Two ©0f the thesis explores the development of
Clinton's stance on China during the 1992 presidential
campaign, and the formulation and implementation of China
policy throughout his first term of office.

Chapter Five explains how and why Clinton came to advocate
a strategy of 1linkage during the 1592 election. Thus it
illustrates how the pursuit of the Democratic Congressional
initiatives on China benefited Clinton's fight for the
Democratic candidacy nomination, and then his campaign for the
White House. It also shows how the stance complemented his
peclitical objectives beyond the election, and in particular his
desire to concentrate on his ambitious domestic policy agenda.
Further, Chapter Five highlights the role and impact of senior
policy advisors such as Winston Lord and Anthony Lake, who
would become members of his first Administration. Finally, the
chapter explores the expectations of Clinton'’s China policy in
line with his advocacy of such significant alteration in US
strategy toward Beijing. It notes the number of analysts who
viewed the stance from a political rather than a bilateral
strategic perspective.

Chapter Six focuses upon the policy-making process behind
Clinton's implementation of linkage in the form of Executive
Order 12850. It details how Administration and Congressional
officials handled Clinton's three objectives for China policy;

adherence to his campaign pledge to pursue a strategy of
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linkage, the forging of consensus with Congress, and the
retention of presidential flexibility in the conduct of China
policy. Chapter Six asserts that the policy-making process in
line with these objectives was flawed, and thus it led to a
flawed policy. Specifically, it illustrates how Clinton carried
his political impulses from the election into his
Administration, and thus established a politically orientated
pattern of peolicy-making. Accordingly the chapter establishes
the essential problems with Clinton's approach to China, that
would persist throughout his first term. These were Clinton's
failure to define a hierarchy of US priorities in China, to
articulate a specific vision of relations with China, and his
reluctance to commit and lead on China policy unless prompted
by pclitical concerns.

Chapter Seven analyses the Administration's pursuit of
China policy in line with the Executive Order, from the May
1993 MFN recommendation, toc the May 1994 MFN recommendation.
Employing the themes introduced in Chapter Six, this chapter
demonstrates how the essential f£laws in the Executive Order
policy-making process manifest themselves in China policy-
making and implementation through 1993-94. In particular,
Chapter Seven shows how the failure to define a hierarchy of
US-China interests, to articulate a framework for China policy,
and Clinton's neglect of commitment and leadership led to deep
splits within the Administration, and the presentation of a
contradictory, inconsistent and incoherent China policy. The
chapter indicates how this undermined the Administration's

credibility both in Beijing and in Congress, and contributed to
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the failure of Clinton's linkage strategy. Further, it notes
that in spite of the attempt to reassess strategy on China as
early as September 1993, and the final abandonment of linkage
and reversion to engagement in May 1994, Clinton still failed
to address the major flaws in the policy-making process.
Indeed, Clinton's predominant concern was to effect a climbdown
on China policy along the route of minimum political cost.
Chapter Eight gathers the themes and conclusions discussed
in the preceding three chapters and highlights their
implications for the Clinton Administration's China policy from
delinkage in May 1994 to the end of his first term of office.
Three phases within this time-frame are identified; initial
uncertainty 1in 1994, the rapid deterioration of relations
through 1995 to 1596, and the recovery of Sino-American
relations following the Taiwan Strait crisis of spring 1996.
The failure to address persistent and fundamental policy-making
flaws had two clear conseguences. Firstly, it contributed to a
critical decline in bilateral relations that ended in nadir in
spring 1996. Secondly, it unhinged the unstable Congressional
consensus on China policy created with the decision to re-
embrace engagement with Beijing. Thus this period saw the
return of partisan politics and inter-branch conflict following
the Republican sweep of the mid-term Congressicnal elections in
November 1994, to the further detriment of China policy-making.
This vociferous domestic and bilateral environment also saw the
return of the issue of Taiwan for the first time since the
early 1980s. Chapter Eight concludes by noting that only with

the critical Taiwan Strait crisis did the Administration
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finally begin to seriously address the essential flaws in its
China policy-making. It was assisted in this effort by greater
moderation from Congress and the PRC government. The extent to
which the reassessment was working is reflected in the
improvement in bilateral relations through the rest of 1996,
and the fact that Clinton prevented China policy becoming an
issue in the 1996 presidential elections.

The thesis concludes by contending that President
Ciinton's preoccupation with domestic political calculations,
to the detriment of the identification of America's long term
strategic interests in China, resulted in a fundamentally
flawed China policy-making process. Indeed, despite the
presence within the Administration of officials with a more
considered strategic view of US relations with China, Clinton's
political sensitivities obstructed or overruled their counsel.
The conclusion reiterates that the imbalance of domestic
political imperatives and bilateral strategic imperatives led
to the failure to define a clear hierarchy of US interests in
China, the failure to articulate a coherent framework for US-
China relations, and Clinton's failure to commit himself to and
lead on US China policy. Accordingly, this encouraged splits
within the Administration whereby different agencies were able
to pursue their own bureaucratic agendas with Beijing. As a
result the Administration's China peoclicy appeared confused,
incoherent and inconsonant. This served to seriously undermine

both the US strategic relationship with Beijing and domestic

legitimacy for US China policy.

Decision-making Theory and
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The Clinton Administration's China Policy

This thesis is essentially a historical investigation of the
policy-making processes behind the Clinton Administration's
China policy during its first term of office. Nevertheless, to
understand the degree to which the Clinton Administration, and
more specifically, President Clinton, was responsible for the
defects in China policy-making through the period 1983 to 1996,
it i1s important to examine various explanations of US foreign
policy decision-making.

Many theories have been developed regarding the nature of
American foreign policy-making. Indeed a number of valuable
studies have been written that attempt to compare and contrast
different decision-making models with reference to empirical
case studies.? The discussion below will consider four broad
approaches; the rational actor model, the bureaucratic model,
the inter-branch model, and the pluralistic “shifting
constellations' model. FEach zrespective model considers a
greater number of actors in the decision-making process, and
therefore, it «can be argued, offers a greater level of
sophistication. It will be found that while the bureaucratic
model highlights critical problems associated with the Clinton
Administration's attempts to develop China peolicy, the

pluralistic model articulated by James M. Scott presents the

? gee for example Graham T. Allison, ~Conceptual Models and
the Cuban Missile Crisis'; American Political Science Review
September 1969, Graham T. Allison, The Essence of Decision;
Little, Brown (Boston, 1971) and Glen H. Snyder and Paul
Diesing, Conflict Among Nations: Bargaining, Decision-Making
and System Structure Iin International Crises; Princeton
University Press (Princeton, 1977).
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most compelling conclusions. However, it will also be shown
that Scott's analysis does not adeguately explain Clinton's
China policy-making deficiencies through 1993-1996, in that it
fails to incorporate the President's persistent preoccupation

with domestic political considerations.

THE RATIONAL ACTOR MODEL OF DECISION-MAKING

The rational actor model was, and perhaps is the dominant
theory concerning foreign policy decision-making. The model's
association with the classical international relations
tradition of realism is reflected in its treatment of the state
as a ‘unitary actor', and its assertion that all policy-makers
pursue the same processes in the development of foreign policy.’
Rational actor decision-making identifies four basic stages.
Firstly, the foreign policy problem or gocal must be identified,
in the context of the state's wider cbjectives and values. This
stage requires the policy-maker to define a hierarchy of goals
to be achieved. Secondly, all possible options and alternative
courses of action must be identified. Thirdly, the 1likely
consequences of each option must be appreciated. Finally, the
most effective and appropriate option must be chosen and
pursued.*®

As Theodore C. Sorensen, an aide close to President

> See Sydney Verba, “Assumptions of Rationality and Non-
Rationality in Models of the International System'; in James N.
Rosenau (ed), International Politics and Foreign Policy; Free
Press (New York, 1969) p.225.

“ John Spanier, Games Nations Play: Analyzing International
Politics; Praeger Publishers (New York, 1978) pp.462-463.
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Kennedy during the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, has noted, the
rational actor model pregented in these terms is a somewhat
idealized prescription for decision-making.®> For example,
policy-makers never have full knowledge of all relevant
information, and a clear hierarchy of national interests, and
of all possible options and likely consequences are almost
always impossible to define absolutely.® Further, the way in
which policy-makers, and specifically the president as the
supreme policy-maker, perceive the foreign policy challenge in
hand must be affected by subjective rather than objective
valuations to a greater or lesser degree.’

However, the general rule that policy-makers attempt to
select and execute a particular policy, from wvarious
alternatives, with regard to the state's national interests, is
a persuasive one.? It can be argued that various US presidents
pursued initiatives with Beijing, in spite of domestic
controversy, because they judged them to be in interests of the
United States. Examples include Nixon's rapprochement with Mao,
Carter's normalisation of US-China relations, and Bush's

defence of the strategy of engagement following the Tiananmen

* Theodore C. Sorensen, Decision-Making in the White House;
Columbia University Press (New York, 1963) pp.19-20. See also
Tan Qingshan, The Making of US-China Policy -  From
Normalisation to the Post-Cold War Era; Lynne Reinner (1992)
pp.12-14 and 150-153.

§ Gee Charles W. Kegley Jr and Eugene R. Wittkopf, American
Foreign Policy: Patterns and Processes; Fourth Edition, St
Martin's Press (New York, 19%1) pp.459-462.

7 See for example Robert Jervis, Perception and
Misperception in International Politics; Princeton University
Press (Princeton, 1976).

® See Sydney Verba, ~“Assumptions of Rationality and Non-
Rationality'; op cit p.231.
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Sguare repression of 1989.

Accordingly, it might also be argued that Clinton's
adoption of a strategy of 1linkage in May 1993, and his
subsequent reversal back to engagement with the PRC in May 1994
were decisions taken in US national interests as perceived by
the President at the time.’ Such an argument would be wholly
misleading. As this thesis will demonstrate, Clinton's China
policy decisions reflected domestic political calculations and
considerations more than they did perceptions of US naticnal
interests viz-a-viz the People's Republic. Even when crises
arcse 1in bilateral relations, an environment in which the
rational actor model, it 1is argued, is most salient, the
President continued to respond primarily to theilr repercussions

® Further, this thesis also stresses

on domestic US politics.?
the importance of domestic legitimacy to the successful pursuit
of US China policy. Reflecting the examples given above, it
must be noted that both Carter's normalisation of relations,
and Bush's defence o¢f engagement were controversial and less
than successful partly because they lacked domestic

1

legitimacy.'* By contrast, the issue of opening relations with

° For a discussion of the consequences of “non-rational!
decision-making see Paul A. Anderson, “What do Decision Makers
Do when they Make a Foreign Policy Decision?' in Charles F.
Hermann, Charles W. KXegley and James N. Rosenau (eds), New
Directions in the Study of Foreign Policy; Allen and Unwin

(Boston, 1987).

¥ por crisis decision-making see, for example, Graham T.
Allison, The Essence of Decision; o¢p c¢it, and James E.
Dougherty and Robert L. Pfaltzgraff Jr, Contending Theories of
International Relations; Harper Collins Publishers (New York,

1990} pp.482-499.

' gee for example Rosemary Foot, The Practice of Power: US
Relations with China Since 1949; Clarendon Press (New York,
1995), and Chapter Three of this thesis.
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China had been debated in elite and societal circles within the
US from the mid 1960's, providing stronger domestic foundations
for Nixon's rapprochement with Beijing.

