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 MR. PETER HUESSY:  I want to thank you for being here today.  Let me give you some 

announcements.  We have added four seminars, and we’re going to probably add another two 

or three after that. 

 June 19th, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense, Gil Klinger, who is head of space and 

intelligence, will be talking about critical space capabilities, and in particular remote sensing 

and geospatial issues.  We’ve had a change. Frank Rose has gone from the 28th of June to the 

21st.  On the 21st was Secretary Aron (ph).  He’s retiring and will not be speaking. 

General Kowalski has moved from the 21st to the 31st of July.  Make a note of that – 

General Kowalski.  And then, we have a book signing at the Air Force Association by Professor 

Bruce Bechtol, who has written a new book on North Korea, who will be talking about what the 

strategic objectives of North Korea are. 

I also want to welcome out friends from the Russian Federation and Austria, who are 

here today.  And we are also having an additional breakfast on nuclear forensic with a speaker 

from Homeland Security.  And we’ll have a speaker on China and cyberwar.  That will also be 

scheduled.  And then, Trent Franks and Yvette Clarke, the two co-chairman and chairwoman of 

the EMP Caucus, will also be speaking later on this year. 

Our first speaker is Rick Fisher, who is going to give us the good news about Chinese 

ballistic missiles and nuclear weapons.  Rick, thank you for being here.  Would you all welcome 

Rick Fisher? 

(Applause). 

MR. RICK FISHER:  I’ll try to speak loud enough for the microphones, all four of them.  

But, Peter, thank you very much for welcoming me here to your very important gathering.  As 

we start or Memorial Day weekend, it is very fitting that we gather here and consider these 

topics today, which ultimately are about how to deter and how to prevent war. 
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In order to do that, we need information.  And it’s gatherings and efforts such as Peters’ 

that ensure that our leaders have the information that they need to make critical decision.  And 

I’m very honored to contribute to that in a small way this morning.  Now, talk about 

information about China’s nuclear force posture and its buildup, well information is very thin.  

And the information that exists is largely controversial. 

Here, we have an illustration, a drawing, of what is China’s first land-based mobile 

multiple warhead ICBM, the F-41.  It’s a drawing because the Chinese have not yet released a 

photo of it.  This is, however, the best representation that we have of an ICBM that could carry 

up to 10 warheads. 

Numbers – in our latest Pentagon China Military Power report, it’s estimated the PLA 

has 50 to 75 land-based ICBMs and could build up to an initial level of deploying 60 submarine-

launched ballistic missiles.  However, the Department of Defense does not provide projections 

where they’re going.  It does note that MIRV’ed ICBMs are on the way, but does not provide an 

estimate of how many – how quick the warhead buildup might be because of those new 

missiles. 

The debate that has existed over the size of China’s nuclear arsenal has usually involved 

citing a number somewhere between 200 and 400 warheads.  If you go to reputable think tanks 

that focus on these issues, that’s the sort of number that they will allow.  And this kind of 

reflects a lot of government publications. 

This is also based on estimates of Chinese production of highly enriched uranium and 

plutonium.  One very reputable well-funded organizational estimate is that there’s only 16 tons 

of HEU and only 1.8 tons of plutonium to supply China’s future production – current production 

of warheads.  However, in the last year another major data point has emerged into this debate, 

thanks to a Russian, retired General Viktor Yesin, former chief of staff of the Russian Strategic 

Missile Forces, and who has spent a lot of his career watching developments in China. 

He wrote perhaps the most important paper in the last decade on China’s nuclear forces 

last year.  My friends at the Potomac Foundation translated this document.  And General Yesin 

thinks that HEU is actually 40 tons, plutonium up to 10 tons.  And I’ve spoken with the man, and 

he says that these are the best estimates – no this estimates – of Russian experts. 

Based on these estimates of material production, Yesin estimates that China could have 

1,600 to 1,800 warheads, of which 800 to 900 could be deployable on a broad range of 

platforms: air, land, sea. But in addition, China may have 500, possibly even more, tactical 

nuclear warheads to use on a theater basis in Asia and elsewhere. 



Finally, in this last report, for the first time the Department of Defense is in agreement 

with something that Yesin has said in the last year, and something that Fisher has been saying 

for a number of years, that China is working on a ballistic missile defense system.  They have 

conducted at least two tests that we know about.  Their anti-ballistic missile program is tied to 

their anti-satellite program, of which there have been numerous tests, one successful and one 

going into very high orbit last week or the week before. 

And then finally, something that we should touch on today is China’s proliferation of 

nuclear and missile technologies which in a sense are becoming force multipliers for China.  

North Korea either has or soon will have a nuclear-armed ICBM that can reach Anchorage.  That 

ICBM is deployable because it has a Chinese-made TEL (Transporter, Erector, Launcher), 16 

wheeled, 30 ton vehicle made in China, given to North Korea.  I am very, very sad to say that 

our administration has said nothing publicly about this enabling of a direct threat to the United 

States. 

