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odern China has been linked with the prolif-

M eration of nuclear, chemical, and missile weap-
ons technology to states of proliferation con-

cern, and its compliance with arms control and disarma-
ment is seen as key to the effectiveness of weapons of
mass destruction (WMD) nonproliferation efforts.! Inthis
context, the answer to Gerald Segal’s question, “Does
Chinareally matter?’ is most definitely, “Yes.”2 In the
realm of chemical and biological weapons (CBW),
Beijing'sroleisclosaly linked to itsview of the multilat-
eral disarmament regimesfor CBW, namely the Chemi-
cal Weapons Convention (CWC) and the Biological and
Toxin Weapons Convention (BWC), and of related mul-
tilateral export control efforts. These views, in turn, de-
pend on how CBW figurein China stactical and strategic
posture, which includes adeclared nuclear weapons (NW)
capability and astrategic missileforce. Where CBW pro-
liferation is concerned, the key question today is not
whether Chinamatters, but whether the Chinese govern-
ment is serious about eliminating both chemical and bio-
logical weapons—it maintains it never developed the
latter—and preventing the proliferation of CBW-related
technology. Chinahas been an active participant (at |east
in the last two decades) in both chemical and biological
disarmament and arms control negotiations. Outwardly at
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least—and with considerable diplomatic effort—China
broadcasts its commitment to both the CWC and the
BWC.

Few unclassified publicationsanayzetherolethat CBW
have played in Chinese military strategy, nor ismuch in-
formation available on Beijing's approach to negotiating
CBW disarmament treaties. Thisisnot surprising: China
isan extremely difficult subject for study where sensitive
military mattersare concerned. A 1998 report by Dr. Bates
Gill, Case Sudy 6: People's Republic of China, published
by the Chemical and Biological Arms Control Institute,
was thefirst to seriously address the issue of Chinaand
CBW proliferation. Thisarticle, while asking someintrigu-
ing questions, had no referencesto the Chineseliterature
onthe subject of CBW itself. Gill concluded that

given China'soveral industrial capacity, China
probably hasthe capability of producing CBW
agents and may have weaponized this capabil -
ity. At present, however, neither open-source
information nor broader contextual analysiscan
confidently confirm that Chinahasan offensive
CBW program or would seriously contemplate
activating that option for usein wartime.®

Of the few Chinese books written on the subject of
arms control within recent years, Major General Pan
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Zhengiang's, International Disarmament and Arms Con-
trol, probably best reflects basic attitudes and beliefsamong
security analysts and members of the Chinese arms con-
trol community.* For the book’s chapters on chemical and
biological armscontrol, Major General Pan enlisted con-
tributionsfrom Yu Zhongzhou, achemical weapons (CW)
specialist, and Li Yimin, abiological weapons (BW) spe-
cialist. In aconversation with the author in spring 2001,
General Pan indicated that his book was already out of
date when it was published in 1996. Even so, Interna-
tional Disarmament and Arms Control appears to pro-
videan accurate reflection of how Chinese decisionmakers
currently view CBW disarmament issues. Other writings
that have appeared before or since do not contradict the
assertions or attitudes found in Pan’s volume. More re-
cently, Dr. Liu Huagiu, aleading Chinese scholar, edited
an encyclopedic volume on arms control.® The two chap-
ters on CBW arms control, largely written by Yu
Zhongzhou, Li Weimin (CW), and Li Yimin (BW), pro-
vide more detail on China’ srolein negotiation and com-
plianceissues, but for the most part arelargely derivative
of Pan’searlier volume.

Drawing on these two books, as well as a variety of
other Chinese written sources and interviews with gov-
ernment officials and academicsin the People's Republic
of China(PRC) and Taiwan, thisarticle examineswhat is
known of past Chinese activities involving CBW and
China's current involvement in the CBW disarmament
regimes. The article concludes with some policy recom-
mendationsfor the U.S. government.

CHINAAND CHEMICAL WEAPONS

History of Chineselnterest in Chemical Warfare

China’sinvolvement with chemical warfare preceded
the founding of the People’s Republicin 1949. With the
advances in modern chemical industry and the birth of
organic chemistry in the late 19th century, it was prob-
ably inevitablethat CW would appear on the battlefields
of World War |. During the 1920s, the Chinese warlords
Zhao Hengti, Cao Kun, Feng Yuxiang, and Zhang Zuolin
all expressedinterest in purchasing or enlisting European
firmsto help manufacture CW agents. Zhang Zuolin re-
portedly contracted with the German firm Witte for the
construction of a CW production facility, in Shenyang,
and hired Russian and German chemical engineersto over-
seethe manufacture of mustard, phosgene, and chlorine.
Zhao Hengti also took delivery of arelatively small ship-
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ment of “gas producing shells’ in August 1921. Thewar-
lord Wu Peifu, however, condemned CW as*inhumane.”®

Despite repeated clashes among warring factions dur-
ing China sturbulent Republican period, there are no con-
firmed reports of chemical warfare during this period in
Chind'shistory. Thereisalso no evidence that the Soviet
Union assisted the armies of the Kuomintang (National-
ists) or the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) with CW-
related training or equipment. It isquite possible, however,
that knowledge gained by Soviet-German cooperationin
CW technology from the 1920s to the early 1930s may
have found itsway into Chinese hands.

Thefirst use of CW inAsiais believed to have taken
place in 1930 in Wushe, a mountainous area in central
Taiwan. Defeated by the Japanese in 1895, China's
Manchu rulerswere forced to cede the provincial island
of Taiwan to Japan. During Japan’s colonization of the
island, brutal pacification campaignswere waged against
local indigenousgroups, particularly during theyears 1910-
1914.7 Local tribes, including those in Wushe, revolted
against the Japanese. Historians believe that in 1930, Ja-
pan used chloracetophenone (CN)® while crushing the
rebellion led by tribal leader MonaRudo.® This particular
engagement might have been part of the experimental use
of CW by the Japanese on Taiwan between 1930 and
1941.%° After Japan’s surrender in 1945, the Kuomintang
Garrison Command took control of former Japanese mili-
tary facilities, including a“large chemical weaponsfacil-
ity in northern Taiwan.” 1 It is not known what stocks of
CW were found when Nationalist soldiersarrived at the
plant.

Beginning in 1937, the Japanese army employed awide
range of CW agentsduring itsinvasion of China. Quoting
an “authoritative Soviet source,” a Chinese book by
People'sLiberation Army (PLA) specialistsin chemical
defense claimsthat “ during itswar in China, the Japanese
army had prepared 25% of their artillery shellsto bechemi-
ca munitions, while 30% of itsaerid ordnancewas chemi-
ca bombs.”*? Another source tallies 10,000 deaths and
80,000 wounded as aresult of Japanese CW use.® Ac-
cording to athird source, from July 18, 1937, to May 8,
1945, Japan carried out 1,059 chemical attacksin China,
including the use of the CW agents diphenylchloroarsine,
diphenylcyanoarsine, chloracetophenone (CN), chloropi-
crin, hydrogen cyanide, phosgene, mustard, and lewisite.*

Whileit isdifficult to evaluate the extent of Japanese
useof CW in Ching, it would appear that mainland sources
exaggerate the overall importance of such warfare in
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Japan’s success against Kuomintang armies during this
period. Japanese soldiers, especialy those serving in China,
were highly disciplined, well equipped, ruthless, and had
awell-organized command structure. Thelatter qualities
did not exist among the Chinese resistance, which was
aready fractured by arivalry between the Kuomintang
(KMT) forcesled by Chiang Kaishek and the CCPforces
led by Mao Zedong. While the use of CW might have
assi sted the Japanese in some battles, it isdifficult to con-
clude that it played a decisive rolein the Sino-Japanese
war of 1937-1945. Although the Chinese are bitterly in-
dignant over Japan’s use of CW, they also place some of
the obloguy on the United States. One Chinese source
notesthat despite President Roosevelt’swarning to Japan
in 1942 concerning their use of such weapons against
China, the United States never took measuresto retaliate
inkind.’

From 1940 to 1945, Kaishek and the KM T operated a
Chemica Warfare Center in the city of Naqgi, located at
thejunction of the Yungning and Yangtzerivers. Thedlite
First Chemical Shock Division was headquartered here,
commanded by amajor general and under direct control
of General Yu Dai Wei, Chief of Ordnancein Chungking.
Therewas also the American Chinese Chemical Command
(along thelines of the U.S. Chemica Warfare Service) in
Kunming under the command of Brigadier General John
Middleton.® In 1943, the 1st regiment of the KM T was
moved to Ramgarh Training Center, Bihar Province, In-
dia, and was commanded by General Hsieh, with training
provided by U.S. Army Chemica Corps officers. The
KMT 3rd Regiment also operated as a chemical mortar
unit in 1945.% The fate of these CW units after World
War Il and the Chinese Communist takeover in 1949 is
unknown. But CW and equipment abandoned by the Japa
nese, and munitions that may have been provided to the
Nationalists by the United States, fell into the hands of
the Chinese Communistsin 1949.18

The charge that the United States employed CW dur-
ing the K orean War of 1950-1953 isnow rarely mentioned
outside of China.® Today, however, it appearsto be an
article of faith among the Chinese military that U.S. armed
forces used both biological and chemical weaponsduring
that conflict. A 1997 mainland Chinese book chargesthat
the U.S. military used CW against Sino-K orean forceson
more than 200 occasions, and it lists the following CW
agents by name: mustard, cyanide (presumably hydrogen
cyanide), chloropicrin, and chloroacetophenone (CN).%°
It may be no coincidence that the same CW agents were
used by Japan against China during World War 11.
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One getsthe sense that, when looking back to the Ko-
rean War, Chinese |eaders often make oblique references
tothe CW allegations. For example, current PRC Chair-
man Jiang Zemin has stated that during the Korean War,
“the United Statesthrew in nearly two million troops, and
except for nuclear, employed al of the most advanced
weapons.” 2 An articlein the October 2000 issue of China
National Defense Journal (Zhongguo Guofangbao) used
essentially the same language: “ except for nuclear weap-
ons, all modern weapons were used.”? In Korean War
retrospectivesintended for Chinese consumption, onefinds
that the CW charges are repeated with specifics. Among
other books on thetopic, International Disarmament and
Arms Control, published in 1996 by the Chinese National
Defense University Press, also mentions the use of CW
during the Korean War: “ Since the end of WWI, chemi-
cal weapons have been frequently used throughout re-
gional and armed conflicts. Among the more important of
these were...in the 1950s, when the United States used
them againgt North Korea, and inthe 1960-70s, the United
States against Vietnam. . . ."%

Another book published by the People's Liberation
Army Pressclaimsthat in 1950-1953,
the United StatesArmy, having gotteninvolved
inthe K orean War, used chemical weaponsmore
than 200 times, causing close to 2,000 chemi-
cal casualtiesfor the Sino-Korean Army. Among
therdaivey large-sca e attacksinvolved the use
of phosgene against the Nampo city of Korea.
Poison gas bombs dropped by American B-29
bombers on May 6, 1951, gassed up to 1,379
and killed 480 people. From February 1952 to
June 1953, American use of chemica agents
exceeded a hundred occasions and comprised
some 17 different types of agents, such asmus-
tard, lewisite, phosgene, hydrocyanic acid,

Chinafirst madeformal chargesof U.S. chemica war-
fare during the Korean War on March 5, 1951. The“Re-
porton U.S. Crimesin Korea,” compiled by aCommunist
front organization, the I nternational Association of Demo-
cratic Lawyers, claimed that the United States used CW
between May 1951 and January 1952. The UN ambas-
sador from the Soviet Union, Jakob Malik, repeated similar
charges in February 1952. But when the International
Scientific Commission—agroup of Sinophilescientists,
leftists, Marxists, and other Maoist fellow travelers—re-
ported onthe biological warfare (BW) alegationsin 1952,
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no mention was made of chemical warfare in Korea or
China.?¢ According to Milton Leitenberg,
Therewas never much question that therewas
no validity to the 1951 charges of chemical
weapons use, and they were not repeated dur-
ing the period of the major BW allegationsin
1952. Thosein the West who professed to be-
lieve the BW alegations into the 1960s and
1970s never mentioned the early accompany-
ing allegations of chemical weapons use.?