Given that the object of this study is to contend that
Clinton's policy-making approach through 1992/93-1996 was
flawed, and thus detrimental to US-China relationsg, it might be
argued that the rational actor model's validity is found
precisely in these failures. In other words, because Clinton
did not pursue the general prescriptions of the rational actor
model, hisg China policy failed. This perception would also be
misleading. It would, for example, ignore the critical role
played by a highly partisan Democrat-controlled Congress in
establishing a China policy stance Clinton would later pursue
for political ends. It would ignore the fact that Clinton's
China policy-making strongly reflected the state of relations
between the White House and Congress, particularly after the
Republican sweep of the mid-term Congressional elections in
1994, It would also ignore the devastating impact of a
discordant and undisciplined Clinton Bureaucracy on bilateral

relations.

THE BUREAUCRATIC MODEL OF DECISION-MAKING

The bureaucratic model dismisses the idea of the policy-maker
as a wunitary actor pursuing the interests of the state.
Instead, it examines the roles and influence played by
government agencies, such as the State Department, the

Pentagon, the Central Intelligence Agency and other departments
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with major or minor interests in foreign policy-making.*? The
model highlights the subjective realities held by bureaucratic
actors or agencies in their approach to decision-making.
Important works by Robert Jervis and Morton H. Halperin
exemplify this approach.®?

In The Essence of Decision, Allison recognised the appeal
of the rational actor model, but argued that the complexity of
US foreign policy processes require a more sophisticated

explanation.®*

Allison started with a model of “organizational
process' in which Dbureaucratic actors, within the State
Department for example, search for minimally acceptable
solutions to the policy problems delegated to them. Their
solutions closely reflect the interests, remit, and standard
procedures of the specific department, rather than national
interests or the prescriptions of the White House. From this
framework, Allison developed a model of bureaucratic decision-
making. Like Halperin, Allison argued that the input of
bureaucratic actors reflected the values, interests and stakes
of the agency within which they worked. Thus policy developed
by bureaucratic decision-making wag a product not of rational
assessment, but of bargaining, conflict and dynamics of power

between different agencies and departments in competition. This

kind of policy-making process, Allison noted, is less reliant

' For a comprehensive discussion on the difference between
the rational actor and bureaucratic models of decision-making,
see Graham T. Allison, “Conceptual Models'; op cit.

13 Robert Jervis, “Perception and Misperception'; op cit and
Morton H. Halperin, Priscilla Clapp and Arncld Kantor,
Bureaucratic Politics and Foreign Policy; The Brookings
Institution (Washington D.C., 1974).

“ Graham T. Allison, The Essence of Decision; op cit p.5.
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on, or even more resistant to, White House control.™®

Authors such as Alexander L. George have argued that a
comprehensive and competitive decision-making process of this
kind could lead to better, more democratic and representative
policy-making, if managed effectively by the Executive.®
Others, however, have suggested bureaucratic policy to be

7 Most obviously,

“dysfunctional, inefficient decision-making’.
unless carefully managed, bureaucratic decision-making can lead
to inertia as agencies compete to promote their parochial
interests and fiefdoms, to the detriment of “national

¥ If compromise between competing agencies is found,

interest'.
the result may be representative, but not necessarily good,
policy. If compromise is not found, different agencies may
pursue different, often contradictory policy agendas. The need
for presidential management and control of inter-agency
competition and parochialism is clear.”

Despite these problems, the bureaucratic model of

decision-making raises wvaluable analytical questions, with

clear applications to the Clinton Administration's policy on

** Xegley and Wittkopf reason that it can lead to the
sabotage of presidential initiatives. Charles W. Kegley and
Eugene R. Wittkopf, American Foreign Policy; op cit pp.473-474.

** George referred to this process as the "multiple advocacy
modelf. Alexander L. George, ~The Case for Multiple Advocacy in
Making Foreign Policy'; American Political Science Review LXVI

September 1572.
" Tan Qingshan, The Making of US-China Policy; op cit p.15.

® gee for example Morton H. Halperin, “Why Bureaucrats Play
Games'; Foreign Policy Spring 1971.

¥ gegley and Wittkopf discuss this point at length, citing
problems encountered and tactics employed by different
pregsidents facing these problems. Charles W. Kegley and Eugene
R. Wittkopf, American Foreign Policy; op cit pp.473-480.
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China. As will be shown in later chapters, China policy through
1983-1996 was a highly pluralistic exercise. Thus, analysis
through the bureaucratic 1lens highlights the interests,
interplay and impact of agencies such as the Departments of
State, Defence, Commerce, Agriculture and the Treasury, as well
as their interaction with White House agencies such as the
presidency, the National Security Council (NSC) and the newly
formed National Economic Council (NEC). Certainly the roles
played by agencies such as Commerce, the Treasury, the NEC, and
the Pentagon conform to the bureaucratic model proposition that
“you stand where you sit'; that the actors' preferences reflect
their particular policy responsibilities.

Further, the fact that different agencies pursued
different, often contradictory policy agendas, resulting in a
confused, incoherent and discordant China policy, highlights
President Clinton's overall failure to manage and discipline
the peolicy-making process. The model also helps the observer to
ascertain which agencies possessed the greatest influence at
various points in the policy-making process, and at which
points the process was subject to competition, compromise, and
presidential control. Accordingly, it can be seen that the
State Department's initial lead on the Clinton Administration's
China policy, with its focus on human rights and linkage, was
in time undermined by the growing influence of economic
agencies such as Commerce and the NEC, and their preference for
engagement. The latter's influence on the president proved

crucial to this development.

Despite its uses, however, the bureaucratic model of
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decision-making omits critical elements of the China policy-
making processes during the Clinton Administration's first term
of office. In its simpler forms, the model fails to acknowledge
that individual actors do not necessarily reflect the
organisational or traditional views of the department they
represent. For example, both Secretary of State Warren
Christopher and his Assistant Secretary for East Asian and
Pacific Affairs Winston Lord strongly supported the strategy of
linking China's human rights progress to the renewal of MFN
status. This contradicted the 1long-standing support for
engagement with Beijing held at lower levels of the State
Department, as the thesis will demonstrate. Similarly, National
Security Advisor Anthony Lake's “missionary' zeal for human
rights improvements in China contradicted the NSC's traditional
defence of engagement.

The bureaucratic model also neglects the influence of
Congress, and of non-governmental actors such as the business
community, on the China policy-making process, and in
particular, Clinton's approach to the issue. In broader terms,
it ignores both the importance of domestic political
legitimacy, and the dimpact of <Clinton's preoccupation with
domestic political considerations on his Administration's
treatment of China policy. Therefore, although bureaucratic
politics had a significant bearing on the evolution of China
policy through 1993-1996, it fails to recognise that the
origins of Clinton's initial stance on China lay with Democrat-
led Congressional attacks on the Bush Administration's China

policy, and that Clinton adopted this stance largely for
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partisan political reasons.

The bureaucratic model of decision-making offers valuable
insights into the problems of the Clinton Administration's
policy on China. Nevertheless, it cannot account for the
original motives for, and defects of, the policy. Nor does it
fully explain Clinton's subsequent failure to address

persistent flaws in the policy and the policy-making process.

THE INTER-BRANCH MODFEIL OF DECISION-MAKING

The inter-branch model fills an analytical void left by the
rational actor and bureaucratic models, by highlighting the
policy-making role played by Congress. Thus, the inter-branch
model in its basic form looks at the relationship between
Congress and the Executive, treating each branch as a unitary
actor. The model focuses upon a number of conceptual issues.
Starting with the assumption that the two institutions possess
and pursue their own respective interests and agendas, it
attempts to determine the issues that stimulate Congressional
input, and to what extent Congress influences the Executive in
the policy-making process (and vice versa). It also discerns
whether the relationship is one of exclusion, competition,
negotiation, consultation, or cooperation, and why this is so.?°

Observers differ on the nature of inter-branch

2 gee for example Frans R. Bax, “The Legislative-Executive
Relationship in Foreign Policy: New Partnership or New
Competition?'; Orbis vol.20 Winter 1977.
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interaction. John Lehman, for example, argues that the policy-
making relationship can largely be viewed as a zero-sum game,
in which both institutions attempt to limit the influence of
the other.?’ Frans Bax, on the other hand, highlights the degree

2 More

of compromise throughout the policy-making process.”
broadly, however, the product of Congressional-Executive inter-
active decision-making is reliant on institutional will,
Executive leadership, Congressional unity, their respective
bargaining skills, and the strength of the presidential party
in Congress.?

Given that the Office of the Presidency, and a wide
variety of Executive departments have an explicit
responsibility for foreign policy, it 1is essential, when
considering the inter-branch model, to investigate the motives
for Congressional action on the issue. Certainly, Congress
holds a constitutional duty to oversee the actions of the
Executive, exemplified most tangibly by committees such as the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and the House Foreign
Affairs Committee. Beyond scrutiny, however, Congress may also
wish to 1lead on foreign policy issues, obstruct specific
Executive initiatives, inform a foreign policy debate, or
influence a policy's final outcome. In doing so, Congress may

employ a wide range of tactics, including direct legislation,

1 John Lehman, The Executive, Congress, and Foreign Policy:
Studies of the Nixon Administration; Praeger (New York, 1976)
pp.25-28.

22 Frans R. Bax, ~The Legislative-Executive Relationship';
op cit.

> Robert Pastor, ~Inter-branch Politics and US Foreign
Policy'; American Politics Group paper (unpublished) January
1890.
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the threat of legislation, the manipulation of committee
powers, linkage to other issues, and consultation with the
Executive.®

Traditionally, it is assumed that members of Congress
exhibit far greater interest in domestic affairs than foreign
affairs. Accordingly, i1f Congress turns its attention to
foreign policy, most members rely on key Congressional players
(with whom they broadly respect) to lead them on the issue in
hand. Further, it is assumed that members of Congress are
primarily motivated by re-election, and issues that might aid
this course.® While these traditicnal assumptions contain
strong elements of truth, they provide a misleading picture of
the influence of Congress in'foreign policy-making in the post-
Cold War environment.

Clinton was correct, when campaigning for the presidency
in 1992, when he asserted that many of the distinctions between
“foreign policy' and “domestic policy' had evaporated in the
post-Cold War environment. For example, economics and
employment had become an issue of foreign policy, as well as
domestic policy. Thus, in this emerging “intermestic' arena,
members of Congress have found that they have a stake in
influencing foreign policy, 1f only to protect constituency

interests and aid their re-election. This provides a valuable

 Ralph G. Carter, ~Congress and Post-Cold War US Foreign
Policy'; in James M. Scott (ed), After the End: Making US
Foreign Policy in the Post-Cold War World; Duke University
Press (London, 1998). See alsoc James M. Lindsay, Congress and
the Politics of US Foreign Policy; The John Hopkins University
Press (London, 1994).

* Tan Qingshan, The Making of US-China Policy; op cit
pPp.18-19.
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new dynamic to inter-branch theory, of great relevance to the
Clinton Administration's China policy-making processes. Members
of Congress were unwilling to accept Executive proposals on
China policy i1f they were deemed detrimental to their own

interests.?®

For example, through May 1993 to May 1994, members
of Congress of both parties became increasingly hostile to
Clinton's China policy. Not only were they dissatisfied with
the Administration's handling of US China relations, but many
viewed the strategy of linkage as harmful to their own, often
economic, interests.

Yet this point raises the first of a series of reasons the
inter-branch model is incapable of explaining the China policy-
making processes of 1993-1996. Congressional support for
linkage (and its subsequent opposition to the strategy) rested
upon a complex and fluid cocalition of forces on the Hill. Given
this fact, Congress could not be regarded as a “unitary' actor
in the decision-making process. Rather, groups within Congress
worked with like-minded groups within the Executive to advance
their particular arguments, in competition with similarly
structured groups holding different views. Although blocs
within Congress had a very significant impact on China policy,
this did not represent a Congress  versus Executive
institutional pattern.