Now for the remainder of my slides – I’ve provided a chart.  And I’ll give these slides to 

Peter.  Peter, here are just some of my estimates of possible Chinese warhead count futures.  If 

you factor in certain estimates for warheads on missiles, I come up with a possible range of 80 

warheads to over 1,200, if there is simply reasonable modernization based on trends that we 

can see, based on open sources, where they’re going. 

And looking at specific modernization programs, there very likely is a multiple warhead 

version of their large stationary liquid-fueled ICBM, the DF-5, sometimes called the DF-5B.  By 

2005, 2006 DF-5s were replaced by a new type.  Maybe they’re the multiple warhead version, 

maybe they’re not.  Inquiring minds deserve to know. 

There is also the DF-31 that emerged in 1999, the first mobile solid-fueled ICBM.  

Apparently there is only one brigade of these, so that would probably be about 12 missiles, 12 

TELS plus reloads.  One of the issues that clouds our determining of numbers for China is, what 

is their reload policy? 

The Russians have a very definite reload policy.  They maintain multiple missiles to 

reload into their ICBM tubes.  It’s reasonable to assume that the Chinese would do the same.  

They do have reloads that follow around their short-range ballistic missiles and medium-range 

ballistic missile units. It would be consistent, logical, that they would do the same for ICBMS – 

maybe not follow them around, but be in a hangar or in a cave to be reloaded. 

The DF-31K is emerging in larger numbers.  Open source reports indicate that there may 

be four brigades, 48 silos, plus reloads.  So far, we only know this to be a single warhead 

missile.  But based on analysis of this upper left picture, it’s a single warhead that likely has 

multiple decoys and could be configured for three warheads if they decide to. 



The most recent ICBM to come out on the scene is the DF-41, which the Pentagon 

reports still will not name, will not provide us a designator, but images have been appearing on 

the Chinese web since 2007.  According to Bill Gertz’s sources, it was tested last year. My 

estimate is that it could possibly reach initial operating capability next year – as early as next 

year. 

And then there are submarine-launched ballistic missiles.  The Pentagon now says that 

there will be five SSBNs, which will work out for a total of 60 JL-2 SLBMs.  These were tested 

extensively last year and the Pentagon now says IOC is this year.  The Pentagon also says there 

will be a follow-on SSBN based on a new nuclear attack submarine. 

And I mentioned ABM capabilities.  What we’re seeing unfold today is not China’s first 

ABM program, but its second.  The first ABM program was started by Mao in 1963.  It petered 

out I 1980 when Deng Xiaoping decided he didn’t have the money for it.  But the (talent ?) 

continued. 

In the ‘90s, a combined ABM ASAT program was started.  Tests commenced early in the 

last decade.  And my sources say a national missile defense capability could be in place by 2025.  

However, I doubt this.  I think it will be much earlier. 

And then finally, proliferation.  China has made Pakistan a nuclear missile state with 

medium-range nuclear-armed ballistic missiles.  China is in the process of making North Korea a 

nuclear ICBM state.  On the top right, we have the new ICBM that was revealed in a parade 

April 15 last year.  Carrying the missile is a TEL made in China.  Our administration, as I said, has 

said nothing about this. 

The poor Japanese official who helped leak information about this to the Japanese 

media last year, committed suicide last summer.  This is, some degree of the level of frustration 

surrounding this issue.  That missile right there is possibly a mock-up.  The real deal may exist, it 

may not.  There is some dispute over whether it has been tested or not – maybe tested in 

pieces. 

But it is of a size and of a capability to potentially reach Anchorage. And we have a lot of 

important things in that area of our territory.  On the bottom right we have a SAM system that I 

believe is Chinese in origin.  It’s a fourth generation SAM system so it will be quite effective.  

And these are just some of China’s egregious proliferation activities that will also impact, I 

hope, calculations of our future nuclear posture. 

Thank you.  I hope I haven’t exceeded my time limit.  Thank you. 

(Applause). 



MR. HUESSY:  Our next speaker is Gordon Chang.  Gordon was recommended to me by 

my former boss Mike Dunn when he was at the National Defense University and then president 

of the Air Force Association. Gordon has written a very optimistic book about China called, “The 

Coming Collapse of China.”  He has lectured at StratCom and he’s a regular on the John 

Batchelor radio show. 

And I’ve asked him to come and give us his view of what’s happening in China and what 

are the prospects.  Gordon, thank you for coming here for your first speech here at our series.  

We hope to welcome you back again.  Thank you very much.   

Would you give a warm welcome to Gordon Chang? 

(Applause). 

MR. GORDON CHANG:  Thank you very much, Peter.  And thank you, Rick, for that 

presentation with very important points. 

Today, senior leaders of the People’s Liberation Army are talking war.  They are 

configuring their forces to fight us.  They may even use nuclear weapons. 

Make no mistake about it, China is dangerous.  It is dangerous not because it is strong.  

China is dangerous because it is weak. 

At the moment, the economy is faltering, the Communist Party is stumbling, the 

authority of the central government is eroding, the military is breaking free of civilian control, 

and the Chinese people are taking to the streets.  We cannot understand China’s external 

policies without looking at what’s happening inside.  And when we look inside, we need to start 

with the economy. 