Perhapsthe most dramati ¢ testimony contradicting the
Chinese CW allegations comesfrom the Soviet archives.
Lt. Gen. V. N. Razuvaev, who had served as Soviet Am-
bassador to North Korea and military advisor to the Ko-
rean People' sArmy, wrotethefollowing to Levrenti Beria
onApril 18, 1953:

[T]he Chinese . . . wrote that the Americans
were using poison gasin the course of the[Ko-
rean] war. However, my examinationsinto this
guestion did not give positive results. For ex-
ample, onApril 10, 1953, the general command-
ing the Eastern Front reported to Kim I Sung
that 10-12 persons were poisoned in a tunnel
by an American chemical missile. Our investi-
gation established that these deaths were caused
by poisoning from carbonic acid gas|i.e., car-
bon dioxide] [released into] the tunnel, which
had no ventilation, after the explosion of an or-
dinary large caliber shell 2

In retrospect, it is possible that Chinese military lead-
ersbelieved that the UN forceswere employing chemical
warfare. The Chinese Peopl €' sVolunteer Forces (CPVF)
faced intense air bombardments by U.S. fighter and
bomber aircraft later in the Korean War, aswell asU.S.
ordnance, such asnapalm and artillery. In addition to the
immediate effects of these attacks, the off-gasesfrom air-
delivered bombs were no doubt responsible for respira-
tory distress and pulmonary edema among Chinese
soldiers, symptomsthat arelargely indistinguishablefrom
those of CW that damage the lungs. For example, highly
toxic nitrous oxide (NOx) compoundsareroutingly formed
following the detonation of high explosivessuch as TNT.
For the purposes of propaganda against the “imperialist
aggressor,” it may have made sensefor Chinese officials
to blame the deaths of thousands of ill-equipped Chinese
soldierson CW.

In sum, thereisno evidencethat the UN forces of any
country employed CW during the K orean War. Even so,
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the Chinese military continuesto maintain thishistorical
fiction, perhaps as a politico-bureaucratic measureto jus-
tify expendituresin CW defense.® Keeping the CW myth
aive might also help to divert attention away from the
fact that Chinalost so many troopswhile only achieving
areturn to the status quo ante bellum—a somewhat | ack-
luster result.*

The fact that Chinese military authors continueto al-
lege U.S. chemical warfare during the Korean War may
also be partly theresult of aresurgence of nationalist sen-
timent inthe PRC. Particularly in 1995-1996, jingoist and
xenophobic articles, speeches, and public statementswere
evident when PLA military chiefs, opposed to what they
perceived as President Jiang Zemin'soverly conciliatory
policy toward Taiwan, conducted military exercises and
missile tests off the coast of Taiwan. According to one
anayst, “Uncle Sam was the bogey man in ideological
sessionsin party and government offices, factories, farms
and colleges. On adiplomatic and political plain, the U.S.
government was held responsible for keeping Chinadis-
united or otherwise preventing the nation from gaining its
rightful placeinthesun.”3! The modern political climate
in China might have made it easier for PLA officersto
promote the belief that the United States was willing to
resort to CBW during the Korean War. Nevertheless, dis-
missing such attitudes as mere propaganda does not ex-
plain why the CCP and the leaders of the PLA appear to
be convinced of the veracity of theallegations.

PLA officerswriting on chemical warfare also allege
that the United States used more than just tear gas and
herbicides during the Vietnam War. In particular, they
contend that the United States made extensive use of BZ,
ahallucinogenic incapacitating agent, whichwasallegedly
delivered using M44 and M43 chemical munitions.® In
one of the purported attacks, BZ incapacitated an entire
platoon of North Viethamese Army (NVA) troops, who
were subsequently killed with bayonets with the excep-
tion of one NVA soldier, who survived to report the mas-
sacre.®® Such allegations, however, appear to be
unfounded.* Also of interest isthe fact that the PRC takes
credit for having given the North Vietnamesetraining in
CW defense and protective gear during the Vietnam War.

Chinese and Taiwanese security specialists are inter-
ested in whether or not Vietnam attacked Chinawith CW
during the 1979 border war that Deng Xiaoping claimed
was meant to “teach the Vietnamese alesson.” ¥ To date,
though, no solid evidence supports allegations of chemi-
cal warfare in the 1979 conflict. There have also been
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rumorsthat CW was used in some fashion during abrief
but violent clash between the Chinese and Soviet military
forces in 1969, since referred to as the Zhenbao
(Damansky) Idand incident. Nevertheless, such reports
are currently discounted in China.*”

Past Chinese CW Activity

Although the Chinese government has declared past CW
activity to the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemi-
cal Weapons (OPCW) in The Hague, Netherlands, it has
not made thisinformation public. In 1999, a member of
the Chinese del egation to the OPCW told the author that
the PRC had declared three former CW production fa-
cilities (CWPFs). Most recently, the official listing of
China's CWPFs indicates only two.® This discrepancy
isdifficult to explain. By all accounts, however, the pro-
duction plants have since been destroyed.

Researchers at the Beijing Institute for Chemical De-
fensereport inthe Journal of Chemical Defence (Fanghua
Xuebao) that although Chinawas among those countries
that possessed CWPFs, “these were for production of
small quantitiesfor defensive purposes, or production had
stopped and facilities have been destroyed.”* One would
infer, therefore, that Chinaformerly had CWPFsthat were
dismantled before the declaration was submitted. PRC
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) officials claim that
China'sformer CWPFswere only pilot facilities.* Simi-
larly, Chinese CW expert Yu Zhongzhou states that “ Four
countries once possessed chemical weapons production
facilities, France, Japan, England, and China (China sbeing
experimental facilities).”#

There is little doubt that China possessed CW in the
past, although the types and quantities of the agents are
unknown. It seemslikely that the Chinese military sought
to devel op the same compoundsthat Japan had used dur-
ing itswartimeinvasion of China, including blister agents,
such as mustard and lewisite. Two Chinese CW defense
experts reported that “ mustard can also work with mix-
tures of other CW agents for combined effect. For ex-
ample, mustard and lewisitewill not lower their toxicities,
but will increasetheir capabilitiesin winter.”# From the
perspective of a possible ground-war scenario, the Chi-
nese have been concerned about the extremely cold tem-
peratures along their borderswith Kazakhstan and India.
Defense against a combination of mustard and lewisite
would be particularly important in such an environment.
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Current CW Capabilities

A recent U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) report,
Proliferation: Threat and Response (January 2001), states
thefollowing with regard to Chinaand CW:

Beijing isbdieved to have an advanced chemi-
cal warfare program including research and de-
velopment, production, and weaponization
capabilities...While Chinaclamsit possessesno
chemical agent inventory, it isbelieved to pos-
sess a moderate inventory of traditional
agents...Even though China has ratified the
CWC, made its declaration, and subjected its
declared chemical weaponsfacilitiestoinspec-
tions, we believethat Beijing has not acknowl-
edged the full extent of its chemical weapons
program.*

The report adds that China possesses “awide variety
of potential delivery systemsfor chemical agents, includ-
ing cannon artillery, multiple rocket launchers, mortars,
land mines, aerial bombs, SRBMs (short-range ballistic
missiles), and MRBMs (medium-range ballistic mis-
sles).”*

At the sametime, no other evidencein the open litera-
ture suggests that the PLA possesses CW (beyond what
remained behind after Japan’sinvasion of China), or that
the Chinese military is prepared to use them offensively.
Considering the poor quality of CW defensetraining, the
mismatch of chemical protective gear, and the generally
low technical level of the PLA, itisunlikely that the Chi-
nese military could conduct large-scal e offensive CW op-
erations.®

Because of thelimitationsimposed by geographica and
technological factors, Chinahas never been well-equipped
touse CW offensively. Althoughit isnot difficult to find
sources on Chinese CW defense, one is struck by their
anachronistic tone. Chinese authors dwell on the experi-
ence of the Japanese invasion of China (1937-1945) and
the myth that the United States engaged in CBW during
the Korean War. China has an established system of CW
defense, including acadre of chemical defense speciaists
supplied with decontaminati on equipment, modest detec-
tion capabilities, and protective suits. But Chinese CW
defense materiel and methods are dated, bulky, and best
suited to defending against an unlikely land invasion from
China swestern and southern borders.

Despiteitseffortsto acquire modern military capabili-
ties, the PRC is still apoor and backward country, with a
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(1999) per capitaincomeof $707.%¢ (Thisfigure palesin
comparison with South Korea, Taiwan, Malaysia, and
other developing statesin theregion.) One finds constant
reminders of this economic weaknessin Chinese military
newspapers, where photographs show PLA soldiersin
uniform working in various enterprises, especialy inthe
agricultural sector, such asraising eggs, planting trees, or
harvesting crops. In addition to demandsfor ideol ogical
education and other non-technical training, littleroomis
left for wide-scale training in advanced fighting tactics,
especially for something asintensive and specialized as
offensive CBW. Chinahaslong found it difficult to equip
its armed forces with enough live bullets for training or
flight time for jet fighter pilots. Rather than employing
advanced technology and modern materiel, both of which
arein short supply, the Chinese military reliesonitsabil-
ity to throw more ground troops (of which there is no
shortage) at the enemy. In many ways, it appearsthat the
Chinese military has remained in aK orean War mindset,
especialy with regard to CW defense. Thisfact may help
answer why China continuesto perpetuatethefalsealle-
gations about U.S. use of CW during the Korean War.

Suppose, for the sake of argument, that despite cur-
rent Chinese protestationsto the contrary, the PLA stock-
piles significant quantities of CW agentsthat have been
weaponized onto avariety of platforms. In addition to the
ordnance mentioned above, Chinacould & so disseminate
CW agentsviaits Sukhoi-27 fighters/lbombers and other
aircraft.*” What would be the ramifications of such aca-
pability?

First, Chinese SRBMS and MRBMs generally have
rangesfalling between 300 kilometers (km) and 600 km.
The Sukhoi-27 aircraft, produced by China under Rus-
sian license, hasamaximum range of 1,500 km.*® (These
aircraft could theoretically be adapted for use of f aircraft
carriers,®® but the PRC does not have thistype of vessel
initsnaval inventory.®) Given the absence of chemically-
armed, long-range intercontinental ballistic missiles
(ICBMs) inthe current PRC arsenal (such asthe CSS-3,
DF-31, or CSS-4), Chinese CW would not pose adirect
threat to the continental United States, at least for now.
Sincethe Hong-6 bomber aircraft hasarange of only 3,100
km, the continental United States remains out of practical
reach from hypothetical Chinese CW.