The role partisan politics played in the motivations of

** Congressional deference to the president on China policy
had been on the wane since the mid 1980s. See Steven I. Levine,
“China and America: The Resilient Relationship'; Current
History vol.91 no.566 September 1992 p.243. More generally,
traditional Congressional deference on foreign policy came to a
end with the Vietnam War. See James M. Lindsay, Congress and
the Politics of US Foreign Policy; op cit pp.24-25.

34



both Congressicnal and Executive actors, and the way they
interacted, also confounds the prospect of an inter-branch
explanatiocn of Clinton's China policy. Firstly, partisan
politics fuelled divisions within both the Legislature and the
Executive. Secondly, partisan politics, rather than
institutionally defined opposition, played a pivotal role in
Democrat-led c¢riticism of the Bush Administration's China
policy, a lead that Clinton would pursue for his own political
objectives. Partisan 1loyalty (as opposed to policy consensus)
also facilitated Clinton's pursuit of a strategy of linkage
through 1993-1994 and his potentially damaging reversal of
policy in May 1994.%

Finally, the inter-branch model of decision-making ailso
neglects the role played by non-governmental actors such as
interest groups. At best, the model fails to appreciate the
influence groups such as the business community had on the
evolution of the Clinton Administration's China policy.
Organisations such as the Emergency Committee on American Trade
worked with members of Congress, Congressional staff, Executive
officialsg, and even officials of the Chinese government, to
influence the direction of Clinton's apprcocach to China. The
process of China policy decision-making during the Clinton
Administration was a highly pluralistic exercise. The inter-

branch model of decigsion-making fails to take account of this

fact.

27 por example, Representative Lee Hamilton, a key figure on
foreign policy within the Democratic Party, remained loyal to
Clinton's policy of linkage despite his personal opposition to

the strategy.
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THE PLURALISTIC MODEL OF DECISION-MAKING

Like the. bureaucratic and inter-branch models, the pluralistic
model o©of decision-making examines conflict and compromise
between participants of the policy-making process, viewing the
result not as “policy' pexr se, but as the “product of political
processes'. However the pluralistic model offers a more
accurate reflection of foreign policy decision-making than its
bureaucratic and inter-branch counterparts. Not only does it
recognise governmental actors such as the White House, the
Bureaucracy, and Congress, it also recognises the roles played
by non-governmental actors such as interest groups, the media,
and public opinion.?®

Although some pluralistic theorists defend the principle
of organizational identity, the “you stand where you sit!
principle®, other authors recognize that differences of opinion
are manifest within organizations.®® Thus «conflict and
bargaining will occur within the Oval Office, within the State
Department, within Congress, and within the human rights
community, as well as between these actors.

The unfelding of the intermestic environment has served to
fuel these inter-agency, and intra-agency, decision-making

processes. More often than not, a myriad of different agencies

28

P.489.

John Spanier, Games Nations Play; op cit pp.470-472 and

** Tbid pp.472-473.

® gee for example, Halperin in Morton H. Halperin and
Arnold Kanter (eds), Readings In American Foreign Policy;
Little, Brown (Boston, 1973}.
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will feel that they have an interest, and thus a stake, in how
a policy decision is reached. For example, when assuming the
presidency, Clinton was determined to be seen to abide by his
pledge to secure human rights improvements in China, and to
place conditions on China's MFN status if necessary. The
President delegated the lead role to the State Department, yet
other agencies such as Defence, Commerce, Treasury and
Agriculture felt that their interests in US-China relations
necessitated an input on the China policy-making process.
Further, members of Congress who claimed a moral, economic or
other interest in China policy, alsco demanded a say.
Furthermore, interest groups such as the business community,
labour wunions, and the human rights community, argued that
their views and interests be recognised in the policy. The
cbligation to manage this web of interactive policy-making fell
back to the President, given the fact that he was ultimately
responsible for the development and conduct of US China policy.
The pluralistic model offers many valid observations of
the shifting nature of power between pclicy-makers. In certain
circumstances, at certain times, particular actors or agencies

 Most decision-making

may dominate the decision-making process.
theories broadly agree that the president possesses significant
policy-making power when security crises arise, due to the

presidency's constitutional position, not least the role as

Commander in Chief.** The presidency holds a clear institutional

> gee James M. Scott (ed), After the End; op cit pp.10-18.

32 gee for example Graham .T. Allison, The Essence of
Decision; op cit and James E. Dougherty and Robert L.
Pfaltzgraff Jr, Contending Theories of International Relations

pp.482-499,
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advantage in the development of foreign policy, and it is the
source of most foreign policy initiatives. However, the
president also relies on the service of elite members of the
Executive (hand-picked, of course, by the president), and must
invest the level of commitment necessary to manage the
decision-making process. Clinton's lack of commitment on China
policy undermined the policy-making power of those in the
Bureaucracy, such as Winston Lord, Warren Christopher, and
Anthony Lake, who supported his strategy.

The source of decision-making power for bureaucratic
departments is found in their day to day responsibility for
aspects of foyeign policy. For example, bureaucrats ocften have
the greatest access to information required for policy
formulation, and are relied upon to implement policy.
Nevertheless, the extent to which the Bureaucracy influences
the decision-wmaking process depends on the degree of conflict
within and between departments. Hence, explicit competition
between the State Department and economic agencies such as the
Commerce Department over the direction of the Clinton
Administration's China policy facilitated Congressional
attempte to seize the initiative on the issue.

Beyond its constituticnal role of the scrutiny of the
Executive, Congress, when united on an issue, can have an
important impact wupon foreign policy decision-making. For
instance, the weight of Congressicnal support for the wvisit to
the US of Taiwanese President Lee Teng-hui in 1995, and the
corresponding threat of legislation, persuaded the

Administration to drop its opposition to the visit. Congress
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can also take advantage of Executive vacillation, confusion, or
disengagement on a policy, and assume leadership in the
decision-making process. This is particularly the case when a
strong consensus on a policy issue exists on the Hill, and when
it is able to ally itself with powerful voices within the
Executive and/or outside the government. Thus a powerful
centrist bloc in Congress, cooperating with the business
community and with the economic agencies within the Executive,
heavily influenced Clinton's decision to drop MFN
conditionality and the strategy of linkage in May 1994.

The pluralistic model alsc stresses that non-government
actors, particularly interest groups, can also find avenues of
influence on foreign policy decision-making. Indeed, the
evolution of an intermestic environment has promoted the roles
of interest groups 1in two ways. Firstly, the erosion of
traditional distinctions between foreign and domestic policy in
areas such as economics, has encouraged entities such as the
business community to promote their interests in the policy-
making arena. Secondly, the redefinition of post-Cold War US
national interests has led to the promotion of issues such as
human  rights and the environment. This has induced
organigations focusing on such issues, but previously excluded
from foreign policy-making, to add their voice to the decision-
making process.

As noted, interest groups can ally with and support like-
minded actors in the Executive and Congress. They can also
attempt to promote their agendas through consultations with

government officials, representations to Congressional
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committees, and exercises focusing on the media and public
opinion. 8Scott notes that interest groups can also exploit
political opportun;ties arising from a lack of Executive
fortitude and leadership on an issue.?® For instance, major
corporations reminded Clinton of their support for his
ambitious domestic economic agenda, and moreover, their support
for his presidency, when attempting to dissuade him from
imposing conditionality on China's MFN status. Nevertheless,
despite this acknowledgement of the political factor, the
pluralistic model 1is rather weak on the impact of domestic
political considerations on foreign policy decisicn-making.?®*
James M. Scott, in his edited work After the End: Making
US Foreign Policy in the Post-Cold War World, offers a model of
pluralistic decision-making that addresses the impact of the
post-Cold War, intermestic environment on US foreign policy.?®
Specifically, Scott asserts that this environment has presented
two significant challenges for US foreign policy-making.
Firstly, he notes the struggle to define a hierarchy of US
interests in an international arena that simultaneously appears
to justify integration as well as competition, moralism as well
as pragmatism, in the absence of the kind of guiding principles
that governed US foreign policy throughout most of the Cold
War.?® Secondly, Scott observes how the evolution of intermestic

policy has democratized the policy-making process. In other

»* James M. Scott, After the End; op cit p.403.

* gee for example John Spanier, Games Nations Play; pp.492-
4393.

* 0Op cit.

% gee for example ibid pp.389-341.
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words, a process once dominated by the president and the
bureaucracy has fragmented to the point where a large number of
governmental and non—govefnmental actors, promoting a wide
variety of interests, can influence policy-making. The author
concludes that these challenges have resulted in foreign policy
dissensus.?’

As a consequence, Scott insists that US foreign policy-
making in the post-Cold War environment can be described as a
process of T“shifting constellations'. It 1is argued that
although the president remains central to the policy-making
process in an institutional sense, he is no longer necessarily
at the centre of decision-making.’® Thus, Scott builds upon
existing pluralistic theory in identifying the circumstances,
the policy issues, and the points in the policy-making process
where different actors, and coaliticns of actors may have the

greatest opportunity to influence policy outcome.?

For example,
the human rights communities responded to an invitation from
the White House to participate in the development of China
policy during the first few months of the Clinton
Administration. However, as will be shown, they soon found
their influence usurped by a business community aided and

abetted by pro-business factions within Congress and the

bureaucracy.*’

7 Ipid p.19 and p.406. See also David Deese, “Making
American Foreign Policy in the 1990s', in David Deese (ed), The
New Politics of American Foreign Policy; St Martin's Press (New
York, 1994).

** Ibid pp.393-395.
¥ Ipid. See Part One, Actors and Influence.

“° This form of “sub-governmental leadership' resists the
41



This framework of “shifting constellations' can have both
positive and negative implications, according to Scott. On the
positive side, a democratized decision-making process can
result in a representative and “legitimised' policy. In other
words, the policy may reflect the opinions of all governmental
and non-governmental actors with a stake in the final product
of the decision-making process. However, this is scmewhat
idealistic, Given the complexities and uncertainties of the
post-Cold War intermestic environment, the process is likely to
reflect conflict, contradiction, and political horse-trading.
Irresclute and equivocal policy can be the result.*®

Scott maintains that the Clinton Administration has
attempted to adapt to the new policy-making environment, citing
the creation of the National Economic Council, its emphasis on
democratization, assertive multilateralism, and its attempt to

’ More generally, Scott

address rising powers such as China.®

identifies the progression towards “shifting constellations' of

decision-making as a response to the new environment.?’
Nevertheless, Scott suggests that these adaptations are

flawed and incomplete, and offers mitigating factors for their

inadequacies.* Firstly, he notes the constraints imposed by the

influence of foreign policy elites, often to powerful effect.

Ibid p.11. This is exemplified by the business community's

collusion with the centrist bloc in Congress through 1993-1994.
‘' David M. Scott, After the End' op cit p.406.

“ Ibid pp.391-392. See also Jerel Rosati and Stephen Twing,
“The Presidency and US Foreign Policy after the Cold War'; ibid

pPp.51-52.
“ Ibid pp.405-406.
“ gee for example ibid pp.392-393.
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uncertainty concerning US foreign policy interests in the post-
Cold War world. Secondly, the surge in posited interests has
led to a multiplication of actors and voices in the foreign
policy-making process. In particular, this has circumscribed
the president's ability to manage and lead the development of
policy. The third factor concerns public ambivalence towards
foreign policy. This may be explained by the absence of a
homogenizing threat to, and ambiguous nature of, US interests
in the post-Cold War world, and the concomitant desgire to
concentrate on domestic issues after fifty years of geo-
strategic preoccupation.