China’s economic problems will define the country going forward.  They will drive the 

internal dynamics inside the Communist Party and the Party’s dynamics will drive the country’s 

external behavior.  Let’s look at the economy. 

After 35 years of virtually uninterrupted growth, there are signs of exhaustion.  Beijing 

claims that the economy is growing at almost eight percent a year, but those claims are 

implausible.  When we look at underlying indicators, it looks more like growth at 3.5 percent. 

China’s problems are now beginning to feed on themselves. The country is trapped in 

various self-reinforcing and self-defeating feedback loops.  In one of these loops we see a 

slumping economy causing a crisis of legitimacy.  The legitimacy crisis is, in turn, creating a 

widespread political crackdown.  The crackdown makes reform unlikely, and the absence of 

reform prevents long term economic growth. 



Now why is the lack of economic growth so important?  Because for three decades the 

primary legitimacy of the Communist Party was the continual delivery of prosperity.  And 

without prosperity, the only basis of legitimacy for the Party is nationalism.  You have to 

remember that China’s legitimacy crisis is causing it to fall back on nationalism, which means 

that China is now increasing friction with its neighbors. 

All this is occurring while the Chinese military is becoming so much more powerful 

inside the political system.  Beginning as early as 2003, the flag officers of the People’s 

Liberation Army were drawn into civilian power struggles.  Last year we saw the same dynamic 

in the leadership transition. 

This process of re-militarization of politics and policy has gone so far that the PLA may 

now be the most powerful faction inside the Party.  The military has, from all accounts, 

maintained its cohesiveness much better than other factions in the Party, especially the 

amorphous prince-ling group of new leader Xi Jinping.  From all outward appearances, the 

military is already playing an expanded role in Beijing. 

Senior officers are acting independently of civilian officials.  They’re openly criticizing 

them and they’re making pronouncements in areas that once were considered to be the 

exclusive province of diplomats.  And in a time of political transition, there is almost no civilian 

leader who is in a position or willing to take a risk to tell the top brass what to do. 

The military’s expanding role in Beijing brings us to China’s new strategic arc.  As the 

military is becoming more powerful, it is pushing the country down the path of high profile 

force projection. With forceful tactics, China is trying to take territory away from an arc of 

nations from India in the south to South Korea in the north. 

And at the same time, China is trying to close off the South China Sea, which it claims to 

be an internal Chinese lake.  And by trying to close off that critical body of water, Beijing is 

bringing China into conflict with the United States.  If there has been any consistent theme in 

American foreign policy over the course of two centuries, it has been the defense of freedom of 

navigation. 

The big issue at the moment is China’s intrusions into Japanese waters and airspace as 

they try to grab the Senkaku Islands in the East China Sea, and as they pursue their designs on 

Okinawa and the rest of the Riyaku Chain as well.  Today we’re hearing war talk from the 

Chinese capitol.  And the country, at the moment, is in an unappeasable state. 

To our shame, we tried to appease China last year by reneging on our security 

commitments to Manila and allowing the Chinese to take over Scarborough Shoal.  Nobody in 



the White House wanted to confront the Chinese.  And there were voices even in the Pentagon 

that said Chinese aggression served the Philippines right for kicking us out of Clark and Subic. 

Our appeasement over Scarborough – and that’s exactly what it was, that was 

appeasement – did not work out well.  The Chinese were not just satisfied with taking over that 

shoal in the South China Sea. Emboldened, they ramped up pressure on the Senkakus.  And 

even before they’ve gotten the Senkakus, the Chinese are now eyeing Okinawa and other 

islands as well. 

And last week the Chinese took over another Philippine shoal. It seems that nobody in 

Washington, in this town, has learned anything from the 20th century.  The defining trend of 

this decade may very well be China’s militant nationalism, which is taking Beijing to try to take 

on everyone at once, which of course is a strategic miscalculation.  These days Beijing seems 

that it is determined to pursue self-containing, self-defeating and ultimately self-marginalizing 

policies.  And this suggests, at a minimum, that something is very wrong in the Chinese capitol. 

At this time, the most hard line elements in Beijing are now setting policy.  And it will be 

difficult for the Chinese to climb down, especially because the economy is in such bad shape, 

and the political system is still in disarray.  All of this means that China is not a normal state at 

this time. 

And that’s why we need to begin thinking about something that Rick talked, which is 

China’s use of nuclear weapons to achieve its objectives.  China’s officers, seeing almost no 

pushback in the last three or four years, believe that they can get what they want by merely 

taking it.  Well at some point the world’s great democracies will rally themselves and they will 

draw a line for China, just like they drew a line in September 1939 over Poland. 

In 1939 the Germans just laughed at the British and French because they had been so 

feckless.  Today the Chinese, just like the Germans, are going to laugh at us when we, like the 

British and French, draw a line, because the Chinese don’t take us seriously because they have 

pushed us around.  But as strong as the Chinese are today, they will not be able to be a match 

for the coalition that will form against them tomorrow.  And for them, the Chinese, knowing 

that defeat will mean the end of their political system, will try to use nuclear threats to salvage 

their situation. 