Regiondly deployed U.S. military forcesin Japan, South
Korea, and Okinawa, while within the nominal range of

Chinese ballistic missiles, would likely have moreto fear
from nuclear warheads than from CW. While chemical
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warheadsmay havealarger “footprint” than conventional
weapons, they are not comparable to nuclear devicesin
termsof destructivenessand areacoverage. Finaly, if the
PLA truly believesthat using CW would “bejust likere-
leasing the evil spiritsfrom Pandora sbox, eventually dip-
ping towardsthe abyss of nuclear war,” itisunlikely that
the Chinese would use CW in afuture conflict with Tai-
wan and/or the United States.>® The fact that Chinese
missilesdo not have high accuracy further reinforcesthis
view.

Themilitary effectiveness of chemically-armed ballis-
ticmissilesisalso questionable. During World War 11, the
German Wehrmacht decided against devel oping chemical
warheadsfor itsV-1 cruisemissileand V-2 ballistic rocket,
because “[t]hefield of dispersion wastoo wide, and the
carrying capacity of theindividua projectilewastoo small,
so that with the very low rate of fire it would not have
been possible to gas any considerable area. Hence only
locally restricted and relatively small danger zoneswith
gas coverage could have been created.”? It islikely that
China, knowing the limited number of missilesinitsin-
ventory and the modest accuracy of their guidance sys-
tems, would evaluate the applicability of CW inasimilar
manner.

As far as Taiwan is concerned, the threat from con-
ventional warheads on missilesisreal enough. Therecent
buildup of missilesin Fujian Province serves asameans
of intimidation.® Might China consider using CW agents
against Taiwan, perhapsin apreparatory attack asapre-
lude to an invasion? With 100 miles separating Taiwan
from the mainland, only chemical ordnance delivered by
aircraft or missiles would immediately reach Taipei,
Kaohsiung, or other key targets. China does not have a
demonstrated capability to airlift or moveland-based ar-
tillery systemswithin range of Taiwan by amphibious as-
sault. But if Chinawereto decideto employ CW against
Taiwan, Chinese military strategists would haveto con-
sider the response from the United States, including the
possibility of amassive U.S. retaliatory strike.

For China, only continental land war options are ame-
nableto offensive CW. Here, multiplelaunch rocket sys-
tems (MLRS) provide more effective chemical delivery
platforms, as well as artillery cannon, especialy in the
155mm caliber. With thefall of the Soviet empire, China
facesonly apotential chemical threat from India, mainly
in the harsh region along the Sino-Indian border.>* Even
intheunlikely event of amajor land war inAsia, the PLA
would praobably rely on land mine dispersal systemsfor
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areadenial,® obviating the need for persistent CW agents.
Furthermore, as noted earlier, acursory look at atraining
video of PLA troops deployed in mock CW environments
reveals more style than substance. Relying on truck-
mounted decontamination systems and uncomfortable
rubber protective suits, it is not clear that the PLA can
operate effectively in achemical environment, either of-
fensively or defensively.® The only offensive activities
that Chinese chemical defense personnel seem to perform
in military exercises are the application of obscurant
smokes and the use of man-portable flamethrowers and
white-phosphorus smoke mortars, all legal forms of war-
fare. (The use of flamethrowers, for example, remainsa
vital part of Chinese military exercises, probably dueto
their extensive use by the PLA during the 1962 Indian
border conflict and the Sino-Vietham war of 1979°7).

Chinahastaken an activeinterest in binary CW, which
contain two relatively harmless chemicalsthat react dur-
ing amunition’sflight to thetarget to yield alethal agent.
In 1990, aWestern analyst wrote that Chinabelieved bi-
nary munitions possessed characteristics that were well
suited for a people's war under modern conditions (i.e.,
greater safety in production, storage, and delivery; ex-
tended shelf life; and capacity for “surprise and decep-
tion").® According to a Chinese military source, “[d]ue
to the similaritieswith civilian usesfor chemical industria
products, one can now sufficiently devel op and produce
chemical weapons onthe dy. Truly anew type of chemi-
cal weapon, binary weaponswill gradually follow atrend
towards replacing unitary chemical munitions.”®

The drawbacks of binary weapons, as far as Chinese
CW defense specialists are concerned, are that the com-
ponents only achieve alimited yield of nerve agent (the
U.S. 155 mm binary shell had a 70 percent yield), and
the reaction between difluor and the alcohol components
usually takes about eight to ten seconds to complete.®
The latter constraint can limit the use of binariesin di-
rect-fire weapons such asthe MLRS, although certainly
most large-caliber howitzers and gliding bombswould be
largely unaffected. Furthermore, side-reactant byproducts
of binary mixing form distinctive smelling, halogenated
compounds and thus make detection by the enemy much
easier.’! According to Dr. Anthony Tu, the Chinese al'so
considered mass production of binary munitionsto be pro-
hibitively expensive. Two published diagrams suggest the
Chinese at onetimeinvestigated such weapons, athough
itisunknown if the PLA ever developed a prototype.®
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Finally, recent interest in non-lethal warfare hasled to
Chinesewritings on thisand rel ated devel opments, mostly
based on research performed inthe United Statesand el se-
where. The Intelligence Division of the Beijing Military
Medical Institute (Junshi Yixue Kexueyuan Qingbaosuo),
in arecent issue of People's Military Surgeon (Renmin
Junyi), claimed that “in order to secure its superpower
roleinthe post Cold War era,” the United States “ devel-
oped and/or isdevel oping the following non-lethal weap-
ons: Anti-personnel weapons. This category includes
supersoni ¢ and subsoni ¢ weapons, noi se weapons, chemi-
cal camatives, stimulants, [and] vomitives. . .."%Along
theselines, an articlein China' s National Defense Jour-
nal (Zhongguo Guofangbao) mentions the potent inca-
pacitating compound, EA3834, one of the many
hallucinatory drugsthe United States once researched as
possible CW agents.®

China’sCW T hreat Assessment

With the end of the Cold War and the entry into force
of the CWCin 1997, it would appear that Chinahas come
to evaluate chemical threatsin adifferent light thanin the
past. For example, ChinaconsidersIndiato posethe most
immediate threat to its borders, despite the fact that the
United States and Russia still possess the largest stock-
pilesof chemica munitionsand bulk CW agents—approxi-
mately 70,000 tons between them (although both countries
areworking to destroy these stockpilesin accordancewith
their CWC obligations).

Dr. Chen Jisheng of the Ingtitutefor Chemical Defense,
adistinguished Chinese expert on CBW, has categorized
different countriesintermsof their CBW status. The num-
ber one category, “ country with apolicy of domination,”
isoccupied by the United States. Chen writes,

[t]he United States has the most powerful
chemical and biologica weapons stores[zhubei]
in the world, as well asthe strongest devel op-
mental and industria base capacity ... The United
States d 0 has systematically had the most com-
plete, long-term chemica weapons strategic
development and national policy, aswell asde-
veloping strategy and policies with afoothold
to strive towards the control and domination of
the state of future CB weapons devel opment
trends of the entire world, and having a steer-
ing influence upon the satus of global CB weap-
ons.®
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For Chinese CW specialists, doubtsremained in 1999
as to the fate of the U.S.-held stocks of the hallucino-
genicincapacitant BZ. They noted that the United States
had not yet provided the full declarations concerning its
past activitieswith and purported destruction of BZ.%¢

Beforethe dissolution of the Soviet empire, Chinafaced
asignificant CW threat along its borders from the Soviet
Union, which was understood to haveintegrated CW into
its military doctrine.”®” In 1988, Chinese arms control
expert Dr. Liu Huagiu noted that although relationswith
M oscow were beginning toimprove, Chinadtill faced “the
same Soviet military threat as Western Europe: the fast-
moving armored thrust. The Soviet Union has[in 1988]
fifty-three divisionsin the Far Eastern Theater, compris-
ing seven tank divisions, forty-five motor rifle (MR) divi-
sions, and one airborne division. In the Central Asia
Military District (MD) there are onetank and six MR di-
visions, inthe Siberian MD therearesix MR divisions; in
the Transbaikal MD there aretwo tank and eight MR di-
visions, in the Far East MD there are two tank, twenty-
two MR, and one airborne division.”®

A significant force multiplier for the Soviet Red Army
would have been chemical warfare. During the 1987 So-
viet CW exhibition in Shikhany, arange of munitionsand
ddivery systemswas put on display asan exerciseintrans-
parency.® According to Chinese CW expert Yu Yongzhou,
the Shikhany exhibition attracted over 130 people from
variousdelegations, including some 50 journaists. Numer-
ous types of Soviet CW were on display, including “ten
typesof artillery and rocket shells; two types of strategic
missilewarheads; six types of aerial bombsand spraying
devices; and one type of chemical hand grenade.” ° Af-
ter witnessing the panoply of CW on display at Shikhany,
it is possiblethat the Chinese military may havereevalu-
ated the threat from the East.

Since the breakup of the Soviet Union in 1991, the
perceived threat has diminished. According to Chen
Jisheng, Russiastill possesses*“avery large stockpileand
technical base, but currently has shut down basic research
and development.” Dr. Chen and his colleaguesare more
concerned about India, described as having “on the eve
of signing the CWC, made a crash production of chemi-
cal weapons, striving for the position of being a‘ chemical
weapons possessor state.”” ™ Inareport on regional CW
threatsto China, Chinese defense writers Zhang Naishu,
Yuan Junfeng, and Xiong Yuxiang noted that India pos-
sesses five CW production and storage facilities and a
stockpile of 1,000 agent tons, “making Indiathethird larg-

The Nonproliferation Review/Spring 2002

est chemical weapons possessor after the United States
and Russia.”? Other Chinese CW defense researchers
fromthe PLA Chemica Defense and Engineering Com-
mand A cademy, Wu Guoging and Zhou Chengxi, claim
that the Indian CW stockpile consists mainly of mustard.
They aso notethat Indiahas 122mm and 212mm MLRS,
both platformswell suited for chemical ordnance.”™

The perceived CW threat from Taiwan isnot mentioned
often in Chinese defense writings. In arecent book pub-
lished in China, avaguereferenceismadeto the” Taiwan
Province Chemical Corps’ in a caption for a photo-
graph.™ But at least one recent publication called on China
to step up itsintelligence capabilities, with an emphasis
on “Taiwanese NBC developments, researching waysto
assure CW protection in warfare with Taiwan, including
as well obscurant smoke and flame-thrower support,
etc.”

Chinese Chemical Defense Doctrine

In published papers, Chinesemilitary strategistsempha:
size preparedness for chemical or nuclear warfare by
means of special fortifications, improvised masks, and
utilizing reconnai ssanceto detect CW use by the enemy.”
For example, Li Guang and Xie Deming writein the Chi-
nese Journal of Chemical Defencethat, “[w]ith our tried
and true nuclear forcein the background, no enemy would
dare think lightly of using nuclear or chemical weapons
[against us].””” The response to an enemy that would use
CW, according to Chinese CW defense strategists, would
generally run aong theselines:

The best way is to destroy the enemy’s CW
capability or at least degradeit, causing the other
side to be unable to carry out their offensive
plan—this is an aggressive defense to ensure
one's survival. On the battlefield, after ascer-
taining the placement of enemy chemica weap-
ons, including firing lines, command and control
systems, and ordnance depots, every command
level officer isto quickly and decisively destroy
them by use of organized artillery, air power,
and other assets.™

According to Dr. Tu, the Academy of Chemical De-
fense (Fanghua Yanjiuyuan) in Beijing is charged with
chemical defense training. It offers afour-year curricu-
lum and graduates some 4,000 commissioned chemical
defense officers each year.” This number appears ex-
tremely high, but considering that these cadres are respon-
siblefor CW defensetraining throughout theentire PLA,
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which totals around 2.8 million troops, ® it may not be
that far-fetched after all.