James M. Scott builds upon valuable insights of
bureaucratic and pluralistic models of decision-making to
create a compelling portrait of contemporary US foreign policy-
making. In defining a framework of “shifting constellations',
he highlights salient issues such as the fragmentation of
interests, the democratization of policy processes, and the
ercsion of the ability to dominate or lead on policy. In doing
so, Scott emphasises the complexities of the environment in
which these decision-making structures function. Further, by
stressing the importance of the domestic context, he
incorporates the necessary ingredient of domestic legitimacy to
US foreign policy. Scott's model appreciates crucial structural
and environmental changes that necessitate transformations in
the patterns of US foreign policy-making, but also continue to
present the greatest challenges to it.

Nevertheless, the model offered by Scott deces not

adequately explain the Clinton Administration’s China policy-
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making deficiencies through 1993-1996. Although the mitigating
factors for problematic foreign policy performance are valid,
it fails to account for the impact of domestic political
calculations. This is illustrated by the following examples.

Scott, along with other theorists, notes that presidential
dominance of the policy-process often comes to the fore during
strategic and diplomatic crises. Clinton indeed committed
himself to China policy during such crises, but he was
motivated by their domestic political implications. Once
Clinton was confident that he had resolved the domestic
political element of the crisis, he disengaged himself from the
policy process. Only with the Taiwan Strait crisis of 1996, did
the President finally commit himself to the long-term strategic
perspective of China policy. Clearly, Clinton's failure to
provide concerted leadership contributed to the existence of
splits between and within bureaucracy agencies.

Political calculations also underscored many Congressional
attempts to influence China policy. Democrats in Congress waged
a largely successful political assault against the Bush
Administration's defence of engagement with China after
Tiananmen, a lead Clinton adopted in the belief that it would
aid his 1292 presidential campaign. Similarly, the erosion of
Congressional deference to the White House on issues of foreign
policy was informed by political interests on the Hill.
Further, the growth in Congressional participation in China
policy-making reflected not only members' specific interests in
US relations with China, but more generally a bipartisan

dissatisfaction with President and his Administration's
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management of the relationship, particularly through 1993-1994.

Finally, while Scott's contention that the US public
remains broadly ambivalent about foreign policy, Clinton was
able to exploit widespread antipathy towards human rights in
China when contrasting his stance on China policy with that of
Bush. In fact, Clinton did not interpret domestic legitimacy as
participation in China policy-making debates, comprehension of
the issues, and the creation of consensual policy. Rather, he
viewed legitimacy in politically popularist terms (or at least
politically expedient terms). He may have noted how President
Bush's neglect of domestic legitimacy had wundermined his
Administration's policy towards Beijing.

This thesis explains the dynamics behind the Clinton
Administration's approach to China policy-making throughout its
first term of office. While not a primarily theoretical study,
the thesis accommodates the levels of analysis employed by
Scott's pluralistic model of decision-making. However, it
provides a more accurate explication of the Clinton China
policy by also incorporating the impact of domestic political

calculations on the policy-making processes.
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PART ONE

TRUMAN TO BUSH
THE EVOLUTION OF ENGAGEMENT
AND THE POLITICIZATION OF CHINA POLICY
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CHAPTER ONE

AMERICAN CHINA POLICY FROM TRUMAN TO REAGAN
THE EVOLUTION OF ENGAGEMENT

This chapter traces the development of American foreign policy
towards China, from the Truman Administration's reaction to the
declaration of the People's Republic of China (PRC) in 1949, to
the end of the Reagan Administration in 1988. Specifically, it
explains the origins, rationales, and entrenchment of a
strategy of engagement towards the People's Republic of China
throughout this pericd. Thus, the chapter focuses upon a number
of conceptual guestions vital to understanding the formulation
of US-China strategy.

The first qguestion highlights the impact of both the
international and domestic environments on China policy-making.
From the international perspective, China policy was, of
course, heavily influenced by America's geo-strategic rivalry
with the Soviet Union. Towards the end of the period in
question, however, US China policy-making was increasingly
predicated on bilateral interests and 1issues, especially as
relations between Washington and Moscow improved. Thus, US
interests in China became self-perpetuating rather than being
driven by wider foreign policy concerns.

Oon the domestic side, policy-makers had to pay attention
to opinions expressed by members of Congress, the media,
informed observers, and the general public. In other words,
successive Administrations had to secure domestic legitimacy,
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and therefore authority, from within the political arena.
Presidents were reguired to demonstrate leadership on China
policy, either in the form of maintaining a present policy
stance (Eisenhower in the 1950g), or to promote new approaches
to China strategy (Johnson and Nixon in the 1960s and early
1870s) . This entailed the necessary though often complex tasks
of socialising, moulding and courting domestic opinion.?
Further, presidents, and indeed other actors, pursued these
tasks in an attempt to preserve jurisdiction, flexibility and
prestige in the peclicy-making process. This became increasingly
important as traditicnal deference to the president in the
realm of foreign policy began to wane in the aftermath of the
Vietnam conflict, and as Dbilateral issues replaced geo-
strategic issues at the centre of China policy-making.

It must be noted that the US public often presented
general moods and attitudes regarding the objectives of China
policy {such as sympathy for the Nationalists on Taiwan) but
offered very little in terms of specific recommendations.? These
moods  were often represented as either favourable of
unfavourable views of China. As is often noted, the American

public mood swung between optimism and fascination with China,

! gee Rosemary Foot, The Practice of Power; Oxford
University Press (New York, 1995) pp.82-84, and James M. Scott
(ed), After the End: Making US Foreign Policy in the Post-Cold
War World; Duke University Press (London, 1998) pp.2-4 and p.6.

2 gee for example Karlyn H. Bowman, ~Public Attitudes
Towards the People's Republic of China'; in James R. Lilley and
Wwendell L. Willkie II (eds), Beyond MFN: Trade with China and
American Interests; The AEI Press (Washington, 1994) Appendix,

p.145 and p.1l51.
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and pessimism and fear of China, depending on bilateral events,
developments in the Cold War, stances adopted by the
Administration and so on.* These moods either restrained
progress in US-PRC relations (as it did in the 1960s and mid-
1970s) or stimulated progress (the 1980s).

Cognitive of the features and themes outlined above, the
views held by successive Administrations were generally in step
with views held within their domestic environments throughout
the period in question. When there was a divergence in their
respective standpoints, as occurred during the Carter
Administration, this proved detrimental to the legitimacy and
authority of the Administration's pursuit of China policy.
Fellowing acceptance of the strategy of engagement in the mid
to late 1960s, the domestic political environment generally
tavoured the further development of US-China ties. At the very
least, there was no substantial domestic demand to reverse or
dismantle the Sino-American relationship.

An appreciation of the impact of the international and
domestic environments on policy-making is therefore vital to
understanding the evolution of US engagement with China. It
highlights the need for policy-makers to Dbalance their
interpretations of US strategic interests in China, with their

perceptions of domestic legitimacy, a balance that Dboth

* This phenomenon persists to this day. Interview with
Stephen Yates, November 5 1997, Heritage Foundation, Washington
D.Cc., and Kenneth Lieberthal, “Domestic Forces and Sino-US
Relations'; in Ezra F. Vogel (ed), Living with China: US-China
Relations in the Twenty-First Century; The American Assembly,
W.W. Norton and Company (New York, 1997) pp.256-257.
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Presiéent Bush and President Clinton failed to achieve.

The second conceptual gquestion relating to the development
of engagement concerns the circumstances in which different
actors proved to have an influential role on the policy-making
process. The Cold War presidents obviously retained the
greatest influence on China policy, due to their institutional
position, unparalleled access to resources, and the deference
they were shown. However, other actors proved to have a
significant bearing on the development of engagement. In
particular, members of Congress often demonstrated an ability
to circumscribe, or indeed stimulate, developments in Sino-
American <zrelations. Congressional influence was heavily
dependent on how the president of the time apprcached the issue
of domestic legitimacy. Hence, members of Congress would find
themselves encouraged to take a lead role in the policy-making
process, as occurred in the mid 1960s, or could be motivated to
act when they felt excluded by the White House, as happened
during the Carter Administration. The importance of domestic
legitimacy ensured that the relationship between the president
and Congress remained a vital ingredient of China policy-
making.

Bureaucratic agencies, and indeed non-governmental
interest groups also shaped the policy-making process. In fact,
as US bilateral interests in the PRC expanded, both
bureaucratic and non-governmental actors found that they had a

greater stake in the design and pursuit of US relations with

China.
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The third conceptual question concerns the identification
of a hierarghy of US-China interests, the articulation of that
hierarchy, and the degree of commitment and leadership accorded
to them. A clearly defined peolicy, to which the president was
committed, strongly benefited both the pursuit of US interests
in China, and the procurement of domestic legitimacy. However,
when  America's interests in China were unclear or
insufficiently pronounced, or the president neglected China
policy, problems arose in the bilateral and domestic spheres.
This is illustrated by first term of the Reagan Administration.
The absence of a «c¢lear hierarchy of US-China interests
encouraged splits within the  bureaucracy as different
departments proposed conflicting objectives, a situation a
disinterested Reagan failed to resolve. Beijing Dbecame
frustrated by the contradictory positions adopted by the
Administration, and the Sino-American relationship went into
free-fall.

The fourth and £final conceptual guestion concerns the
impact of domestic political calculations on the develcpment of
policy. Distinct from the issue of domestic legitimacy, this
perspective examines presidential and Congressional actions
that were determined by partisan political and electoral
motives. While there is clear evidence that domestic political
calculations sometimes played a role in debate and development
of China policy during the Cold War, it 1is also clear that
Clinton pursued this determinant of policy to an extent

unprecedented in the history of US-China relations.
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Using the conceptual questions discussed above, this
chapter will highlight the primary causal factors underpinning
the evolution of China policy from Truman to Reagan, and
explain how and why a strategy of engagement had become

entrenched by 1988.

The Isolation and Containment of China

THE US REJECTS ACCOMMODATION WITH BEIJING

By 1950, US fears of Soviet and Soviet-spongored expansionism
had become entrenched. The consolidation of US opposition to
communism, and the strategy of Containment, informed President
Truman's support for Chiang Kai-shek's nationalist Kuomintang
(KMT) in its 1947-49 struggle with Mao Zedong's Communists.
However, Truman had little zregard for the defeated KMT's
corrupt and often incompetent leadership. Further, he was
initially sceptical of the 1likelihcod o©f close Sino-Soviet
ties, a view shared Dby other seniocr wmembers of the
Administration and extra-governmental sinologists.? Accordingly,
the Administration flirted with the idea of accommodation with
Mac's Chinese Communist Party (CCP) in 1949-50.° Although an
“anti-China' bloc was emerging within Congress, some non-

governmental actors supported the idea of accommodation, while

‘ Rosemary Foot, The Practice of Power; op cit p.86.

* Harold.C. Hinton, ‘“Historical Overview of US-China
Relations'; Chapter One in Frederick Tse shyang Chen (ed),
China Policy and  International  Security; Transnational
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the American general public were largely indifferent to the
igsue.®

Nevertheless, accommodation seemed at odds with maturing
definition o©f Containment, especially in the light of
developments such as the Sino-Soviet Treaty of February 1950.°
The appointments of Dean Rusk and John Foster Dulles hardened
the Administration's attitude towards China, and together with
General MacArthur, they persuaded Truman of the strategic
importance ¢f South-East Asia and of Taiwan/Formosa in
particular.® This geo-strategic perspective was complemented by
the growth 1in the domestic arena of the anti-communist
movement, and the protests of the vociferous anti-PRC bloc

)

within Congress.” Accordingly, the Administration chose not to

pursue accommodation with the People's Republic.