Now analysts last month got themselves into a tizzy when Beijing issued its most recent 

defense White Paper which omitted the no first use pledge.  As a real matter, though, China has 

not had a no first use policy.  Since at least 1995, China’s generals have been thinking – and 

actually in public – have been making specific threats against American cities.  And China, 

incredibly, is the only nation in history that has threatened to use nukes against territory that it 

considers its own. 



So, what will deter the Chinese?  Let’s begin looking at Henry Kissinger’s classic 

definition of deterrence.  Quote, “Deterrence requires a combination of power, the will to use 

it, and the assessment of these by a potential aggressor.  Moreover, deterrence is a product of 

these factors and not the sum.  If any of them is zero, deterrence fail,” unquote. 

So we need to ask ourselves, what do the Chinese think?  Over the past half decade, 

there has been a rapid evolution in the thinking about the United States in Beijing policy circles.  

It’s gone from the notion that the United States is in this long term, decades long decline, to the 

concept – really a triumphal assessment – that the days of the U.S. are just about over. 

The thinking is arrogant, but it is also the product of a gross misreading of history.  It’s 

simplistic. And, of course, it’s just plain wrong. 

It doesn’t really matter that the Chinese miscomprehend us.  The most important thing 

is that in fact the Chinese do.  They think they can push us around because they’ve done so in 

the past. They don’t want to belabor the point, but we have appeared irresolute in their eyes. 

And this is one example why it matters.  Secretary of State Hillary Clinton on January 9, 

2010 sent a classified cable to certain American embassies asking that they inform certain 

countries of a Chinese missile defense test that was supposed to take place two days later. The 

cable included a number of pieces of information, including the launch sites for the interceptor 

and the target, the models of the missiles, the purpose of the test and the test date. 

The following August in 2011, Hong Kong’s South China Morning Post carried comments 

from Su Kwan Yu (ph), who is a retired Chinese general.  And this was in response to the 

Wikileaks revelation of Secretary Clinton’s cable.  Su, who was then at the China Arms and 

Disarmament Association, which of course is horribly misnamed, then said a number of things. 

He said of course American satellites would have detected much of this information.  

But there were two pieces of information in Secretary Clinton’s cable, he said, that could not 

have been detected from above.  Those were the models of the missiles and the date of the 

test. 

And then the Hong Kong paper quoted General Su (ph) to this effect, quote, “If China 

could no longer keep secret its missile launches, it would not be able to launch a surprise attack 

on the U.S.,” unquote.  Let me repeat that, a surprise attack on the U.S.  General Su’s 

comments indicate that in the post-Cold War world the concept of deterrence may be breaking 

down.  And unfortunately, the PLA may think that it might be able to get away with the use or 

the threat of use of nuclear weapons. 



So in these fluid circumstances, we cannot give the Chinese the notion that nuclear 

adventurism might work.  In their book, “Unrestricted Warfare,” two Chinese colonels talked 

about the use of nuclear weapons in conjunction with other types of warfare in combinations 

that we would think are inappropriate.  Unfortunately, we may not understand how China 

views the use of the world’s most destructive weapons. 

In many senses, the world’s most bellicose great power defines the international 

situation and it creates the circumstances under which other nations might act.  And 

unfortunately, today that bellicose great power is China, which could end up being the 

aggressor of the 21st century.  Thank you. 

(Applause). 

MR. HUESSY: Thank you, Gordon, for that.  Our next and final speaker is a good friend of 

mine, Mike Pillsbury.  One of Mike’s first jobs was to help Les Aspin find out what were the 

Chinese saying in their own publications about their military doctrine, about their relations with 

Russia and the United States, because he had found that the U.S. government had absolutely 

no capability either to find this stuff, wasn’t looking for it, didn’t know what it said.  And that 

was an extraordinary achievement and its solely due to the perseverance of Michael. 

I don’t know what he’s going to tell you today.  I never tell him – I tell him the rough 

topic.  But, I do know he will give you a glimpse inside the court in Beijing which we don’t get in 

the press or the media or in government analysis, because he reads this stuff and then he 

actually goes and confronts some of the officials in Beijing when he can and asks them what 

they mean by certain things.  So with that introduction, Michael, I want to thank you again for 

coming here and speaking with us today.  It is always an honor and we always are interested in 

what you have to say.  Would you give a warm welcome to Mike Pillsbury? 

(Applause). 

MR. MICHAEL PILLSBURY:  Actually, Peter, with your permission I’d like to talk a bit more 

about the American policy issues involving your breakfast series.  And also tell everybody here 

to be sure to read a book called “The Mind of Empire,” whose author is here among us.  He is a 

Harvard-Yale-Oxford Rhodes scholar. 

And in his book – he doesn’t speak – he denies that he speaks or reads Chinese.  But the 

book is quite insightful on China’s world view over the last two or three thousand years. He’s 

actually sitting right here. 