Recently, China has devel oped a domestic prepared-
ness capability to addresslarge-scale public exposuresto
hazardous materials, including CW terrorism. Rapid re-
sponse detachments have been organized to handle chemi-
ca disasters, accidentd or otherwise. At thelevel of militia
training, amilitary high school in Qingdao demonstrated
students' knowledge of civil defense, including dispersal
of gases, first aid, and radiological dosimetry.8! Because
of domestic government embargoes on most Chinese news
events, particularly those that involve disastersor terror-
ism, it isdifficult to determine what led to the recent gov-
ernment decision to deploy special units for hazardous
material events. In 1993, however, adangerous chemical
fire in Shenzhen necessitated the expertise of a special
“anti-chemicd warfaremedicing’ unit.® Sincethen, among
other local fire and emergency response divisions, haz-
ardous material (hazmat) teams have been deployed with
the mission of cleaning up toxic chemica spills.® The
March 1995 nerve agent attack in the Tokyo subway and
recent crime reportsinvolving poisonings, terrorism, and
other threats to Chinese government and society might
have also spurred authoritiesto look at appropriate mea-
suresto combat chemical terrorism.

CHINAAND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

During the years 1931-1945, Japan pursued aBW pro-
gram and conducted BW field tests against Chinese mili-
tary and civilian targets. Much has already been written
about the gruesome experiments conducted in Chinadur-
ing World War 11 by General Ishii Shiro and hisUnit 731,
aswell asother speciaized detachments.®

According to some Japanese estimates, including from
former members of the Japanese Imperial Army, thetotal
number of Chinesekilled by military use of BW was about
21,000 people, most of these from cholera.® (Thisfig-
ure does not include the more than 3,000 Chinese, Ko-
rean, and other prisoners of war who died in Japanese
BW experiments.) Chinese estimates are much greater.
Accordingto Dr. LiuHuagiu, “[d]uring Japan’sinvasion
of China, BW was carried out among 20 or more prov-
inces and citiesin China, killing more than 200,000 Chi-
nese people.” Other Chinese scholars have concluded
that “ at least 270,000 Chinese soldiersand civilianswere
killed asaresult of Japanese germ warfare between 1933
and 1945.”8 But no hard evidence supports such ahigh
figure, nor isit likely that Japanese BW activities were
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responsible for every occurrence of plague or other in-
fectious disease during that period. Plague has been en-
demicto Chinasince 1894, and during wartime outbreaks
of infectious diseases are common.

TheKorean War and Allegations of BW

With regard to future arms control agreementsand in-
telligence assessments, it is significant that the Chinese
government continues to believe that the United States
employed BW during the Korean War. There is ample
evidence, however, that the Chinese Communists and
North Korean operatives manufactured evidence of U.S.
BW in the Korean War.®

OnApril 30, 1951, Chinaclaimed that “the American
forces are using Chinese Peopl€e's Volunteers as guinea
pigsfor their bacteriological experiments.”® Theinfamous
history of Japanese BW activity in China, coupled with
the fact that the United States gave amnesty to General
Ishii in return for information about hishuman experiments
with BW agents, were linked in Chinese propaganda to
the Korean War alegations.® Zhou Enlai’s official state-
ment included Japanese co-conspirators:

In its machinations to undermine world peace
and prepare for world war, American imperial -
ismfirst employed Shiro Ishii, Jiro Wakamatsu,
Masgjo Kitano, and other Japanese bacteriol ogi-
cal war criminas, whose hands have long been
stained with the blood of the Chinese and Ko-
rean people, to carry out on the Korean battle-
field experiments and manufacture of various
typesof lethal bacteria. Hundreds and thousands
of the captured personnel of the Korean
People’'s Army and the Chinese People’s Vol-
unteers have been victims of experimentswith
these bacteriological weapons.®

Allegationsthat the United States conducted biological
warfare during the Korean War seem to be accepted as
fact within the PLA today.® A book on BW printed by
the PRC National Defense Press, for example, devotes
considerable space to the issue. Despite a lack of solid
evidence and recent proof of outright fabricationin collu-
sionwith North Korea,*® it would appear that the charges
areingrained in the Chinese political-military leadership.
The recent book alleging U.S. use of BW by Stephen
Endicott and Edward Hagerman,** aswell asthe claims
of Joseph Needham, may have also given theimpression
that thereis*Western” support for the allegations.
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Military conflicts often lead to breakdowns in public
health and the spread of infectious disease, and China
during the Korean War was no exception. Chinese BW
defense during the K orean War would be more accurately
described asgenerd hygiene measures, origindly promoted
as a mass movement in the 1950s. While the Chinese
public was repeatedly told of American BW attacks, the
CCP probably used the propaganda to promote simple
measures to fight infectious disease.®® In North Korea,
according to U.S. medical officerswho were captured as
POWs, “The bacteriol ogical warfare propagandawas di-
rected primarily toward the civilian population. Thetown
governments enforced clean-up programs, mass immuni-
zations, boiling of clothesand in some cases dusting indi-
viduals, presumably with alousicide.” %

When the armisti ce negotiations became stalemated over
theissue of returned POWsin November 1951, the Chi-
nese saw no prospect for aresolution favorable to their
terms. According to Albert Cowdry, “ It wasin thiswinter
of discontent that the Communist powers suddenly re-
vived the charges of germ warfare and, with the backing
of the Soviet Union, launched a worldwide propaganda
campaign keyed to the issue.” ¥ On February 24, 1952,
Chinese Prime Minister Zhou Enlai and North Korean
Minister for Foreign Affairs Pak Hen Yen protested to the
United Nations that the United States, while retreating
southward across the 38th Parallel from December 1950
to January 1951, had disseminated smallpox virus in
Pyongyang, Kwangwon Province, South Hamkyong
Province, Hwanghae Province, and several other areas.®
Thisallegation alone suggeststhat the Chinese dllegations
were contrived, for the United States never developed
smallpox asastandardized BW agent. In arecent history
of the U.S. BW program, Ed Regis makes the following
observation:

The American bombers, according to various
statementsissued by the Chinese Communists
and North Koreans, were scattering an abso-
lutely incredibl e assortment of disease carriers
upon their lands: paper envel opes, straw, grain
cornstalks, bean stalks, medical goods, cloth,
candy, dead branches, leaves, manure clumps,
crystals, yellow powder, contaminated meat,
earthworms, frogs, birds, gray mice, rabbits,
foxes, dead pigs, toilet paper, and infected pan-
cakes. Practicdly theonly item the United States
was not charged with dropping was the single
weapon that it would shortly standardize for
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battlefield use[August 1952], the M33/Brucella
combination.®

Just daysbefore Zhou Enlai’s protestsin February 1952
that U.S. BW activities had extended into Chinese terri-
tory, avaccine program was initiated to stem the spread
of infectious diseasein China. At that time, some 38,000
cases of smallpox, influenza, pneumonia, measles, and
relapsing fever were recorded in Shandong, Hebei, and
Anhui provinces. (For local consumption, the Chinese
government media attributed the epidemicsto low pre-
cipitation and related environmental factorsduring the pre-
viousmonths.)'® Asthe BW propaganda campaign went
into full gear, purported germ-laden insects weretargeted
inacountrywide public health campaign. InApril 1952, a
Western observer reported having seen school childrenin
Qingdao wearing surgical masksand carrying fly swatters
and bottles. Whereas civilianswere previously laggard in
lining up for inoculations, the germ warfare drumbeat en-
couraged a high turnout among the public. Considering
the Chinese government’s monopolistic control over me-
diaand popular culture, it is quite likely that most Chi-
nese simply believed the propaganda. The Communist
authorities did, however, go to some lengths to deceive
the Internationa Scientific Commission, agroup that was
quite credulousto begin with.1t

Between the perceived exigencies of the Chinese pro-
paganda campaign, including creating an atmosphere
where armistice talks could beinfluenced to its political
advantage and the hygienic effects of amass movement
to rid China of disease vectors, it makes sense that the
authorities stressed insect vectors rather than more so-
phisticated (and realistic) means of BW agent delivery.
Nor would this be the last time that the Chinese masses
were exhorted to rid themselves of pests. During the Great
Leap Forward (1958-1961), for example, citizens were
ordered to eliminate grain-grabbing sparrows and other
birds and did so by frightening them with metal pans,
spoons, and other noisemaking devices. (Whilethis* Degath
to Sparrows’ campaign was successful in killing off thou-
sandsof birdsfrom fatigue, it led to increased insectsand
parasitical organisms because of theloss of their natural
predators.)

A U.S. Army intelligence report from 1956 had thisto
say concerning China smilitary training in the 1950s:; “It
is noted that despite the propaganda on BW during this
period, the Communist Chinese stressed anti-chemica and
anti-atomic warfare and training. Very little training was
conducted in BW until after the armistice.” 12
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Today, whilerailing against the U.S. “venomous plot”
to use BW, the Chinese look back on the Korean War
with pride, having been ableto “ crush biologica warfare”
and defeat such U.S. efforts. In a recent article, Kung
Fangui writes, “The U.S. invadersnot only failed to reach
their military objectives when conducting BW, but also
met with embarrassing failure on the political front.” 1%
When one considersthat the Chinese remember the Opium
War of the 1840s as if it happened yesterday, such his-
torical precedents—however false—can exert significant
influence on PRC policy decisions. Similar conspiracy-
type alegations in China have persisted into the 1990s.
For example, one Chinese book on BW alleges that the
outbreaks of Ebola hemorrhagic fever in Zaire were the
result of deliberate BW experimentation.%*

Allegations of BW Activity in Xinjiang Province

Ken Alibek, formerly the first deputy director of the
Soviet/Russian Biopreparat BW complex, suggestsin his
book Biohazard that an outbreak of hemorrhagic fever in
Xinjiang province near Lop Nor was the result of Chi-
nese offensive BW research. “Intelligence sources,” he
writes, “found evidence of two epidemics of hemorrhagic
fever in thisareain the late 1980s, where these diseases
were previously unknown. Our analysts concluded that
they were caused by an accident in alab where Chinese
scientists were weaponizing viral diseases.” % Itis pos-
sible that the aleged outbreak of hemorrhagic fever in
Xinjiang province was referenced in a 1994 newspaper
articledescribing the PLA'sAnti-biological Warfare Unit:

At one time, the public health division of the
PLA Genera Department circulated a notice
saying that there had been an outbreak of en-
demic hemorrhagic fever in acertain place. Its
major means of infection were rats and their
fleas. In order to thoroughly study the various
means of transmission at the source of the out-
break, assistant research fellow Shao Xin'er
took aspecial trip to the place where most rats
werefound. He had to catch over 100 rats each
day and experiment with them in the heat of
the day. In the end, he caught 5,949 rats, and
his research results won a PLA Science and
Technology Award.1%

A Taiwanese source told the author that he was con-
vinced that a Chinese BW facility of some sort existed in
Xinjiang province, not far from the nuclear testing ground
at Lop Nor.2” Nevertheless, it isimportant to note that a
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variant of Crimean-Congo hemorrhagic fever occasion-
aly causesnatural epidemicsin northeastern China, where
asignificant outbreak occurredin 1968.1% Asfor the out-
break in the late 1980s mentioned in Alibek’ sbook, are-
searcher at the Shijiazhuang-based Institute of Military
Medicine told the author that he and his colleagues had
never heard of that particular outbreak.'®

Assessing Chinese BW Capabilities

If Chinesewritingson CW are scanty, even lessinfor-
mation isavailable on biologica weapons. A book onthe
subject with theimprimatur of PRC Defense Minister Chi
Haotian states categorically that “ Chinahas never manu-
factured nor possessed biological weapons.” 1 Accord-
ing to a2001 report by the U.S. Department of Defense,
however, “ Chinacontinuesto maintain some elements of
an offensive biological warfare programiit isbelieved to
have started in the 1950s...Chinais believed to possess
an offensive biological warfare capability based on tech-
nology developed prior to its accession to the[BWC] in
1984 711

China has conducted a considerable amount of osten-
sibly defensive research on potential BW agents, includ-
ing the causative agents of tularemia, Q fever, plague,
anthrax, eastern equine encephalitis, and psittacosis,
among others.*2 Chinaalso possesses the technology to
mass produce most traditional BW agents, including the
causative agents of anthrax, tularemia, and botulism. Fi-
nally, the PRC has expertise in aerabiology and report-
edly conducts|aboratory scale aerosolization experiments
with microorganisms.®* Nevertheless, one cannot assess
accurately from open sourceswhether Chinahasthetech-
nology for the efficient delivery of BW agentsor whether
it has conducted any field testing with animalsin the pagt.