THE KOREAN WAR AND THE ISOLATION AND CONTAINMENT OF BEIJING

China's participation in the Korean War of 1950-1953, that

Publishers Inc. {(1984) p.1l.

 Nancy Bernkopf Tucker, Patterns in the Dust: Chinese-
American Relations and the Recognition Controversy, 1949-1950;
Columbia University Press (New York, 1983) pp.156-159.

” Robert G. Sutter (with Seong-Eun Choi), Shaping China's
Future In World Affairs: The Role of the United GStates;
Westview Press (Oxford, 1996) p.147.

§ J.P.D. Dunbabin, The Cold War: The Great Powers and their
Allies; Longman (New York, 1984) p.105.

° Despite its relatively small number, this anti-China bloc

on the Hill would dominate the Congressicnal debate on China
policy until well into the 1960s.
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brought it into direct military conflict with the US, firmly
established American hostility towards Beijing. In essence, it
entrenched the Cold War blueprint on US China policy within
both governmental policy-making and the domegtic political
environment. The Administration's overt denunciation of the
Chinese regime reflected its conviction that China and the
Soviet Union had formed an expansionist strategic alliance.
Ccfficial recognition of the People's Republic was
inconceivable. Further, the US was outspoken in its opposition
to Belijing's membership of the United Nations (the KMT on
Taiwan held China's seats in the Permanent Security Council and
the General Assembly), and Western trade with "Red China'. This
stance vreceived wholehearted support throughout the domestic
political arena.’®

Truman's advocacy of a strategy of isolation and
containment of China, and 1it's commitment to defend the
territorial integrity of Taiwan unified the Administration and
secured domestic legitimacy. Nevertheless, those who accused
Truman of being insufficiently resolute in opposing communism
and of “losing China', welcomed the wvictory in the 1953
presidential election of Dwight Eisenhower, who made his
antipathy for Beijing and his support for the Nationalists on

Taiwan explicit.

1 cee for example Leonard Kusnitz, Public Opinion and
Foreign Policy: America's China Policy 1849-1979%; Greenwood
Press (Westport, 1984) chapter four.

! pigenhower was convinced his predecessor's presidential

authority had been considerably undermined by the charge that
he had been “soft on communism'. Rosemary Foot, The Practice of
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The Taiwan Strait crises of 1954 and 1958, when mainland
launched limited military offensives against the island, tested
Eisenhower's stance on China. While he wished to avoid direct
US military intervention, particularly so socon after the Korean
War, he was determined to prevent the collapse of the KMT
regime on Taiwan and the possibility of further communist
expansion in the region.® Indeed, the first crisis led to the
United States-Republic of China Mutual Defence Treaty of 1954.

The crises expedited Eisenhower's attempts to consoclidate
domestic support for the strategy of isolating China. To this
end, the President appointed several known Beijing-critics to
influential positions in the Administration, worked closely
with Senator William F. Knowland and others in the influential
anti-PRC bloc on the Hill, and solicited the support of non-
governmental interest groups such as the pro-Taiwan Committee

of One Million.!?

The Origins and Emergence of Engagement

THE ORIGINS OF ENGAGEMENT

Power; op cit p.89.

2 T both cases, Mao aborted the offensives not least
because he feared the United Nations would assume
administration of the island, and because the Soviets refused
to support his attempts to reunify the two Chinese entities.
See J.P.D. Dunbabin, The Cold War; op cit pp.139-141.

* Nancy Bernkopf Tucker, “A House Divided'; op cit pp.35-
37, and James L. Lindsay, Congress and the Politics of US
Foreign Policy; The John Hopkins University Press (London,
1996) p.28.
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Despite the Administration's espousal of a strategy of
isolation, and strong support for the stance within a
consexvative domestic arena, crucial developments were
occurring both at the policy-making level and within the
domestic environment.

In contradiction to the Administration's official
strategy, US ambassadors in Geneva had in fact embarked upon a
series of negotiations with their Chinese counterparts, a
process stemming from the 1954 Geneva Conference on Indo-China
and Xorea and consolidated by the 1954/55 Taiwan Strait
crisis.’® These were supplemented by ambassadorial talks in
Warsaw following the 1958 Taiwan Strait crisis.’® Eisenhower had
conceded to the Geneva and Warsaw talks in the hope of
stabilizing the Taiwan situation, a hope that met with success
on a number of occasions.'®

The Administration's indulgence in direct negotiations
with Chinese officials carried significant implications for
overall US strategy towards Beijing, and indeed for the China
policy-making process. Bilateral talks were in effect a form of
recognition of the regime in Beijing, and this represented a

crucial shift in strategy. Not only were policy-makers

* Rosemary Foot, The Practice of Power; op cit p.91.

> Arnold Xiangze Jiang, The United States and China; The
University of Chicago Press (Chicago, 1988) pp.148-149.

¥ Michel Oksenberg, “Taiwan, Tibet and Hong Kong in Sino-
American Relations' chapter one in Ezra F. Vogel (ed), Living
with China; op cit p.65.
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accepting the fact that the People's Republic was here to stay
{and that the Nationalists were in no position to regain the
sovereignty of the mainland), but that US national interests
could be pursued through diplomacy with the Chinese. The
acceptance of this basic strategic principle brought to US
China policy the potential for a vast range of bilateral
contacts and procedures. These were the origins of Engagement,
and the understanding that US China policy should be used to
influence Beijing's wvalues and behaviour in ways consistent
with US interests, and that disputes should be resolved, if
possible, through dialogue.'’

Thus, the Eisenhower Administration appeared to be
pursuing a Two Chinas' policy at this point in time. While the
President remained opposed to official recognition of the
People's Republic and protective of relations with Taiwan, the
Administration had conferred de facto recognition on Beijing
through the Geneva and Warsaw bilateral talks. Such a
perception spread throughout the US domestic scene. There was
the growing acceptance that China was here to stay, and the
American public were encouraged to believe that a direct
meeting between Chinese Premier Zhou Enlai and Secretary of

State Dulles was a distinct possibility.

7 Disagreement did exist as to the degree of flexibility to
be adopted when engaging Beijing, and regarding the most
appropriate form (politically, economically and societally)
China should take. See Arthur Dean, “The United States Foreign
Policy and Formosa'; Foreign Affairs vol.3 April 1955 pp.360-
375.

' Henry Kissinger, The White House Years; Little, Brown and
Company (Boston, 1979) p.742.
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Further, having played a leading role in fortifying the
China strategy of isclation, Congress now played host to new
thirnking on China policy. Although the prevailing moocd on the
Hill remained highly suspicious of China, the influence of the
anti-China bloc began to diminish, and dissatisfaction with the
current isolationist strategy continued to grow. Influential
members of Congress such as Senators John F. Kennedy and
Theodore F. Green maintained that US China strategy was too

inflexible .’

'Senior sinclogists such as A. Dcoak Barnett, and
members of the business community such as the US Chamber of
Commerce and the Wall Street Journal, similarly called for a
reassessment of the strategy of isolation.?

In spite of serious contemplation of engagement with
Beijing in both policy-making and domestic circles, the
popularity of Eisenhower and the conservative nature of
domestic political opinion precluded any concrete development
in the Sino-American relationship.?’ Indeed, domestic opinion

prevented Eisenhower's presidential successor, John F. Kennedy,

from fostering an improvement in US-PRC relations. Although

* A report on US China policy, commissioned by Congress and
authored by Professor Robert Scalapino, criticised
Eisenhowers's intransigent attitude towards Beijing. See
Stanley D. BRachrack, The Committee of One Million: “China
Lobby' Politics, 1953-1971; Coclumbia University Press (New
York, 1976) pp.133.

2 A. Doak Barnett, Communist China and Asia: Challenge to
American Policy; Harper (New York, 1960), and Rosemary Foot,
The Practice cof Power; op cit p.91.

 Moreover, Beijing's overtly anti-American attitude also
prohibited positive developments in Sino-American ties. See
Arnold Xiangze Jiang, The United States and China; op cit

pp.145-153.
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Kennedy was more concerned with relations with Moscow, he had
advocated greater flexibility in US strategy towards Beijing in
the 1960 presidential election campaign. Yet he was advised by
his Special Counsel, Theodore Sorensen, that any initiative on
China "...would require a friendlier Congress and more public

understanding. "

Nevertheless, Kennedy oversaw structural and
attitudinal refinements in his Administration that allowed more
progressive thinkers on China greater access to decision-

making.?’?

RE-EVALUATION OF US STRATEGY TOWARDS CHINA

The major breakthrough in the US debate on strategy towards
China came in 1966, when the Senate held committee hearings of
unprecedented depth and detail on China policy, with the
findings attracting broad media coverage.® 1In effect, the
Hearings called for a new strategy of “containment without
isolation'. The conclusions reached by the debate did not
reflect any substantial change in sentiment towards China, nor
complete disregard for the strategic importance of Taiwan.
Rather, they confirmed what was now perhaps the prevailing

belief in the US that China was indeed a dangerous and

2 Theodore C. Sorensen, Kennedy; Pan Books Ltd (London,
1966) pp.735-736.

2 This included the creation of an independent “mainland
China' desk within the State Department. Ibid.

**  Hearings before the Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations, 89th Congress, 2nd Session, 1966, Washington D.C.
(United States Government Printing Office, 1966).
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destabilizing force in international politics and security, but
that the best way to meet this challenge was through engagement
with, not isolation of, the People's Republic.?®

The Hearings confirmed that the need to engage Beijing had
been established within domestic political circles, and that
the balance ©f power on the Hill between those advocated
isolation of China, and those advocating engagement had tipped
in favour of the latter. A poll of American public opinion
conducted by Harris in the June of 1966 corroborated this new

consensus . ®

This breakthrough in the domestic debate allowed
the Administration to publicly contemplate these new
initiatives. In Marxrch 1966, Vice-President Hubert Humphrey
endorsed the strategy of engagement without isclation in a
television interview, while later in July, President Johnson
himself spoke of reconciliation, and in favour of bilateral
cultural, trade and travel exchanges.®’

Two important obstacles to the development of Sine-
American relationg remained, however. Firstly, internal power
struggles, ideology and the Cultural Revolution prochibited
China's concurrence with rapprochement with the United States.

Secondly, America's growing involvement in the Vietnam conflict

arrested enthusiasm for détente with a state that supported

* The Hearings' conclusions also proposed direct contacts

with China, the liberalization of non-strategic trade, and
Beijing's membership of the United Nations.
26

Rosemary Foot, The Practice of Power; op cit pp.100-101.

7 1bid.
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North Vietnam's political and military campaign.?®

US Engagement with China and the Geo-Strategic Rationale

US RAPPROCHEMENT WITH THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC COF CHINA

President Nixon's decision to pursue rapprochement and
engagement with China, a decision that culminated in the
Shanghail Communiqué of 1972, was predicated on his perspective
cf the geo-strategic environment, and his re-evaluation of US
strategic interests. Nixon was concerned with the growing
intensity of America's Cold War rivalry with the Soviet Union,
and believed that the US no longer possessed the political will
nor the resources to sustain its considerable strategic
commitments overseas.?” Further, ©Nixon was determined to
withdraw from the Vietnam Conflict, albeit “with honour'. He
identified domestic turmoil, the surge in domestic anti-
internationalism, and the erosion of US foreign policy
credibility as direct conseguences of America's participation
in the war.