His name is Chris Ford.  It’s a real treat, this book called “Mind of Empire.”  I don’t think 

it has been translated yet into Chinese, which is a good thing, because if it is he will be denied a 

visa to visit China, unless he undergoes re-education and apologizes. 

(Laughter). 

I was a Senate staffer for about 10 years or more.  I wanted to ask, how many staffers 

are here? I know one for sure – two.  Current or former?  Okay. 

My own view of how the Chinese see us is that it’s quite a sophisticated view.  They are 

not naïve.  They don’t misperceive. They have been caught on numerous occasions committing 

espionage, in some cases at very high levels, in our country.  Anybody who meets with Chinese 

experts on America comes away impressed with their knowledge. 

Their view, and I think it’s correct, is that there are two basic strategies towards China in 

Washington.  The first strategy is the executive branch since 1972.  They see this largely as 

continuous.  The executive branch has conducted a policy that has no real easy label.  I hate to 

call it appeasement.  It’s more like: détente, cooperation and support. 

I was out at the Reagan Library recently.  There’s a newly declassified Reagan national 

security decision directive from 1984, just before he went to Beijing, saying it is the goal of this 

government – it is my instructions signed by Ronald Reagan – to make China strong.  You find 

the very same thing in some internal, now declassified Nixon and Ford administration directives 

to the government.  We will make China strong.  The word strong is used. 

When we get to Jimmy Carter, after the recognition of China, he sends out a directive 

which is enforced to this day, that every U.S. government department: Commerce, Treasury, 

Environmental Protection Administration; every department or agency bar none, will establish 

a counterpart relationship with China and seek to aid or support or otherwise cooperate with 

that counterpart. In the case of the EPA it didn’t exist, so the EPA helped create a Chinese EPA. 

There was some testimony a few years ago by a State Department senior official listing 

the ten biggest ways that we support China to become strong. In the case of failing or non-

performing loans, if we were in a competition with China we would welcome their having 

trouble with their non-performing loans.  Instead, we sent teams, various teams, over to help 

them improve their banking system.  We’ve done the same thing with their tax system.  So that 

is the executive branch’s policy for 40 years towards China.  There’s very little dissent from this 

within the system.  And the Defense Department, in its public comments, also talks the same 

way.  We want a constructive, strong China relationship, and military-to-military relationship 

that same way. 



The other policy, the second policy, Peter, is what I again don’t have a good word for it, 

but you might call it legislative initiatives from the U.S., Congress.  And there are two kinds.  The 

first kind is actual laws that have been passed. 

There are what the Chinese call the Big Five that hurt the feelings of the Chinese people.  

Probably each of these would have been vetoed by the White House if they had not been 

carefully included in difficult to veto measures.  The Chinese would like to see all of them 

repealed, and they lobby to get these things repealed.  

They’ve formed a group of retired Chinese generals who meet with our retired generals.  

The main topic the Chinese side brings up is to repeal three of the Big Five. The first one is the 

requirement that the Defense Department every year publish a report on Chinese military 

power. 

This was opposed, at the time, by the White House.  It has never been as well illustrated 

or detailed – Rick Fisher mentioned some of the things that are not in the annual report, but 

that was a Congressional initiative in legislation, back in ’99.  And I’m a little bit guilty of conflict 

of interest because I helped write the questions in the law that DOD should answer, and then I 

ran over and got paid by DOD to help answer some of the questions.  That turns out to be 

ethically okay, according to the conflict of interest office in DOD. 

But despite complaints every year of what’s not in there, there has been no effort by the 

committees concerned to ask, to demand – to demand in legislation that the report be better. 

And, in fact, I would say just as a personal guess, since the report also has a classified version, 

perhaps good stuff is migrating over to the classified version, which almost nobody reads. It 

certainly is not made public to the journalists of the world. 

The second legislation was the creation of Radio Free Asia.  If there were no Radio Free 

Asia we’d have no broadcasts in Mandarin that attempt to bring truth to the Chinese listening 

office.  It’s not the mission of the Voice of America. Voice of America, by law, has to broadcast 

stories about America, from the American feed, basically. 

Radio Free Asia has a large number of broadcasts that interview dissidents when they 

come out.  There’s now call-in shows where people can call in from anonymous phones inside 

China, and their voice goes out In Mandarin.  There’s a Tibet broadcast.  It is quite amazing and 

very upsetting to the Chinese that Radio Free Asia exists. 

There was an effort to veto it when it was first discussed.  I, as a Senate staffer, was 

involved in getting Joe Biden and Claiborne Pell and Teddy Kennedy as my first three co-

sponsors on the Democratic side, with their staff very enthusiastic because of the human rights 



angle; and then Jesse Helms, Orrin Hatch and several other quite conservative Senators also.  

We got it through.  The veto threats went away.  Radio Free Asia is a big success. 

The third one is National Endowment for Democracy, which has a China program.  It is in 

some years the only serious program that aids the democracy movement inside China or the 

exiles outside of China.  Dr. Kissinger served on the board, so did Zbigniew Brzezinski.  I 

attended many board meetings. 