The PRC claimsthat it has no maximum containment
(Biosafety Level 4) laboratoriesfor work with extremely
contagious and virulent organisms.** Although this state-
ment may be true, most BW agents can be studied and
manufactured at lower levelsof containment. Of the sci-
entific literaturethat Chinareportsin its confidence-build-
ing declarations under the BWC, the only citations of
interest deal with public health-related research on bio-
logical aerosolsand scientific review articles on staphylo-
coccal toxins. The remaining citations consist of typical
infectiousdisease reporting and epidemiol ogical studieson
hepatitis, hemorrhagic fever with renal syndrome, and
insect abatement programs. The PRC has also declared
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severa facilitiesashaving a“ nationd defensive biological
warfare R& D program.”

In December 1994, the Hong Kong daily Ming Pao
reported on the PLA “Anti-Biological Warfare Unit,” sta-
tioned at an undisclosed location in northern China. Its
official nameisthe“Military Medical Research Institute
of the Beijing Military Region,” or simply the “Institute
of Military Medicine” (Beijing Junqu Junshi Yixue
Yanjiusuo).*> Fu Genming, the head of the Anti-Biologi-
cal Warfare Unitin 1994, said, “[t]he PLA does not have
an offensive ‘ biological warfare unit’ or ‘ bacteriological
warfareunit.” But it does have an anti-biological warfare
unit. All of our research is open to thewholeworld. It is
anangel of world peace and health for mankind.” It should
be noted, however, that the Ingtitute of Military Medicine
isnot listed in the PRC confidence-building declarations
under the BWC. Thefacilities supporting thisunit, asde-
scribed in the article, are potentially dual-use (i.e., have
both civilian and potentia military applications):

The research ingtitute looks like a sanatorium
or avilla. Inside is amysterious animal king-
dom. Its laboratories are sealed by layers of
glass. Itsworkers are servicemen whose entire
bodies are covered in white protective clothing
with only their eyesuncovered. Affixed on some
glass doors is the warning “Deadly Bacteria
Laboratory.” It is reported that the harm done
by aleak of any drop of bacteria from there
would be no lessthan that caused by anuclear
leak. The section for flies and mosquitoesisa
roomwith the highest classificationinthewhole
building. In this air-conditioned room, tens of
thousands of deadly insectslive on quality milk
bran and fresh animal blood.*

A Taiwanese source claimsthat theinstitutesin the PRC,
aslisted in Table 1, areinvolved in offensive BW activ-
ity, although the accuracy of theinformationisdifficult to
assess.

It should be noted that the PRC has asignificant dual-
useindustrial basefor biologica products. In 1994, China
claimed that it was capable of manufacturing over 1.2 bil-
lion doses of vaccines, making it the* largest vaccine-pro-
ducing nation.”*” According to the U.S. Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA), the Changchun Pneumatic
Components Corp makes 1,000-liter batch lyophilizers
(freeze-driers), and the Beijing Institute of Chemical Met-
alurgy and the Balian Ingtitute of Chemical Physicsmay
manufacture fermenters.*8
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Assuming that China has stockpiled or can produce
quantities of weaponized BW agents, its strategic deliv-
ery systems are even more limited than those for CW.
Modern Chinese cruise missiles could theoretically deliver
both chemical and biological agents, but no evidencein
the open literature suggests that China has actively pur-
sued this option.t® One platform that China might con-
sider for BW agent delivery includesthe use of unmanned
aeria vehicles (UAVs), which havein the past been modi-
fied for this purpose by the United States in the 1960s
and morerecently by Iragq. Neverthel ess, although some
maodern Chinese-produced UAV s have the capacity needed
for delivery of biologica weapons—including the Chang
Hong 1 (65 kg), NAI Soar Bird (30 kg), ASN 206 (50
kg), and the Xian ASN 104-5 models (30 kg)*2°—no evi-
dence indicates that China has pursued UAV's for more
than reconnai ssance operations.

Chinese Biological Defense

The earliest systematic efforts at BW defense by the
PL A werethe sanitation/anti-plague unitsformed in 1952
during the involvement of the Chinese People's Volun-
teer Army in Korea. At the same time, educational cam-
paigns to rid disease-carrying pests were conducted.
Combined with experience of the supposed BW casual-
tiestreated during the Korean War, “agreat victory was
achievedin anti-bacterial warfare.” 2

Whilebuildingaformd curriculumin biologica defense,
the PLA continued work in anti-plague research, and in
1954 delegations and students visited the Soviet Union
for trainingin microbiology and infectiousdisease. (China
declared that its BW defense program was initiated offi-
cidly in1958.12) Perhapsin tandem with the fervent anti-
pest campaigns carried out during the Great L eap Forward,
anational epidemiological research project took placein
1958-1961, led by the Military Medical Science Univer-
sity and sanitation unitsfrom every military region, down
toindividual cadres. By 1984, the Military Medical Sci-
ence University was awarding Master of Science degrees
in the field of BW defense.!? Some specialized equip-
ment has also been fielded to counter the BW threat to
PLA troops, including aerosol samplers and BW agent
sampling kitsin unspecified numbers.

Even today, China's BW defense emphasizes ridding
an affected area of infected insects and vermin, on the
assumption that modern armieswould employ these crude
methods of delivery. Although the use of insects as BW
agent vectorsistheoretically possible, it isnot practical
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Table 1: Alleged PRC Biological Warfare Research Organizations!'?

Factory appellation | Location Production details Notes
Yan'an Bacteriological | Yan'an, Four types of bacteriological bombs: | Potentially one of the
Factory Xishan «  Smoke-type bacteriabomb [may | larger scale biological
refer to aerosol] research and production
«  Paper canister type, sites
bacteriological container
«  Malignant shayan bacteria'®
grenade
»  Tetanus bacteria bomb
Dalian Biological Dalian e  Tetanus/choleramix vaccine Potentially one of the
Products Factory «  Diphtheriavaccine. larger scale hiological
« Rabiesvirusvaccine research and production
+  Tetanus vaccine [toxoid] Stes
»  Typhusvaccine
» ABCvaccines
Changchun Biological Changchun Cultivation and experimentation of Potentially one of the
Products Factory various BW agents larger scale hiological
research and production
sites
Wuhan Biological Wuchang Cultivation of various BW agents
Products Factory
Chongging Biological Chongging Research and cultivation of various
Products Factory BW agents
Kunming Biological Kunming Research and cultivation of various
Products Factory BW agents
Beijing Biological Beijing Cultivation and research in various
Products Factory bacteria
Central Biological Beijing Liquid vaccines, testing of
Products Testing antimicrobial productsin seraand
L aboratory bacteriological products
BW agent production Shenyang Cultivation of various BW agents
facility [unnamed]
BW agent production Shanghai Cultivation of various BW agents
facility [unnamed]
BW agent production Lanzhou Cultivation of various BW agents
facility [unnamed]
BW agent production Guangzhou Cultivation of various BW agents
facility [unnamed)]

by any modern standard and can be seen as athrowback
to the Japanese biological warfare during WWI1 aswell
as the Korean War allegations. For example, to foil en-
emy attacks with disease-infected insects or rats, aPLA
handbook on BW suggests using simple brooms and nets
and burying contaminated debris.® Another military pub-
lication emphasi zestheimportance of “insect intelligence,”
whereunusual concentrationsof flies, fleas, etc., can point
to evidence of biologica warfare® Li Yimin writes, “BW
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agent aerosol s can be effective over very large areas, while
scattered insect vectors can achieve effects over smaller
regions. Therefore, aerosolized BW agentsare primarily
used nowadays.” 12

CHINAAND CBWARMSCONTROL

Because of years of diplomatic isolation following the
1949 Communist takeover of China, the internal chaos
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resulting from the Great L eap Forward (1958-1961), and
the Cultural Revolution (1966-1976), China s active par-
ticipation in multilateral arms control isarecent devel op-
ment. The changeisall the more remarkable considering
that during the 1970s, Beijing disparaged and refused to
participatein arms control treaties. Chinese arms control
experts now acknowledgethat if the PRC received short
shrift in past disarmament agreements, it had only itself
to blame “because we weren't at the negotiating table.”
Moreover, “only by our active participation can we better
unite together the common struggle of the broader Third
World.” 12

The death of Mao Zedong in 1976 and the rehabilita-
tion of Deng Xiaoping to unquestioned CCP leadership
cleared a path for Chinato pursue a more activerolein
foreign affairs.*® After decades of boycotting multilat-
era armscontrol negotiations, Chinasent adelegationto
the Conference on Disarmament in 1980 and participated
inthe negotiation of the CWC. OnMarch 21, 1986, China
announced “Nine Propositions on Arms Control and Dis-
armament.” This document focused mostly on NW and
the U.S.-Soviet arms race, but the seventh proposition
mentioned the need for “an early conclusion to an inter-
national agreement on acomprehensive ban on chemical
weaponsand their complete destruction.” The ninth propo-
sition emphasized China’ sdesire that neither the United
States nor the Soviet Union be the sole military super-
powers, and that the security interests of other countries
not be harmed by the disarmament process:

9) Asdisarmament affectsthe security interests
of every nation, it cannot be solely done by
means of a monopoly held by a superpower
minority, and the disarmament agreementsthey
make amongst themselves ought not to harm
theinterests of other countries. Every nation on
earth, no matter if it is great or small, with a
weak or strong military capability, should en-
joy equal rightswhen it comesto participating
and deciding upon matters concerning disarma
ment. 13

Along with thefall of the Soviet Union, the 1990salso
heraded ashift in Chinese military thinking. Theimpres-
sive results of the U.S.-led campaign during the 1991
Persian Gulf War persuaded Chinese officials of the need
to modernizethe PLA. Along with anew emphasisamong
Chinese military strategists on the high-tech “revolution
inmilitary affairs,” wasagrowing redlization that CW were
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becoming obsolete. Mgjor Generd Pan Zhengiang and his
colleagueswrotein 1996,
intoday’s ‘war without battle lines,” the tradi-
tional use of chemical weapons against large
groupsof soldiersisincreasingly unsuitablefor
the new shape of warfare. Thetraditional mili-
tary value of chemical weapons hasfaded, and
modernity has given up on chemical warfare...
[creating the] basis for the complete and total
treaty ban on chemical weapons.t®