The President was convinced that a Sino-American
relationship based upon strategic cooperation, rather than

hostility and suspicion, would be instrumental in resolving

® J.P.D. Dunbabin, The Cold War; op cit p.285.

??  Nixon accepted the ©presumption that Moscow had
established atomic parity with the US, while -enjoying
conventional superiority in the European theatre, by the end of
the 1960s. Harold C. Hinton, "Historical Overview'; op cit p.3.
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these challenges. Nixon reasoned that a Soviet Union confronted
by nuclear-armed China to the south-east, and NATO forces in
Europe, would persuade Moscow of the wisdom of accepting
détente with Washington.?® 1Indeed, while Nixon's official
position was that an improvement in US-China ties would not
lead to an alliance against the Soviets, the Administration
understood that rapprochemeﬁt would disconcert Moscow.™
Rapprochement would also facilitate the withdrawal of the US
commitment to East Asia, as China would contribute to the
efforts of other US allies in the region in acting to deter
Soviet influence and expansionism. In addition, regional
stability, and Beijing's relationship with the North Vietnamese
could ease BAmerica's withdrawal from the Vietnam War.® The
Sino-Soviet split, manifest in the 1969 border clashes, helped
to convince Mao, and Premier Zhou Enlai, of the appeal of a
Sino-American strategic relationship.

While specific preparations for rapprochement with Beijing
were conducted largely in secret, including National Security

Advisor (NSA) Kissinger's first trip to China in July 1971%,

** Ranning Garrett, “China Policy and the Constraints of
Triangular Logic'; Chapter Eight in Kenneth A. Oye, Robert J.
Lieber and Donald Rothchild (eds), Eagle Defiant: United States
Foreign Policy in the 1980s; Little, Brown and Company (Boston,
1983) p.240.

! Henry Kissinger, The White House Years; op cit pp.191-2.
See also Richard M. Nixon, US Foreign Policy for the 1970s: The

Emerging Structures of Peace; February 9 1972 (United States
Government Printing Office, Washington D.C. 1972)

2 1bid (Kissinger) p.194.

** yYissinger's second trip in October 1971 received an
enormous degree of attention.
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Nixon had socialised the domestic political environment in
favour of the establishment of US-China ties. For example, in a
1967 article in Foreign Affairs, Nixon first spoke in favour of
engagement with an increasingly powerful and influential
People's Republic, and he continued this theme into his
presidency.**

His concerns for domestic attitudes regarding the
potential threat of communist China, and US commitments to and
the strategic and ideological appeal of Taiwan, did persuade
Nixon to temper his public advocacy of engagement with elements

of caution.?

It also persuaded him to consult extensively with
Congress, and thus Nixon went to great lengths to secure the
support, or at least the acquiesence of leading critics of
rapprochement, both before and after his February 1972 trip to

China.?®

Despite enduring sympathies for Taiwan, the domestic
environment strongly endorsed Nixon's rapprochement with
Beijing, the general public being captivated by the President's
momentous mission to Beijing.?’

President Nixon's visit to China, February 21 to 28 1872,

and the Shanghai Communiqué, achieved more symbolically than it

** Richard M. Nixon, "Asia After Viet Nam'; Foreign Affairs
vol.46 no.l1 October 1967. See also Richard M. Nixon, US Foreign
Policy for the 1970s: The Emerging Structures of Peace; op cit.

** Kissinger, The White House Years; op cit pp.1094-1095.
See also Raymond L. Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation; The
Brookings Institute (Washington D.C., 1885} p.215.

* Thid (Kissinger) p.761 and pp.1093-1094.

7 Richard Brooks, ~Nixon ~Sabotaged' Vietnam Peacetalks to
Capture White House'; Observer January 4 1996 p.21.
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did in terms of serious, specific policy developments. Yet it
did confirm the existence of a “strategic triangle' balance of
power relationship between the US, the PRC and the Soviet
Union, in line with Nixon and Kissinger's broader strategic
vision.?® Kissinger has argued of rapprochement process and the
Communigqué:

"Its significance lay not only in words but in the

assumptions underlying it...the Communiqué was not

about Taiwan or bilateral exchanges, but about

international order. It brought together two

previcusly hostile nations not because they desired

to settle bilateral problems...but to deal across the

gulf of ideology with common security concerns."®’

Moreover, rapprochement with the People's Republic
confirmed the fundamental philosophical transformation of US
strategy from one of isolation and containment to one
predicated on engagement. It was the culmination of a China
policy debate that had evolved cautiously at elite and non-
elite levels since the mid-1950s. Further, it established a
framework of principles that would govern US China polic? up

until the present day. Nixon did not establish bilateral

*® See Kissinger's memorandum to the President on his return
from his second trip to China, having negotiated the detail of
the Shanghai Communiqué with Zhou Enlai. Kissinger, The White
House Years; op cit pp.754-755. Kissinger, in fact, engineered
a strategic ~tilt' in favour of Beijing. Ibid pp.191-192,
p.763, and p.1090. See also Martin Kettle, “Kissinger Traded US
Intelligence with Beijing'; Guardian January 11 1999 p.10.

* Ibid p.1086.

66



relations on the basis of a new-found affection and veneration
for the Chinese communists. Rather rapprochement was founded on
American concerns for a growing and increasingly confident
China. Thus, in accordance with the conclusions of the Senate
Hearings of 1966, the US considered it in its national
interests to engage with Beijing, to attempt to influence the
beliefs and activities of the Chinese Communist Party regime.

Rapprochement alsc appeared to have the desired effect
upon the Soviets, who moved gquickly to consolidate détente with
the US.?" Further, it facilitated progress towards the American
withdrawal from Vietnam, following the January 1973 ceasefire.

It is important to note that Kissinger also acknowledged
the need to engage the PRC for reasons in and of itself. He
argued that China deserved engagement on the basis of its
immense population, its ancient civilization, and the
possibilities of economic and other exchanges.®* This bilateral
focus of engagement, a momentum for relations that fell outside
the specific context of the Cold War, would grow in importance
over the forthcoming years until it would become the defining
rationale for engagement in the post-Cold War era.

The rapprochement process also exhibited a number of
important features concerning US China policy-making. Firstly,
there was a strong awareness of a hierarchy of US interests viz

a viz China. For example, the Administration indicated that it

“ gee for example Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation; op
cit pp.240-243.

“ Kissinger, The White House VYears; op cit p.192 and
Pp.1092-1093.
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was prepared to sacrifice commitments to Taiwan if it proved a
necessary condition to establishing relations with Beijing.
This is illustrated by the Administration's tacit acceptance of
Beijing's usurpation of Taipei's seat at the UN.*® Secondly,
Nixon, and Kissinger, were prepared to lead on rapprochement.
Indeed, had they not, there were actors within Congress willing
to assume such leadership.® Thiraly, strong leadership on a
clear hierarchy of interests facilitated bureaucratic cohesion
on China policy. Kissinger's oversight of a series of National
Security Study Memorandums and departmental review groups on
China policy ensured that a pro-engagement stance became
instilled within the bureaucracy.** Fourthly, the President and
his National Security Advisor established a process by which
the presidency and the Executive retained as much control and
flexibility for the design of China policy as possible. This
was achieved both through strong leadership, and through the
use of highly secret decision-making procedures.*

Lastly, domestic political calculations did have an impact
on Nixon's decision-making process. He saw rapprochement with
Beijing not only as a way of stimulating confidence in his
Administration, but also as a means of boosting his own

prestige and popularity. Further, Nixon determined to prevent

2 gee for example Martin Kalb and Bernard Kalb, Kissinger;
Little, Brown and Company (Boston, 1974) pp.253-255.

“* Rosemary Foot, The Practice of Power; op cit p.104.

“ Kigsinger, The White House Years; op cit pp.693-694, and
Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation; op cit p.216 and p.229.

“ I1bid (Kissinger) pp.719-721.
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the opposing “pro-engagement' wing in Congress from taking the
lead on rapprochement with China. More precisely he wanted the
presidency, rather than Congress to take the credit for the
establishment of full wunofficial Sino-American relations.
Certain members of Congress, predominantly Democrats such as
Senators Edward Kennedy, Muskie and McGovern had attempted to
take the lead and push the boundaries of the engagement debate.
Despite it being an election year ({(and therefore to the
surprise even of Mao) Nixon was resolved to visiting China at
the earliest possible opportunity, that is to say in February
of 1972. Indeed, during the Kissinger-Zhou preparatory
negotiations prior to Nixon's visit to Beijing, Nixon demanded
of the Chinese a promise not to invite other US politicians or

political rivals.*®

THE IMPASSE IN RAPPROCHEMENT

The Sino-American relationship stalled after the establishment
of Liaison Offices in the respective capitals in 1973. Three
causes stand out: Watergate and President Nixon's resignation
in 1973, the dissatisfactory conclusion to and humiliating
final withdrawal from Vietnam, and the disintegration of
détente with the Soviet Union. These developments left the US
confused, insecure and self-critical, resulting in a domestic

environment prohibitive to major advances in US relations with

China.

* Rosemary Foot, The Practice of Power; op cit p.106.
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While the Ford Administration deferred on such bilateral
initiatives, it did attempt to consolidate engagement and the
post-rapprochement relationship with China. Washington was
aware of Beijing's growing frustration and scepticism regarding
US commitment to the Sino-American strategic relationship.
Accordingly, Ford, Kissinger, and former president Nixon paid
visits to Beijing.'’ Washington also implied possible military
retaliation when Soviet hostility towards the People's Republic
intensified in 1976, and considered, but ultimately rejected,
the sale of military resources to China.*®

Nevertheless, the political impact of Watergate, Vietnam,
and the disintegration of détente with the Soviet Union had
important implications for the domestic context to China
policy. Watergate and America'’s humiliating withdrawal from the
Vietnam Conflict severely undermined the authority of the
presidency, and the deference traditionally deferred to the
position. As a result, Congress resolved to play a wuch
stronger, pro-active role in foreign policy-making.® This
determination had a significant impact on US geo-strategic
policy, and therefore, China policy.

Widespread perceptions of American weakness and strategic

inferiority led to the rise of right-wing, neo-conservative

‘7 Robert G. Sutter, Shaping China's Future 1in World
Affairs; op cit p.153. China was experiencing its own political
turmoil in the shape of the rise of the “Gang of Four'.

** Henry Kissinger, Years of Upheaval; Little, Brown and
Company (Boston, 1982) pp.50-53.

% gee James L. Lindsay, Congress and the Politics of US
Foreign Policy; op cit pp.24-25.
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sentiments exemplified by the rebirth of the Committee on the
Present Danger.’’ This environment facilitated the advent under
Ford of the conservative backlash feared by Presidents Johnson
and Nixon as they sought accommodation with Beijing. Even
strong proponents of engagement with Beijing became
disillusioned, and Americans began to gquestion the value of the
US relationship with the PRC. The majority of public opinion,
reflected in Congress, continued tc support parallel links with
both the People's Republic and Taiwan, though if anything their

' In the face of such an

sympathies lay with the Nationalists.®
environment, President Ford was too weak, and by this time
Kissinger too discredited, to provide Executive leadership on
China policy. Interestingly, however, in spite of American
doubts about the benefits of the US-PRC relationship, domestic
anxieties regarding the US strategic position did prevent a
revocation of engagement. In other words, while there was no
appetite for new initiatives in China policy, and although a
clear majority of the American public viewed Beijing
unfavourably®®, it appeared to make little sense to rescind the

US strategic relationship with the PRC in the current strategic

context.