They said we should not be funding democracy movements in China.  This will hurt the 

feelings of the Chinese people.  It will also slow down the internal autonomous efforts by the 

Chinese to bring democracy on their own.  They did not prevail.  Many other board members 

outvoted them, and that’s been a very strong program. 

Besides legislation – I should quickly get over to what you might call letter writing or 

requests for hearings.  There have been quite a few of those.  Senator Fred Thompson’s 

investigation with John Glenn, or some might say Chris without John Glenn, into the campaign 

financing issue. 

This didn’t lead to actual legislative bans, but it heightened consciousness of Chinese 

efforts to influence American politics directly.  According to the press, there were FBI briefings 

to a number of important Senators and House members about how their campaigns were being 

funded by money that was coming from China.  In his memoir, Louis Freeh of the FBI, describes 

how much he held back from the Glenn-Thompson investigation about what was called “the 

plan,” at some point, to influence American politics through money. 

I should get back to the fourth legislative initiative, called the Tibet Policy Act.  We had 

almost no contact between the executive branch and the Dalai Lama and his exile government 

in northern India.  The Tibet Policy Act changed that. 

It required an annual report on how many officials have met with the government of 

Tibet in exile.  A whole series of things were requited in the Tibet Policy Act. There’s been some 

discussions that maybe there should be something like that for the Uighurs.  But that too – 

obviously there was an effort to veto it.  It required the State Department to name a 

coordinator for Tibet policy. 

Back on the letter writing side, the most recent example is Mike Turner of Ohio, April 

17th of this year, wrote a letter to Secretary Kerry – actually to President Obama – but bringing 

up Secretary Kerry’s purported offer to the Chinese to hold back U.S. missile defense in the 

Pacific in exchange for something from the Chinese side.  And Mike Turner’s letter, which was 

made public by his office, then attracted a lot of attacks online.  You can go to anonymous on 

missile defense at the ArmsControlWonk website for a long refutation – how dare Congressman 



Mike Turner take to challenge what the ArmsControlWonk website says is the national 

consensus that we should not have missile defense against China.  And the critics of Mike 

Turner imply that it’s embedded in law, that by law we cannot have missile defense against 

Chinese missiles.  I cannot find that law, but it may be embedded somewhere.   

Letter writing can also draw attention to individual controversies inside the executive 

branch.  In fact, that’s one of the most effective ways the Congress can influence China policy 

and China strategy, is when Congressional staff hears of a debate going on inside the executive 

branch, letters that help one side against another can have quite an impact.  And that has been 

happening over the last five years or so. 

But I think my main point here is that -- as Peter said, I visit China a lot.  I’ve had the 

privilege of meeting with more Chinese military delegations than I can count in the Pentagon 

building.  It’s the level – my message would be the level of sophistication the Chinese have 

about American politics. 

I wouldn’t say brazenness and I wouldn’t say illegal, I’d just say an assertive, 

sophisticated manipulation of our political system and our policymaking process has to be 

understood to be underway.  It is only going to improve in the future, I think.  And so if you like 

the executive branch’s policy toward China for the last 40 years, you’re going to be very pleased 

in the decade ahead.  If you don’t, you’d better be an aggressive Senate or House staffer and be 

at work. 

Thank you. 

(Applause). 

MR. HUESSY:  We are at nine o’clock, but let’s have some questions.  Please identify 

yourself and direct your question at one of the speakers, or all of them.  Anybody have some 

questions, please fire away. 

MR. NICK CRAIL (ph): My name is Nick Crail from GAO.  I have a question, I guess for Dr. 

Pillsbury, but anyone of you, if you could talk about the rebalancing to the Pacific and what that 

means in reality? 

MR. PILLSBURY:  Probably all three of us have views on rebalancing, and hopefully very 

different views, so you get some excitement.  The Chinese press has been quoting officials that 

Obama is worse than Bush for China.  It’s kind of a surprise for some people.  But when I asked 

them why, they’ve got very clear reasons, and Air-Sea-Battle, the pivot, the rebalancing, is at 

the top of the list. 



The most definitive place to go to understand the rebalancing is three speeches given by 

the Deputy Secretary of Defense, Dr. Ash Carter.  It has several components to it, I can mention 

briefly.  But the key thing is there’s been a letter writing campaign from various members of the 

House and Senate who sort of like the rebalance, but they are suspicious that maybe it’s hollow 

or the funds won’t be there because of sequestration or it hasn’t been spelled out in any great 

detail. 

Or, they don’t like the sentence in all the speeches by both State and Defense, that this 

rebalancing is not aimed at China in any way.  And every executive branch person I’ve been in 

the presence of, when asked by GAO or anybody else, makes that point.  This has nothing to do 

with China or it’s not about China.  And if you come from a culture like the Chinese culture in 

which deception is praised as one of the highest values in statesmanship, and you hear the 

United States executive branch say this is not about China, you know it absolutely is about 

China.  So I would counsel we probably shouldn’t say that as much as we do, since we’re not 

believed. 