Although Chinese military and defense analysts do not
minimizethe effectsof CW, astrong current in PLA think-
ing views CW asathing of the past. This perceived obso-
lescence led the Chinese leadership to decidethat it could
live without CW and at the same time obtain the security
and economic dividends that would accrue from Chinese
participation in the CWC. Since China has never been
adept in the art and science of chemical warfare, if poten-
tial adversaries eliminate their own arms, Beijing will
achieve animproved strategic position. Moreover, inline
with Deng Xiaoping's“ Four Modernizations’ program,
which gavefirst priority to the devel opment of the Chi-
nese economy, joining the CWC was considered critical
to maintain the growth and diversification of the chemical
industry. Pan et al. stated that China“ concluded that the
[CWC] met the requirements of our security and national
interests. It will assist in apeaceful and stableworld, ben-
efiting our concentrated strength in furthering economic
construction.” 3

The 1991 breakup of the Soviet Union produced an-
other seismic shiftin China s perception of its own secu-
rity and the value of participating in multilateral
disarmament regimes, such as the CWC. On thistopic,
Pan et al. wrote that

when the Warsaw Pact forces and the Soviet
Union dissolved, symbolizing the thorough end
to the bipolar structure of the opposing United
States and Soviet Union, the world entered a
transitional period of amultipolar and newly es-
tablished international strategic system. Inthis
situation, the shape of international disarmament
and arms control also went though aseachange.
Armscontrol mattersnow went beyond thedic-
tate of a U.S.-Soviet relationship, creating a
wider domain of an international political and
military struggle.***
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China’ sApproach toArms Control

Despite its rapid economic modernization, Chinare-
mainsin anideologica timewarp. For thefirst timesince
the 1949 revolution, Chinais now seeing real economic
growth, actively promoting the devel opment of a“capi-
talist-sociaist” system, and adopting modern technology.
These shifts are resulting in an overall improvement in
the livelihood of its citizens. At the same time, the PRC
leadership remains highly sensitive to real or perceived
dlights to its national aspirations and dignity. In 1999,
Michael Swaine and lain Johnston observed that “ overall
Chineseviewsand behavior toward both conventiona and
unconventional weapons devel opment are motivated pri-
marily by arelatively hard realpolitik, state-centered, bal -
ance-of -power calculus centered on maintaining and
increasing China srelative economic, technological, and
military power.” % Little has happened since then to
changethisview. Chinastill regardsthe United States as
the number one “hegemon” and believes that Washing-
tonismaking every effort to keep Chinaand other devel-
oping countries at asecurity and economic disadvantage.

Inthearms control field, Chinaadheresto anideol ogi-
cally driven approach, in which the negotiation of disar-
mament agreementsis part of aMarxist “ struggle” among
nationsfor security and dominance. This Chinese attitude
shown in writings on arms control and disarmament is
similar to that of Clausewitz, but in reverse. According to
Major General Pan, “thearms control struggleis, during
peacetime, an important route for anation to realize mili-
tary strategic goals.” % In general, the Chinese govern-
ment places more weight on the status of its bilateral
relationshipsthan on formd treaties. For example, because
China and Russia have reached a rapprochement, PRC
officialsdownplay or even deny the compelling evidence
of Soviet/Russian violations of the BWC. Similarly,
Chind slong-standing rel ationship with North Koreameans
that, despite U.S. assessmentsthat Pyongyang hasasig-
nificant CW capability, Chinamakeslittle mention of these
activities. In contrast, the Chinese military views India—
aregional rival—asapotential CW threat.

Perhaps the most startling assessment on the part of
the Chineseisabelief that the United States maintainsan
offensive CBW research and development program. De-
spite al evidence to the contrary, Chinese writings and
officials commenting on the subject demand further proof
that the United States has renounced these weapons. No
doubt a mgjor driver behind this mindset is the percep-
tion of Chinese security policymakersthat the overall se-
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curity objective of the United Statesisregiondl, if not glo-
bal, hegemony. Decrying the “ double standards’ used in
Western nonproliferation policiestoward Irag, North Ko-
rea, and South Asia, researchers XiaZhigiang and Wang
Xiaochenwrotethefollowing in the Journal of Chemical
Defence:

Severa big powersin the West, hitting the sig-

nal buttons at the relevant international organi-

zations, utilize international non-proliferation

regimes, especially their imperfect inspection

mechanisms, and brazenly interfere with the

internal affairs of other countries using weap-

onsingpectionsasapretense. At every turn, they

use military force or the threat of same to do

so, bringing about a great fracture in the nor-

mal order of international society.™*’

With regardto U.S. plansfor anationa missile defense
(NMD), a development that China has linked to other
ongoing armscontrol hegotiationsincluding the BWC pro-
tocol,**® Ambassador Sha Zukang of the Disarmament
and Arms Control Department of the PRC MFA wrote,

[t]hereal motive of the U.S. Government isto
make use of the country’sunrivalled economic
andtechnologica might to grabthe strategic high
ground for the 21st century in both the scien-
tificand military fields, so asto break the exist-
ing global strategic balance, seek absolute
security for itself, and realize its ambition for
world domination.*®

Given this background of distrust towards the West
(especialy the United States), one might wonder why
Chinapursues arms control negotiationsat al. Perhapsto
answer that question, Pan and his co-authorsexplain,

[o]ne cannot take the fate of our national secu-
rity and pin hopes on some disarmament and
arms control negotiations and agreements.
However, on the other hand, regardliess of
whether or not negotiations are successful, ac-
tive participationinthisstruggleisbeneficia for
promoting our independence, freedom, and de-
fensive posture, aswell asbeing good for gain-
ing sympathetic public opinion, uniting the broad
maj ority. 14

Chinese expertsin thefield of disarmament studieshave
noted thelack of an armscontrol traditioninAsia.*** Aca-
demic research inthe PRC on arms control isalso arela-
tively new development. Major General Pan and his
colleagueswritethat:
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Disarmament and arms control isastrugglewith
a very strong technological aspect to it, and
Western academic circles have a strong suit
worth drawing alesson from, namely, that they
emphasi ze very much the combination of so-
cial and natural sciences when conducting re-
search on matters concerning disarmament and
arms control. Thisis aresearch approach that
pays attention to the combination of both quali-
tative and quantitative analysis. In our [China'g]
national academic circles, they are beginning to
try this approach, with some departments tak-
ing social science research speciaistsand invit-
ing together specialistsin the natural sciences
(weapons devel opment) to carry out related re-
search, with positive results. 142

At the sametime, Chinaplansto chart an independent
coursewith regard to arms control. “Whilethere are many
Western so-called arms control theories,” Pan and his
colleagues assert, “they areall serving their security inter-
ests, and actually are not really compatible with ours.” 143
The Chinese experts perceive Western disarmament ini-
tiativesasadtrategy to subvert China'sinterests. “In many
situations,” they write, “Western countries are clearly set-
ting out from their own interests, using several unequal
and unreasonable measures or agreements to put pres-
sure on us.”* Although the environment for arms con-
trol hasimproved somewhat for China, they add, “...the
United States, as head of the Western nations, is schem-
ing under the pretense of ‘ cooperation,” making some se-
curity mechanisms that are unequal and imbalanced in
terms of security interests.” 14

Especialy intermsof military-related information, Chi-
neseideologuesview transparency only asameansto hurt
countries that are not of equal power status. The PRC
jealoudy controlsinformation relating to military capabili-
ties and trade. For example, whereas the former Soviet
Union and the United States have both revealed a great
deal of information about their CW stockpiles, Chinare-
mains opaque with respect to its past CW program, how-
ever limited it may have been. Although the tendency to
suppress bad news may be a legacy of Maoist times,
China sgeneral feeling of technica inferiority contributes
toitslack of transparency. Peng Qingyuan articulated the
position of the Chinese government that transparency
measures “must not have harmful effects.” The PRCis
reluctant to reveal its military strengths—or alternatively,
itsrelative weaknesses—for to release such information
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would only benefit its adversaries. Nowhere is this ten-
dency more obvious than in the militarily sensitive area
of CBW.

Chinaand theCWC

China signed the Geneva Pratocol banning the usein
war of CBW on August 24, 1929. After the 1949 Com-
munist revolution, Chinaresffirmed itscommitment to the
Geneva Protocol on July 13, 1952.% The protocol did
not, however, prohibit the production or stockpiling of CW,
aban that was only achieved under the 1993 CWC. Dur-
ing the CWC negotiations from the late 1980s through
thefall of 1992, China often adopted policy stancesthat
“reflected its fear of manipulation by foreigners and its
desireto preserveitsindependence.” 14

Although the CWC is one of the most complex disar-
mament treaties ever negotiated, its basic precepts are
simple. Signatoriesto the CWC agree not to devel op, pro-
duce, otherwise acquire, stockpile or retain CW, or trans-
fer, directly or indirectly, CW to anyone; not to use CW;
not to engagein any military preparationsto use CW; and
not to assist, encourage, or induce, in any way, anyoneto
engagein any activity prohibited to a state party. Evenif
atoxic chemical isnot explicitly listed inthe CWC, itsuse
as aweapon is prohibited. The CWC does allow for the
production of small amounts of CW agents for the pur-
poses of defensive research and monitorsthe production
of chemicalsthat are dual-use.

The CWC also requires that each state party destroy
all CW stockpilesand production facilities, aswell asany
CW it abandoned on theterritory of another member State.
Chinaisone of those countrieswhere abandoned CW are
to be destroyed by the responsible state party, namely
Japan. China's demand that Japan bear the responsibility
for this task was one of Beijing's key objectives during
the CWC negotiations.

According to Mgjor General Pan, the CWC was the
starting point for China to become actively involved in
multilateral arms control .**® Chinabegan participating in
CWC negotiationsin 1980 and made important contribu-
tionstoward reaching agreement, including:

e inclusion of a* prohibition of use” inthe CWC. Dur-
ing the negotiations, the Western and Eastern Group
countries saw no need to repeat the ban on use con-
tained in the Geneva Protocol . Chinaargued, however,
that because the Geneva Protocol wasflawed, that there
was a need to include acategorical prohibition on use
inthe CWC.
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» challenge inspections. China and other developing
countries approved of the need for aninternational veri-
fication systemincluding challengeinspections, but they
opposed their being overly intrusive. Thanksto the ef-
fortsof Chinaand other countries, the CWC established
abalanced mechanism by which arequest for a chal-
lenge inspection could be denied, while retaining the
right to impose sanctions against acountry that abused
the challenge mechanism.

« abandoned CW. China prevailed in its view that the
responsibility for destroying abandoned CW restswith
the country that left them on the territory of another
state.