** See for example Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation; op

cit pp.538-540.
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Rosemary Foot, The Practice of Power; op cit pp.108-109.
* Harry Harding, A Fragile Relationship: The United States
and China Since 1972; The Brookings Institute (Washington D.C.,
1992) Appendix A, Table A-1 “US Public Opinion of China' p.363,
and Karlyn H. Bowman, Public Attitudes Towards the Pecple's
Republic of China'; op cit Table A-1 “US Feeling Toward China,
Selected Years, 1954-1993"' p.147.
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THE CARTER ADMINISTRATION'S FAILURES
AND THE ENDURING IMPASSE IN US-CHINA RELATIONS

Carter assumed the presidency in January 1977 convinced of the

* Carter understood

need to develop Sino-American relatiocns.’
this to mean the normalisation of relations. However, the
Administration encountered serious difficulties in its attempts
to lead and 1legitimise China policy domestically. Although
Carter faced complex and often volatile international and
domestic political environments, many of the problems he
encountered were of the Administration's own making.

Firstly, despite his belief in the importance of
normalisation, China policy initially did not feature highly on
a foreign policy agenda designed by Carter and his Secretary of
State Cyrus Vance. They shared a determination to reinvigorate
US-Soviet détente, conclude the SALT II treaty with Moscow,
strengthen NATO, and to resolve other outstanding issues such
as peace in the Middle East and sovereignty of the Panama
Canal. On the broader front, Carter and Vance wished to

diminish the degree to which US-Soviet relations dominated all

other aspects of US foreign policy-making.®*

> Carter was disconcerted by Beijing's frustration with the

lack of Sino-American progress, fearing that it could lead to
Sino-Soviet rapprochement. See Zbigniew Brzezinski, Power and
Principle: Memoirs of the National Security Adviscr 1977-1981;
Farrar, Straus, Giroux (New York, 1985) p.1l96.

** Rosemary Foot, The Practice of Power; op cit p.109, and
Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation; op cit p.576.
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This led to a second problem. Like President Clinton after
him, Carter wanted to pursue all his foreign policy objectives
simultanecusly in the face of complex international challenges,
but he neglected to define a framework through which this could
be achieved. As a result through 1977 and into 1978, Carter
failed to provide convincing leadership on any issue. This was
reflected in China policy. The Administration's initial review
of China policy revealed broad agreement on the need to pursue
normalisation, but provided no clear framework or timetable for

> Carter's stance on China policy mirrored splits

the process.’
within his foreign policy team highlighted by the review. He
wished to cooperate with Moscow, like Vance, but agreed with
NSA Brzezinski in the need to confront and contain it as

® As a consequence, Carter

domestic pressure to do so grew.®
failed to resolve the split and neglected to commit himself,
the Administration's China policy appeared discordant and
inconsistent, and Sino-American relations deteriorated as a
result.

The third problem concerned the Administration's wider
foreign policy problems. Détente was collapsing, and Carter

struggled to define a response to Soviet and Cuban

interventions 1in Africa. This fuelled deepening hostility

**  Presidential Review Memorandum (PRM)-24. Zbigniew
Brzezinski, Power and Principle; op cit pp.196-198, and Banning
Garrett, ~“China Policy'; op cit pp.245-246.

* Brzezinski argued that Washington should advance its
strategic relationship with Beijing, with ox  without
normalisation, and that doing so would put Moscow on the back
foot. Ibid (Brzezinski) pp.197-199.
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towards the Soviet Union with the US domestic arena, and
undermined domestic confidence in the Administration. This
dilemma related to the fourth problem.

The President had a deep disdain for the impact of
domestic politics on foreign policy-making, and he was
reluctant to engage in political bargaining with Congress and
interest groups.®’ Yet an awareness and concern for the likely
domestic reaction to normalisation was a consistent factor in
the Administration's China policy-making, either for its
implications for the pursuit of China policy itself, or its
impact on other aspects of Carter's foreign policy agenda. As a
result, the Carter Administration neglected to sufficiently
prepare and socialize the American public for normalisation and
the development of US-PRC ties. Indeed, as Rosemary Foot notes,
the Administration regarded Congress as "...a hurdle to be
surmounted, not as an important body to be wooed."*® This helped
to further undermine the authority of the President.

Somewhat ironically, the further hardening of domestic
attitudes towards US foreign policy, and the growing perception
that Carter was weak on international affairs contributed to
the revigoration of the pursuit of normalisation and the

development of US-PRC relations.

Redefining the Rationale for US Engagement with China

*7 1Ibid p.521.

*® Rosemary Foot, The Practice of Power; op cit p.110.
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NORMALISATION AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR ENGAGEMENT WITH CHINA

Carter's frustration with the growth in domestic neo-
conservative hostility, and the disintegration of his foreign
policy agenda, persuaded him to back NSA Brzezinski's desire
for the pursuit of a stronger strategic relationship with
China.®® Clandestine bilateral negotiations, led by Brzezinski,
resulted in the Joint Communiqué on the Establishment of
Diplomatic Relations, January 1 1979.°° The decision to
normalise Sino-American relations represented a critical
development in US China policy on a number of levels.

Normalisation was motivated primarily by geo-strategic

concerns and interests, and was a natural consegquence of a

decade of bilateral rapprochement. It confirmed  the
signatories' "...common opposition to global or regional
hegemony by any single power [the Soviet Unicon]", and met

Washington's desire to encourage China's greater participation

in an international system dominated by the US.® Thus, the

> Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation; op cit p.703, and
Michael Oksenberg, "A Decade of Sino-American Relations';
Foreign Affairs vol.61 Fall 1982 pp.185-185.

® Brzezinski, Power and Principle; op cit pp.408-414, and
Robert G. Sutter, “Shaping China'sg Future in World Affairs'; op
cit p.154.

** “pPresident Carter's Instructions to Zbigniew Brzezinski
for his Mission to China, May 17, 1978' reproduced Brzezinski,
Power and Principle; op c¢it BAnnex I. It alsc reflected
Washington's belief that a US-PRC relationship would benefit
East Asian regional stability. Brzezinski, The Power and the
Principle; op cit p.542.
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Administration retained a key Ilong-term principle of US
engagement with China, that US strategic interests would be
served by an expanding Sino-American relationship.®?

Of far greater significance to the rationale underscoring
engagement with China was the acknowledgement that long-term
US-PRC relations now possessed their own internal logic.
Revealing his thoughts prior to his wvisit to Beijing,
Brzezinskl explains:

"Most important, I felt that normalisation of US-

Chinese relations gave us an opportunity to build a

long-term, lasting relationship with one of the most

important global powers, and that this cught to be
pursued for its own sake, even if at some point the

US-Soviet relationship were to improve,"®

The establishment of Sino-American diplomatic relations
paved the way for an enormous expansion in direct and indirect
contacts and visits, and an explosion in bilateral economic and
scientific agreements and geo-political cooperation. For
example, the PRC played host to many senior members of the
Carter Administration, many members of Congress, and a large

number of state and business delegations all within the first

* Brzezinski considered the strategic value of China so

great that he established a clear tilt towards Beijing within
the framework of the US-China-Soviet strategic triangle, with
the result that a de facto Sino-American ~quasi-alliance' had
been established by the end of the Carter Administration. Ibid
Dp.424-425.
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Ibid (Brzezinski) p.404.
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six months of 1979.% Further, a bilateral trade agreement
signed on May 14 enabled the US to grant Most Fa&oured Nation
(MFN) trading status to the China, while the first Jjoint
business venture was signed in the October.®

The new Dbilateral sphere provided US businesses,
scientists, academics, interest group activists, and indeed
politicians, the opportunity to gain greater awareness and
knowledge of China. Accordingly, as their interests in China
developed, domestic actors found that they had a stake in
influencing China policy-making.

This aspect of the bilateral sphere also manifest itself
within the bureaucracy. To sustain the momentum of the US-PRC
relationship, Brzezingki established bureaucratic structures
promoting inter-agency coordination on China policy, and
encouraged departmental representatives to vigit China for
themselves.®® This not only entrenched the philcsophy of
engagement with the PRC within US China policy-making, but also
allowed different governmental agencies the opportunity to
pursue their own conflicting interests in China. When, in

subseguent vyears, this situation arose, it would severely

® For an indication of the number and nature of visits to

China during this short period, see Garthoff, Détente and
Confrontation; op cit p.748.

®* Robert G. Sutter, “Shaping China's Future in World
Affairs'; op c¢it p.154. It 1is important to note that the
Administration also retained the ©practice of promoting
bilateral ties, both before and after normalisation, as a means
of consolidating and stimulating the wider strategic
relationship.
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Brzezinski, The Power and the Principle; op cit pp.416-
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complicate the definition and implementation of a clear China
policy framewcrk.

The normalisation of US-China zrelations also exposed
important features of China policy-making. Firstly, once Carter
had decided to turn hisg full attention to the issue, it
demonstrated the value of presidential leadership, commitment,
and management of the policy-making process. However, prior to
that point, Carter's hesitancy and lack of interest had
contributed to policy incoherence, a failure of resolve
bureaucratic splits, and ultimately, a deterioration in Sino-
American relations. Further, Carter's disinclination to debate
the issue of normalisation in publiec and to consult with
Congress seriously undermined the authority of the president,
and the domestic legitimacy of the project.®” Although
fascination with the diplomatic initiative resulted in opinion
polls indicating favourable public opinion of the PRC, Carter
encountered a virulent backlash from a conservative Congress.
Accusing the Administration of betraying commitments to Taiwan,
Congress passed the Taiwan Relations Act in February 1979.°

It is interesting to note political calculations, stemming

from a fear of domestic hostility to normalisation, influenced

7 Ibid pp.543-545, and Rosemary Foot, The Practice of
Power; op cit pp.109-110.

®® Harry Harding, A Fragile Relationship; Appendix A Table
A-1 op cit p.363, and Xarlyn H. Bowman, ~Public Attitudes';
Table A-1 op cit p.147. The Act confirmed America's treatment
of Taiwan as a de facto independent state, eligible for
diplomatic, financial, and most controversially, military
assistance. Ibid (Harding) pp.84-87, and Michael Oksenberg, "A
Decade of Sino-American Relations'; op cit p.189.
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Carter's decision-making. This is illustrated most obviously by
the President's adherence to State Department advice to delay
the declaration of intent to normalise Sino-American relations
until after the anticipated intensity of the 1978 mid-term

Congressicnal elections.®

POLITICAL SENSITIVITY AND THE NADIR IN US-CHINA RELATIONS

China policy under the Reagan Administration was
characterised by two contrasting periods. From 1984/85,
enhanced American knowledge of China led to a transformation
both ¢of China policy and of US-China relations. However, in the
early vyears of the Administration, political sensitivities
disabled US China policy-making, resulting in an unprecedented
disintegration in bilateral relations.

Reagan entered the White House with a mandate to right the

°® In the realm of foreign

perceived wrongs of his predecessor.’
poclicy, Reagan rode a wave of prevailing opinion, pledging not
only to zroll back Soviet geo-strategic influence, but to
restore America's role as leader of the “free world'. Yet

despite the apparent ideological clarity and resolution of this

message, policy-makers failed to define a clear framework for

® Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation; op c¢it p.707, and
Rosemary Foot, The Practice of Power; op cit p.110.

 For example, Carter's mishandling of the 1980 Iranian

hostage crisis contributed strongly to his presidential defeat.
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China policy.” This failure reflected a split within Reagan's
foreign policy-making team, and the fact that the balance of
power favoured those who dismissed the strategic value of the
PRC to US security and foreign policy interests.”