The key elements are all new weapons systems will be deployed in Asia first.  This is the 

one that has gotten the attention of the Chinese.  The F-35, you name it, it’s in each one of 

these Deputy Secretary of Defense speeches. 

Number two, the Asia Pacific forces will be protected against budget cuts in so far as 

humanly possible.  Number three, a task force, a real organization, has been formed inside the 

Defense Department across services, to seek out new ideas: scientifically, technologically, force 

posture, exercises, to rebalance.  So it’s not just a hollow speech, it really has people doing 

things in DOD. 

I want to give a chance to Gordon and Rick to reply also.  One thing that has got the 

Chinese attention is after the Air-Sea-Battle Office, ASBO, was formed and a lot of bright young 

officers were assigned to it and they had a name plate up in the Pentagon, a press (walk-in ?)  

was given in a briefing.  And the officers conducting the briefing under background rules acted 

as though there was something secret going on. 

And of course another aspect of Chinese strategic culture is anytime there’s something 

secret going on, it’s probably a really big conspiracy and it’s probably about us.  So the Air-Sea-

Battle Office has attracted China’s attention but has become, I would say, quite secretive in its 

activities.  There is no report and there’s no legislation about it from Congress yet. 

Gordon or Rick? 

MR. CHANG:  The term pivot or rebalancing assumes that the United States has a policy 

on China.  And I sort of look at it in a sense that we don’t have a policy anymore on China, and 



probably administrations going forward will not either.  And the reason is that what the United 

States is doing right now, and what you’ve just discussed in those very important initiatives, 

really are responses to what China has been doing. 

We know that this administration came into office wanting to signal cooperation to 

China, which Secretary Clinton did in February of 2009 in those remarks where she said we’re 

going to downplay human rights in order to be able to develop dialogue with Beijing.  Well, it 

didn’t work because the Chinese became quite assertive because they believed that the United 

States could be pushed around.  And so what we saw was an administration evolve its policy to 

the point where it then did pivot, specifically November 2009 when you had the announcement 

of the Air-Sea-Battle. 

You had the Trans-Pacific Partnership negotiation discussions.  You had the 

announcement of Secretary Clinton’s visit to Burma, all the rest of that, which we now know as 

the pivot.  So this is an administration which is reacting to China.  It didn’t want to confront the 

Chinese, but it has to. 

And we saw another example of this.  You know, many people say Secretary Hagel is 

really a softie.  But one of the first things that he does when he becomes Secretary of Defense is 

he announces additional 14 interceptors for Alaska. 

He didn’t want to do that.  This administration in its DNA does not like missile defense.  

But it realized it had to do that because of what Rick was talking about, and that was the 

Chinese arming the North Koreans with the TELs for the KNO-8, which can hit the United States. 

So clearly this is an administration which no longer has a China policy.  It’s reacting to 

Beijing’s assertiveness.  It will continue to do that.  And I’m sure whoever is elected president 

next will again be in that same position.  Probably that person will want to have a cooperative 

relationship with China, will say all the same things that are said every time there’s a new 

American president.   

But we are going to see a new China policies because we will have no choice.  Beijing 

will give us no choice. 

MR. FISHER:  There are many problems with the rebalancing and the pivot that Michael 

and Gordon have listed.  But I like to point to the optimistic potential of the broad policy 

direction, especially in raw power terms.  The potential for what has been started under the 

pivot is the creation of a new architecture for non-nuclear deterrence that could probably save 

our backsides into the 2020s, maybe beyond.  Here’s how it would work. 



The administration has already – in the name of missile defense – the administration is 

putting a new long-range radar in Japan.  It has allowed to become public that it wants to do 

the same in the Philippines.  If you put the right kind of radar in the Philippines you could 

provide coverage from Siberia to the Tasman Sea. 

And guess what?  We’ve sold a 3,000 kilometer range radar to Taiwan that watched the 

last North Korean missile launch.  If we can net these radars to include Japan’s very long range 

radar, the radar that the South Koreans are working on as well, and share this data and provide 

ourselves and our allies with a complete continuous picture of all Chinese military activities 

over all of China’s territory, that will be very important. 

Secondly, what I see happening and what could possibly happen is a new trend toward 

medium- and inter-mediate ballistic missiles.  Our CNO wants to build a new class of SSGNs.  He 

wants the next fleet of our nuclear attack submarine to carry many more tubes for all kinds of 

missiles: cruise missiles initially. 

Why not consider longer range missiles?  If we can tie a regional sensor grid to arsenals 

of new, very long-range, even anti-ship ballistic missiles like the Chinese have, then we’ve set 

up the basis for cancelling out the Chinese fleet.  If they use it, they’ll lose it. 

If we don’t take it out, the Japanese could take it out.  The Koreans could take it out.  

The Taiwanese could take it out.  The Filipinos, why not?  That would then force the Chinese to 

consider achieving their goals through some other means, like perhaps talking to people, 

something they really don’t want to do if they can avoid that. 

What’s wrong with the pivot? Yes, it could be underfunded.  It could be traded away.  It 

could be defeated diplomatically by the Chinese.  Who knows?   