» the concept of “equivaent stockpileweight,” apropo-
sition intended to solve the problem of comparing the
threat posed by different CW agent types. Other mem-
bers of the CD praised this solution as a “conceptual
breakthrough.” 14

Asindicated, another key provision of the CWC con-
cerns challenge inspections. In addition to a system of
routineingpections of declared facilities, any member state
can request achdlengeingpection of any facility—declared
or undeclared—on theterritory of another member state,
withtheaim of clarifying and resolving questionsrel ated
to possible nhon-compliance with the treaty provisions. >
When it came to negotiating the terms of challenge in-
spections, the PRC demonstrated itstraditional reluctance
to allow the possible compromise of sensitiveinterna in-
formation, fearing that Western or other powersmight gain
accesstoitsmilitary or commercial secrets.®® Tothisend,
the devel oping countries (with Chinain thelead) resisted
proceduresfor challenge inspections proposed by West-
ern countries that they believed were too intrusive. Ac-
cording to a Chinese account:

During the negotiations, the Western developed
countries, viewing challenge inspections as a
means to better enable them to be the world's
policeman, actively strengthened the power
[quanli] of the challenge inspections and lim-
ited therights of theinspected state. They tried
hard to establish achallenge inspection mecha
nism, taking libertieswith therights of the Con-
vention, and used it to do as they pleased in
termsof initiating challenge inspections. China
conducted a resolute boycott against this. We
considered that making appropriate and effec-
tive challengeinspectionswas necessary for the
Convention to have teeth, but they ought not
to harm the national security interests of the
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states parties by turning them into a means by
which the great powers could wantonly infringe
on the sovereignty of other nations. 15

Another provision of the CWC ensures that declara
tions submitted to the treaty organi zation, the OPCW, will
be kept secret. Indeed, China hasinsisted that no part of
its declarations can be made public without its permis-
sion, and only OPCW officialswith ahigh security clear-
ance can have accessto the information.

Although China signed the CWC in January 1993,
Beijing did not ratify the treaty until December 1996.%%
Despite efforts on the part of the Chinese delegation to
restrict the intrusiveness of the inspection mechanisms,
PRC MFA officialsbelievethat they are ill too far-reach-
ing.** Other Chinese CBW experts, such as Dr. Chen
Jisheng,*® are guardedly optimistic about the effective-
ness of the CWC and the future of CW nonproliferation.
He claims, however, that the treaty isbeing implemented
unfairly with respect to the devel oping world:

Althoughthe CWC isareflection of the devel oping trend

towardsworld peace, at the sametimeit isalso aprod-

uct of U.S. plansto codify and control the posture of
world CB weaponry. There have dready appeared these
manifestations:

* The restrictive force of the CWC towards different

countries, weak or strong, isimbalanced, while having

aminiscule controlling effect upon the United States.

» The CWC alows for anew, legal avenue for West-

ern countries to carry out counterproliferation policy

and interference [in the internal affairs of other coun-
tries].

» The CWC further widens the imbalanced state of

strong versus weak nations in terms of CB weapons

and other devel opment capabilities.

« Signsarenot yet visible that the major CW statesare

really serious about implementing thetreaty.

* |t isyet to be demonstrated that the CWC can bere-

lied on over a period of time to root out and destroy

the threat of CW.1%¢

Chinese Compliancewith the CWC

At least insofar asthe OPCW isconcerned, Chinahas
complied with the declaration requirements, including past
and present CW activities, both offensveand defensive.™
Compiling the chemical industry datafor the CWC decla
rations did pose a challenge to the Chinese government.
Swaine and Johnston write,

The Nonproliferation Review/Spring 2002



Eric CrRobDY

Chinahas stressed itsdifficultiesin complying
with various discl osures required within 30 days
of the treaty’s entering into force (e.g., to dis-
closeall chemical production, andin somecases
use, of chemicalsthat fall into three schedules).
Gathering this data is hampered by the sheer
number of labsand other chemical facilitiesthat
the Chinese must guarantee will act in compli-
ance with the treaty, and by China's lack of
experiencein preparing for on-site inspections
and the type of technologies that can be used
to minimizeintrusion.'s®

Several PRC ministries and departments are involved
inimplementing the CWC, including declarationsand do-
mestic legidation for export controls: the MFA, the State
Economic and Trade Commission, the Ministry of Na-
tional Defense, the LegidativeAffairs Office of the State
Council, the State Administration for Industry and Com-
merce, and the economic and trade committees (economic
committees) of each province, autonomous region, and
municipality, among others.**® The Chinese national au-
thorities charged with implementing the CWC, including
import/export licensing, are based throughout Chinaon a
provincia/municipality basis. For example, Yunnan prov-
ince and Shanghai (acity of 13 million people) both have
CWC implementation offices.’®

A fully accredited referencelaboratory for CWC imple-
mentation exists at the PLA’s Institute for Chemical De-
fensein Beijing.’s! In order to qualify to becomea CWC
reference laboratory, ingtitute technicians participated in
achallenging test to determine the presence of unknown
chemicalsin different sample media. Theinstitute’s jour-
nal, Chemical Defense Research (Fanghua Yanjiu), noted
that “al of our comradesin the analytical chemistry labo-
ratory, with the honor of the nation and the military in
mind, cametogether, struggled with all of their might...to
ensure that the testing duties were satisfactorily com-
pleted.” €2 Whilethisis a self-serving account, the Chemi-
cal Defense Institute does appear to be a competent
organization with arelatively young technica staff. (Many
of the scientistsand techniciansreach fairly high levels of
responsibility by their early or mid-30s.) There has also
been apushintheinstituteto utilize asystem of rewards
and competition, increasing opportunitiesfor staff initia-
tive. Other institute responsibilities besides those of CW
defense and technical verification include reliability test-
ing for military equipment in the field under avariety of
environmental conditions.’®®
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Asfar as can be determined from open sources, China
has complied with the provisions of the CWC since its
ratification in late 1996. In January 2001, however, DOD
claimed that “Beijing has not acknowledged the full ex-
tent of its chemical weapons program.” % |f this assess-
ment istrue, then the U.S. government should request a
challengeinspection under the CWC.

Abandoned CW in China

During the CWC negotiations, the PRC pressed Japan
to accept responsibility for the destruction of CW aban-
doned on Chineseterritory during the Sino-Japanese War
of 1937-1945. The Chinese government claimsthat at the
end of thewar, Japan buried many of itsunused chemical
munitions, and that Chinawas not immediately aware of
their presence.’®® Since then, however, numerous Chi-
nese civilians have accidentally encountered chemical
munitions abandoned by Japan. According to the Chinese
government, approximately 2,000 people have been in-
jured to varying degrees since 1953, and the figureisstill
increasing.6

Of greater relevanceto theissue of Chinese CWC com-
pliance arethe activities Beijing saysit performed before
April 1997, when the CWC entered into force. According
to Dr. Deng Hongmei and Peter Evans, by early 1997
Chinahad

aready destroyed 10 tons of chemical agent and
destroyed or preliminarily treated 300,000 mu-
nitions. When resources were not available to
destroy the weapons, they were merely col-
lected and stored. . . . In 1959 to 1960, blister
agentsfrom over 200,000 munitionsin Shangz,
Heilongjiang Province, weredrained and moved
to Meihekou, Jilin Province, wherethey await
destruction in two tanks that hold atotal of 74
tons of amustard and lewisite mixture. s

From an arms control perspective, the draining and stor-
age of CW agents complicatesthe verification of posses-
sion and may explain the rumors that China has been
playing fast and loose with declarations of former CW
activity. For example, why did Chinarun therisk of ex-
posing more personnel to toxic agents by storing over 70
tons of mustard and lewisite? Perhaps retaining evidence
of Japanese abandoned CW usewas moreimportant, from
both apolitical and financial perspective, than taking the
final step of destroying the remaining agents. (A Chinese
nuclear arms control expert told the author that the Chi-
nese government considered utilizing anuclear explosive
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test to destroy a significant quantity of abandoned CW,
but concluded that it was not worth the political costs.™%®)

In May 1999, after six years of hegotiations, the Japa-
nese government accepted responsibility for the destruc-
tion of its abandoned CW and signed an agreement with
China. Nevertheless, differences over the scope of the
problem remain. Japan estimates that 679,000 chemical
munitionsremain on Chinese soil,** whereas China con-
tends that Japan abandoned some 2,000,000 chemical
munitions (the actual number may be somewherein be-
tween).1° Japan is obliged by the CWC to complete the
CW removal and destruction by 2007, although this dead-
line may not be met.'"* Recently, at a site in Beian,
Heilongjiang Province, ateam of Japanese and Chinese
removed 733 mustard agent shells and 154 containing
“agents that induce nausea’'? (probably diphenyl-
cyanoarsine'®).

CHINAAND THEBWC

The 1972 BWC bans “microbia or other biological
agents, or toxinswhatever their origin or method of pro-
duction, of typesand in quantitiesthat have no justifica-
tion for prophylactic, protective or other peaceful
purposes,” and “weapons, equipment or means of deliv-
ery designed to use such agents or toxinsfor hostile pur-
poses or in armed conflict.” The BWC was opened for
signature on April 10, 1972, and both the United States
and the Soviet Unionratifieditin 1975.

China refused to join the BWC in 1972, considering
thetreaty to discriminate against devel oping countries. That
sameyear, Chinese BW expert Li Yimin notes, “ Taiwan-
ese authorities misappropriated China sname” when Tai-
wan signed the BWC onApril 10, 1972.1* In 1984, China
finally acceded to the BWC with afew conditions: China
considered the BWC to belegally binding only with re-
spect to other states parties and would not be bound in
the event that other states violated the Convention.

Signaling that China's support for the BWC was not
enthusiastic, in October 1997, Ambassador Sha said that
the original BWC was a “fraud of sham disarmament,”
and that it was merely a pretext to exclude other nations
from economic and technol ogical exchange.*™

In the fall of 1994, an Ad Hoc Group was formed to
draft acompliance protocol to strengthen the BWC. The
motivating factor for the PRC to beinvolved inthe BWC
protocol negotiations, among other things, includes the
assurancethat its potential rivals, such asthe United States
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and Japan, have no offensive BW. If China can be rea-
sonably certain that its opponents have indeed destroyed
completely or foregone BW, its strategic position would
befavorably enhanced. Chinaal so views biotechnology
ascrucial toitsfuture, making participation inthe BWC
regime desirable from the standpoint of industrial tech-

nology.

If the Chinese are less than sanguine about getting a
fair deal in the BWC protocol negotiations, it does not
help that China's experts on the issue appear convinced
that the United Statesmaintains an offensive BW research
program.Major General Pan and his colleagueswrite that
“the U.S. announced that it was giving up development
of offensive biological weaponsin 1969, but it continued
to carry out biological weaponsresearch,””® and that the
United States* maintained alatent capability in biological
warfare by carrying out biological defenseresearch at the
U.S. Army Research Institute of Infectious Diseases
(USAMRIID).”*" A representative from the Chinese MFA
Arms Control and Disarmament Department was of the
view that “defensive BW research can easily be offen-
sive,” and unlessthe United Stateswas compl etely trans-
parent about all of itsfacilities, Chinawas not prepared to
make further concessions on the BWC protocol. When
told that the United States had renounced and destroyed
itsoffensive BW program, the official replied that his ex-
pertstold him otherwise.t™®

One possible source of thiserroneousinformation may
have been Chen Jisheng, of the Ingtitute for Chemical
Defense, Beijing. In the journal Chemical Defense Re-
search, Chen made the following allegation:

The United States policy management system
at the highest levels has yet to change with re-
gard to CB [chemical and biological] weapons.
There has yet to be seen adeclinein financia
support and R& D [research and development].
In November 1998, Hans Mark,'™ the U.S.
DOD Research and Engineering director, look-
ing 20 yearsinto the future, discussed the mat-
ter of important weapons research. He pointed
out that the United States needsto research of -
fensive biological and chemical weapons, to
vanguish [zhansheng] those who would use
chemical and biological weaponsin futurewars
against the United Statesand its allies. &

When asked about thisalleged statement in April 2001,
Dr. Mark looked through past news articles to see what
could haveled to thisconclusion, but he could find none.28!
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In fact, Chen Jisheng, an experienced tranglator of En-
glish documentsinto Chinese, deliberately misconstrued
a statement quoted by Dr. Mark in November 1998 in
Jane's Defence Weekly, apublication routinely monitored
by the Beijing Institute for Chemical Defense.’®? Other
articlesmaking similar charges have appeared in lessfor-
mal but still influential military papers such as People's
Armed Forces (Renmin Jundui). One writer asserted that
“researchersinthe United States have already developed
several genetic weaponsthat have value for actual war-
fare.” 18

While the United States continuesto perform BW re-
search, sometimesinvolving the use of actual pathogens,
such activitiesinvolve small quantities and are undertaken
for defensive purposes only. Recent accounts have al so
shown efforts by the U.S. government to duplicate pos-
sible routes by which states or terrorists might develop
BW, including the use of former Soviet BW technol ogy
and weapon designs.’® However, there is no basis for
the conclusion that the United States maintains an offen-
sive BW stockpile, and certainly no evidence of itsdevel-
opment of “several genetic weapons that have value for
actual warfare.”