These contradictory perspectives were reflected in the
President himself. While Reagan would sometimes speak of the
importance of the People's Republic, and advocate policieg such
as US arms sales to the PRC, at other points he would declare
his ideological enmity for the communist regime in Beijing, and
express his support and commitment to relations with Taiwan.
Senior policy-makers such as NSA Richard V. Allen, and other
right-wing political appointees, robustly promoted this overtly
pro-Taiwan stance, despite conflicting proposals from State
Department officials.™

The prevailing attitude on China within the Administration
through 1981-1984 represented a clear departure from the
established rationale underpinning US engagement with Beijing
since the late 1960s. In other words, it rejected the idea that
the twoc states possessed enduring mutual strategic interests

within the Cold War context, and that US interests benefited

' Banning Garrett, ~China Policy'; pp.251-252. Like Carter,
China policy was low on the incoming Administration's list of
foreign policy pricrities.

" While Secretary of State Haig endorsed a strong strategic
relationship with China, Defence Secretary Weinberger
disagreed, arguing for an enormous unilateral military build-up
to sustain an American “go it alone' strategy. Ibid p.252 and
p.260.

" 1bid p.254, Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation; op cit
p-1038, and Rosemary Foot, The Practice of Power; op cit p.227.
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from a progressive relationship with the PRC. ©Cn closerxr
inspection, however, Washington's position was not so clear.
Paradoxical statements regarding US commitments to Beijing and
to Taipei, for example, gave the impression of a “two Chinas'
policy at best, and policy incohesion and inconsistency at
worst. This reality was due, to a large degree, to the
Administration's sensitivity to domestic political
calculations.

Despite its fierce ideological anti-communism, and its
projections of US idealism and normative values, the Reagan
foreign pelicy platform was also designed to maximise political
support. In this sense it was one of style over substance, one
dependent on courting and responding to prevailing neo-
conservative domestic moods rather than one based in a clear
strategic structure.” Domestic legitimacy, therefore, was
founded on political popularism, rather than considered support
for an articulated longer-term policy framework. The lack of
framework for China resulted in a policy driven by events and
political calculations. Beijing began to doubt very seriously
and very publicly America's value as a strategic partner, and
bilateral relations on strategic, diplomatic, economic and

other fronts deteriorated rapidly.”

" For example, sympathies for Taiwan ran deep within the

Republican right-wing, the bed-rock of Reaganite support, and
among key members of Congress such as Senators Barry Goldwater
and Jesse Helms. Interview with David Shambaugh, Director,
Gaston Sigur Centre of East Asian Studies, George Washington
University, October 27 1997, Washington D.C.

” Banning Garrett, “China Policy'; op cit p.252 and p.257,
and Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation; op cit pp.1040-1041.
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An apparent breakthrough came with the 1982 Joint

® From the

Communiqué on United States Arms Sales to Taiwan.’
geo-strategic perspective, the Soviet Union's imposition of
martial law in Poland persuaded the Reagan Administration of
the need to cultivate relations with Beijing. Indeed, it
suggested that mutual strategic intexests could still surmount
mutual suspicions. Nevertheless, domestic political
calculations played an influential role in the Administration's
management of the Communiqué. Washington recognised the
political wvalue of confronting, and been seen to confront,
Moscow, through its relationship with Beijing. Further, it felt
compelled to court the sentiments of those key members of
Congress who were bound to disparage such a bilateral
agreement, by underplaying the significance of America's

7 Thus it did not represent a

subsequent commitments to China.’
fundamental change in policy. The Communigqué failed to re-
establish a strong strategic basis for long-term US-PRC
relation, nor did it persuade the Reagan Administration of the
need to engage with Beijing over the long run.

The Reagan Administration's greater dependency on

responding to and courting prevailing domestic opinion had a

® The US agreed not to exceed current levels of arms sales

to Taiwan, either in gualitative or gquantitative terms, and to
reduce such levels in line with the resoclution of the Beijing-
Taipei dispute. The Communiqué also reaffirmed Beijing's desire
for peaceful unification with the island, and Washington's
disavowal of a “two Chinas' policy. “Documents on US Arms Sales
to Taiwan' (August 17 1982), reproduced in Harry Harding, A
Fragile Relationship; op cit Appendix D.

"7 See for example Harry Harding, A Fragile Relationship; op
cit pp.117-118.
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number of implications for its formulation of China policy
during the 1981-84 period. Firstly, it contributed to its
failure to establish a clear long-term framework for China.
While the most influential actors in the bureaucracy dismissed
the strategic value of the PRC, the Administration rhetoric
failed to reject this line of thinking entirely. However, the
primacy of political calculations and the pursuit of domestic
political support not only led to the neglect of comprehensive
strategic assessments, it also failed to provide any
congistency to the Administration's China policy. Political
popularity does not necessarily equate domestic legitimacy and
authoritive policy.

Seceondly and correlatively, the Administration failed to
resolve the bureaucratic split between those who continued to
advocate the long-term strategic relationship with Beijing on
the one hand, and those who dismissed this thinking allied with
those offering politically motivated advice on the other.

Thirdly, the Administration's preference for style and
imagery over substance, and its courting of highly dogmatised
domestic opinion, instilled and deepened domestic opposition to
US ties with Beijing. In the absence of a long-term vision and
framework for US China policy, the manipulation and
exploitation of domestic attitudes in pursuit of political
support could be a hazardous game, both politically and

strategically.’®

" As will be seen, Clinton reaped the penalties of
manipulating and exploiting domestic opinion on China policy
for unrelated (political and electoral) reasons.
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Fourthly, these problems associated with the
Administration's approach to China policy contributed to the
most serious deterioration in Sino-American relations ever
experienced, and threatened to bring to an end the strategy of

US engagement with China.

THE REDEFINITION OF ENGAGEMENT AND THE PEAK IN US-PRC RELATICONS

The period 1984/85 to 1988 provided a remarkable contrast to
the preceding vyears of the Reagan Administration. The
experience of direct contacts altered the image of China in the
eyes of governmental policy-makers and domestic citizens alike,
and in turn, led to the further expansion of bilateral ties. By
1588, US Ambassador to Beijing, Winston Lord, felt compelled to
describe the year as the "most positive ever” in the history of

® Moreover, the underlying rationale

Sino-American relations.’
for engagement had evolved from the geo-strategic, to the
bilateral.

Three diplomatic exchanges were fundamental to the
transformation of China ‘policy, and the perception of China

held by American policy-makers, politicians, observers,

businesspeople, and public.®® Firstly, Secretary of State

" Garson, The United States and China Since 1949: A
Troubled Affair; Pinter (London, 1994) p.185. The Tiananmen
Square massacre the following year greatly circumscribed Loxd's
enthusiasm for US-PRC relations, and had a large influence on
his views on China policy.

* gSee for example ibid p.178, and Garthoff, Détente and
Confrontation; op cit pp.1042-1043.
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Shultz's greater enthusiasm for the exploration of deeper
bilateral ties with the PRC resulted to a large extent from his
trip in 1983, when he finally witnessed first hand the progress
achieved by the reform and modernisation process. Premier Zhao
Ziyvang's trip to Washington in January 13884 proved even more
portentous. Zhao, perhaps the most reform-minded of Beijing's
leaders engaged and stimulated his American audienceg with his
comments on the PRC's economic achievements and objectives.
Indeed, Zhao reflected Deng Xiaoping's implications that
America provided the 1role model for Chinese economic
development. The image of the People's Republic portrayed in
such diplomatic initiatives proved pivotal. Rather than viewing
the PRC with anti-communist antipathy and doubting its
relevance, the Administration began to wview the PRC with a
certain fascination and optimism. The PRC appeared to be
leading the way for the transition from communism to
capitalism, offering the hope that it might also pave the way
for the transformation of “communist' authoritarianism to
western democracy. Correspondingly, Reagan's own views of
Beijing were somewhat transformed by his wvisit to the PRC in
April 1984.°" Reagan was impressed by the PRC's economic
achievements, objectives and potential. Noting Beiljing's
empracement of capitalist principles, Reagan spoke

enthusiastically of his experiences in "sco-called Communist

> See for example Paul H.B. Godwin, ~“The US and Asia: The
Success of Continuity?'; chapter two in William P. Snyder and
James Brown (eds), Defence Policy in the Reagan Administration;
National Defence University Press (Washington, 1988) pp.51-53.
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China".® aAnd while he highlighted the essential differences in
the ideoclogies and political societies of the two countries,
Reagan argued that they need not eclipse fresh developments in
the US-PRC relationship.

Within this new environment US-PRC bilateral relations
expanded at an unprecedented rate between 1985 and 1988, with
economic and trading relations acting as the major catalyst to

* The 1long anticipated development of military

this progress.®
ties finally took off, with bilateral military negotiations and
exchanges at the forefront of the developing official
relationship.®® The two governments signed a wide range of
agreements on issues such as trade and nuclear cooperation, and
cultural, technical and scientific contacts. Further, many
thousands of mainland Chinese entered the US on educational
exchanges, and tourism and cultural exchanges boomed.

The expansion of ties reflected a wvital transformation of
China policy and US engagement with China at both governmental

and non-governmental levels. The Administration now recognised

that US strategic interests could be pursued through a

2 Robert G. Kaiser, “Another Western “Barbarian' Honours
the Middle Kingdom'; Washington Post May 6 1984.

* During this period, for example, the US became the second
largest direct investor in the PRC. Between 1981 and 1984 Deng
Xiaoping and Hu Yaobang had liberalized the PRC's economic
system, establishing an economic growth strategy Dbased on
international trade. Robert Garson, The United States and China
Since 1949; op cit pp.174-175 and pp.184-185, and Garthoff,
Détente and Confrontation; op cit p.1044.

* Interview with Dr. Ronald N. Montaperto, Senior Fellow,
National Defence University, November 12 1997, Washington D.C.,
and Rosemary Foot, The Practice of Power; op cit pp.235-236.
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relationship with China in a bilateral context, and that Sino-
American ties possessed their own internal logic.®® Policy-
makers realized that a committed bilateral policy of
“engagement' could induce economic, political and societal
reform within the PRC, and that a deeper level of engagement
could ensure that the reforms would be irreversible. Indeed,
given the Administration's enduring enthusiasm for Cold War
rhetoric, PRC liberalization would demonstrate the appeal and
superiority of the western capitalist system. More practically,
the Administration was determined not to lose out to its
(Western European and East Asian) economic competitors in the
race to exploit the opportunities presented Dby PRC
modernisation and development.

Of greater significance is the impact of the positive
culture of engagement on the domestic non-governmental scene.
Greater knowledge and awareness of China, and in particular its
economic and market potential, meant that domestic actors
developed their own interests in the PRC. As a consequence,
they developed a growing stake in the definition and
implementation of China policy. This not only helped to
legitimise the Administration's policy o¢f engagement, it

86

actually contributed to the definition of that engagement. In

addition, as the Cold War faded and the gec-strategic element

®* gQee for example, Garson, The United States and China

Since 1949; op cit pp.173-174 and pp.178-182.
®* Through the 1980s and into the 1990s, non-governmental

ties and engagement would wholly outstrip the level of
governmental contacts.
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of engagement evaporated, the impulse of domestic actors to
defer to the Administration on China policy-making diminished.
In fact, as the nature and extent of bilateral engagement
developed, an increasing number of domestic constituencies felt
more able to volce protest at certain aspects of US China

87 The issue of

policy and the conduct of the regime in Beijing.
Taiwan continued to disconcert a section of conservative right-
wing opinion, while broader Congressional protest centred on
allegations concerning Beijing's role in the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction. Further, a notable level of
public, interest group and Congressional criticism arose on th