There are many obstacles in its path.  But as a conservative and someone who’s largely 

critical of the administration’s China policy, what has happened so far – the possibilities that 

have been presented are quite amazing and something that I would urge all who are concerned 

to try to get behind in a positive way.  Thanks 

MR. BAKER SPRING:  A comment specifically for Michael Pillsbury.  The Turner letter, as I 

understand it – I haven’t looked at the details of it, but the Strategic Forces Subcommittee mark 

on the NDAA from Wednesday, includes actual legislation to prohibit by funding restrictions 

withdrawal of missile defense capabilities from East Asia. 

MR. PILLSBURY:  You’re Baker Spring? 

MR. SPRING:  Yes. 



MR. PILLSBURY:  Heritage has done a piece on this, already? 

MR. SPRING  We’re looking at it. 

MR. PILLSBURY:  Very good. 

MR. STEVE WARRICK (ph):  Steve Warrick of DOE. This is to Rick Fisher.  As far as the 

stockpile of China, do we have an understanding of where there technology is relative to safety, 

security and reliability?  And also, you didn’t really touch on yield for nuclear. Do we have any 

idea of what kind of yields they have for their nuclear weapons? 

MR. FISHER:  Well, for the big DF-5 ICBMs the yield of a single warhead is usually given 

between one and three megatons.  The newer, smaller warheads are usually estimated 

somewhere between 50 and 100, maybe more, kilotons.  I couldn’t give you more information 

about that. 

About the reliability and safety, that’s not something that I follow in great detail.  Others 

in the open analytical community try to pursue that as best they can.  The Chinese make it very 

difficult to come up with determinations for these questions. 

There is some – the Chinese like it to be known that they have a policy of storing 

warheads separately from missiles.  In the case of the DF-5 or other liquid-fueled missiles, 

earlier liquid-fueled missiles before the DF-3, this appears to make sense.  And there were also 

near incidents in the 1960s in which the military, high ranking officers, are reported to have 

actually threatened Mao with nuclear attack because of the disruptions of the Cultural 

Revolution.  So the PLA put a premium on guarding its warheads to an even greater degree. 

But with modern missiles in tubes on submarines or in mobile ICBMs, separate warhead 

storage is impractical and I assume that these systems are terminated and ready to go. But as 

for issues of reliability, I don’t know.  I assume that the Chinese conduct all manner of testing 

that would be allowed within limits that have been established so far.  I don’t know what those 

are, but I imagine that some critical testing – component testing, all the super computers we’ve 

sold that allow for that kind of testing to continue – is ongoing constantly. 

MR. PILLSBURY (?):  Just to follow on something that Rick said, there is rumor that at the 

end of 2011 a senior Chinese colonel in the navy was accused of espionage.  And at the same 

time, the Chinese recalled one of their missile boats because they were afraid that there had 

been several officers plotting against Hu Jintao, who was then general party secretary at the 

time.  That goes to the issue of reliability.  There is a real concern in the Chinese military about 

the loyalty of especially younger officers at this point. 



MR. FISHER (?): The only force in China that can conceivably displace, get rid of the 

Communist Party, is the PLA.  Remember, the Communist Party almost has 100 million 

members.  It’s a phenomenal thing to consider, especially when even if just one percent of 

them are thinking every day about how to stay in power.  And it’s a lot more than one percent. 

MR. PILLSBURY:  One quick comment on Department of Energy that helps to make my 

larger point about the two different policies between the executive branch and the Congress.  

The Department of Energy has been in the lead of government departments to cooperate with 

China: lab-to-lab exchange programs.  The issue of nuclear reliability, safety and surety and how 

to help China in that area has been around for 15 years with the Department of Energy in the 

lead trying to say we in DOE should step forward and share with the Chinese the technology to 

improve the safety, reliability and surety of their nuclear warheads.  The talks actually started.  

There is also separately a set of lab-to-lab exchanges. 

A lot of that was slowed down by the Cox Commission report and the idea you could be 

dragged up in front of Congress, put under oath, and asked whether you compromised nuclear 

weapons design information or not.  The labs are still quite bitter about the Cox Commission.  

They’ve would love to go back to cooperation with China, with their counterparts in China.  This 

is an area where Congress hasn’t really legislated clearly yet. 

But if you’re from DOE, at least you can say somebody told you there’s two different 

policies and your department has been in the lead for cooperation with China over the last 20 

years.  You’re very much loved by the Chinese.  The idea that they should have a strategic 

petroleum reserve -- which they do have now, they didn’t have the idea even before – that 

came from DOE.  The idea that they should join the International Energy Administration in Paris 

– which you’ve got to be a member of OECD to be a member of, a G-10 you’d be an observer – 

that was pushed successfully by the Department of Energy. So you should be very proud that 

you’re in a department that’s in the lead on cooperation with China, our friend. 

MR. HUESSY:  Michael, Gordon, and Richard, thank you so much for a very, very exciting 

and informative, as usual, briefing.  Would you give a warm thank you? 

(Applause). 

Have a safe and wonderful Memorial Day, and we will see you on June 4th. 