Another point of contention involves past BW work
by the former Soviet Union. The author asked both MFA
officials and Chinese arms control scholars about their
reaction to the revelation that the Soviet Union had pos-
sessed theworld' slargest offensive BW program, and that
the weapons could have targeted Chinese cities. There-
sponse from the MFA was that the claims were merely
allegations. They would not concede that there was good
evidencethat the Soviet Union had weaponized and stock-
piled the causative agents of smallpox, anthrax, and tula-
remia.’s

With regard to the dismissive attitude on the part of
Chinese, a Beijing-based arms control scholar made the
following observation: because Russaand Chinahave sig-
nificantly repaired their once hostile relationship since
1991, thereis not much need for the PRC to focus on the
former Soviet BW threat.’® This attitude is consistent
with the general Chinese theme of focusing on therela-
tionship and its perceived strategic threats, not the weap-
ons, as noted earlier.

At the same time, the Chinese seem to believe U.S.
intelligence reports that during the late 1970s and early
1980s, Soviet—backed governmentsin Laosand Vietham
used mycotoxins or some other form of biological toxin
against Hmong resistance forces and the Khmer Rouge.
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If the“Yellow Rain” episodeis not entirely accepted by
Chinese CBW experts, they certainly show less skepti-
cism towardsthe story than their Western counterparts.*®
This attitude could be explained by the fact that China
saw Vietnam asaclient of the former Soviet Union and,
therefore, asamore direct threat to itsinterests.

BWC Protocol Negotiations

The Chinese government considersthe BWC to befun-
damentally flawed, in part because the treaty does not
explicitly prohibit the use of BW. Although this prohibi-
tion can beinferred from the 1925 Geneva Protocol, China
does not consider it sufficient. MFA officials have also
expressed the view that BWC verificationisanearly hope-
lessenterprise.’® Thisopinionisheld by Li Yimin, who
writes. “because technology in the life sciencesis con-
stantly developing, even more so in the case of biotech-
nology, one cannot separate peaceful uses and military
use; offensive biological research and defensive BW re-
search devel opments can neither be distinguishable. BW
verification continuestoincrease in termsof itscomplex-
ity and level of difficulty, to the point where on many lev-
elsthereis no way to verify.” 18

The idea of intrusive inspections also presents resis-
tance on the part of the PRC. One commentator noted
that “official PRC statements enthusiastically endorse
strengthening the BWC, but negotiators in the Ad Hoc
Group have opposed intrusive inspection measures and
legdly binding disclosuresof past activity as part of averi-
fication protocol.”*® Pan and his colleagues point out that
the Chinese government would not favor revealing much
of what it considers sensitive information. '

Chinesearmscontrol expertsbelievethat althoughitis
too lateto reducetheintrusiveness of the CWC, even more
attention will be paid to afuture BWC protocol with re-
spect to preventing “ abusive inspection measures.”**? In
addition to the problems posed by intrusive inspections
and transparency, China has not relented in its complaint
that the BWC is" discriminatory.” Recently Chinaand Iran
rejected the chairman’stext of aBWC protocal, claiming
that it promoted an unfair export control regime.1®3

CHINAAND CBW EXPORT CONTROLS

According to the CWC, no member state may assist
another statein developing or producing CW. Because of
the growing importance and capabilities of the Chinese
chemical industry, the potentia for theproliferation of dua-
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use precursors and technology isof concern. But making
the casethat the Chinese government or other entitieshave
materially and knowingly assisted foreign governmentsto
produce CW—a clear breach of the CWC—is exceed-
ingly difficult.

In January 2001, DOD made vague claims about Chi-
nese proliferation activity during the 1990s, notably China's
tradingin“chemical precursor production technology and
equipment” to Iran.*** Another report in March 1997 al-
leged that Ukraine had sold China 500 tons of sarin from
former Soviet stocks, in addition to chemical protection
equipment.® The Ukrainian Ministry of Defense denied
the story. These casesremain asource of suspicioninthe
West and acrimony on the part of China, which considers
allegationsof proliferation activity as overzealousinter-
ference by the United States. In one episode that rankles
the Chinese government to thisday,'* through diplomatic
pressurethe United States—acting on apparently reliable
intelligence that a Chinese cargo ship called the Yin He
(Milky Way) was carrying CW agent precursorsto | ran—
forced thevessd to submit to aninspectionin August 1993.
The ship wasacontainer vessel owned by the Guangzhou
Ocean Shipping Company, with regular sopsin Singapore,
Jakarta, Dubai, Damman, and Kuwait.*” U.S. intelligence
suspected that the Yin He was carrying two mustard pre-
cursors, thionyl chloride and thiodiglycol .2 After astand-
off, the United States and China agreed to an inspection
by U.S., Saudi, and Chinese officials at the Saudi port of
Damman. After asearch of some of the 24 containerson
board the ship, no chemical precursorswere found.**°

Afterward, the Chinese Foreign Ministry complained
that the Yin He had been forced to stay adrift on the high
seas for more than 20 days, with its crew suffering from
a shortage of fresh water. China indignantly concluded
that “the results of the exhaustive inspection at the
Damman Port show that the truth has been brought to
thelight of day, and the United States, which wasthe sole
maker of the Yin Heincident, has ended up with itsown
failure.”2® The Yin He episode, writes Yu Zhongzhou,
“aroused astrong reaction from international public opin-
ion, especially Asian and other regional news mediaout-
lets, which condemned the United States government for
violating therights of other countries.” 2!

The Chinese government has always maintained that
the Yin He had no chemical precursorsdestined for Iran,
and that the ship was carrying only stationery, tools, hard-
ware, and machine parts.?®? Four years later, the U.S.
State Department suggested that it still believed inthein-
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telligence that sparked the Yin Heincident. During con-
gressional testimony, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
for Nonproliferation Robert Einhorn said the United States
had information that certain goodswereintended
to be loaded on board that ship, and so we as-
sumed that they were. And we vigorously
demarched the Chinese government at thetime.
And, you know, at several ports of cal and in
the Persian Gulf there was somewheat of astand-
off actually among U.S. and Chinese vessels
there in the Gulf. But finally we worked out
diplomatically aprocedure whereby the vessel
would go to shore and be inspected. And that's
in fact what happened. And asit turned out...
the goods were not on board that ship...But we
think our initial information was correct, that
the goods were intended to be on board that
ship...And | think the Chinese scored what
turned out to be a big propaganda victory on
thisafter theinspection. But wethink our intel-
ligence community had done agood job in that
case, and it’s one of these cases where the Chi-
nese, you know, lucked out. But it shows, |
think, that the U.S. isprepared to take very vig-
orous steps to interdict supplies of sensitive
goods and to try to enforce, as best aswe can,
theseinternational norms.2®

When asked by Senator Durbin if there were other inci-
dentsin which the United States had “ verified the deliv-
ery of such materials from Chinato Iran and Pakistan,”
Einhornreplied: “Yes.” 2%

Aside from speculation by an unnamed U.S. officia
that the Chinese government deliberately goaded the
United States into precipitous action, thereby causing a
major foreign policy embarrassment for the new Clinton
administration, nothing has since emerged to clarify the
Yin He affair.2® The Chinese government remainsindig-
nant over the episode.?%

Chinese Export Controlsand the CWC

Partiesto the CWC are enjoined to enact domestic leg-
islation that controlsthe exports of chemicalsthat could
be used to produce CW. In the wake of the Yin He affair,
Chinaclaimed to have aready enacted such legidation as
early as 1990.%7 The Chinese government noted with
regard to chemical precursorsand export controlsin Sep-
tember 1993 that China already had “ clear and definite
regulations on banning and restricting chemicals of this
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category.”?%® That claim notwithstanding, on December
27,1995, Chinaenacted Regulations on the Administra-
tion of Controlled Chemicals, which established regula-
tions for the chemical industry management bureaus in
provincial, municipal, and autonomousregions. In China
today, chemicalsfor export are classified into four sepa-
rate categories, mirroring the schedules of chemicalsin
the CWC. Thefirst category of chemicals are those that
can bedirectly used as CW agents (comparable to Sched-
ule 1 of the CWC); the second are those that can be used
asprecursorsfor CW (Schedule 2), and thethird category
arethosethat areimportant for CW agent precursor pro-
duction but are used in large quantitiesby commercial in-
dustry (Schedule 3). Thefourth category includes discrete
organic chemicals, including those chemicals containing
phosphorus, sulfur, or fluorine.?*®

Chinese chemical export regulations specifically name
certain compoundsthat could be used in“ producing chemi-
cal weapons,” which areto be monitored and strictly con-
trolled when being shipped to a foreign country or for
transshipment to third party. Such regulationswere avail-
ableat least by 1997 in a chemical trade handbook pub-
lished in the PRC. Thishandbook goeson to statethat al
military dual-use chemicals, evenif not explicitly listed,
must be reported to the chemical export department and
approved for shipment.°

In 1996, months after Chinaformally enacted chemi-
cal export legislation pursuant to the CWC, the CIA de-
termined that Chinawas supplying Iran with key-turn CW
factories. Among theitemsthat Chinawas allegedly pro-
viding to Iran’s CW program were glass-lined vesselsand
air filtration equipment used to manufacture highly toxic
and corrosive chemicals.?* On November 21, 1996, Bill
Gertz of the Washington Times cited a CIA report that
Chinahad shipped 400 tonsof chemicals, including acom-
pound “used in production of nerve agents—and another
chemical used in producing riot control agents and tear
gas[sic].”?? Onthefollowing day, a PRC MFA spokes-
man said that the report was “ purely fictitious and made
out of ulterior motives.”

During the April 1997 congressional testimony by Rob-
ert Einhorn, he stated thefollowing with regard to China's
export lawsand CWC compliance:

We...welcome China s adoption in December
1995 of its chemical export control regulation
and the supplement to that regulation issued in
March [1997]. We are deeply concerned, how-
ever, by the discrepancy between these posi-
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tive steps and substantial information available
to us that various Chinese entities have trans-
ferred chemical precursors, chemical produc-
tion equipment, and production technology to
Iran, which we expect will usetheminitschemi-
cal weapons program, one of the most activein
the world today. These dual-use chemical-re-
lated transfersto Iran’s CW program indicate
that, at a minimum, China’'s chemical export
controlsare not operating effectively enoughto
ensure compliance with China's prospective
CWC obligation not to assist anyonein any way
to acquire chemical weapons.?*®

On May 21, 1997, amonth after Einhorn’s testimony,
the State Department issued sanctions against five Chi-
nese nationals, two Chinese companies, and aHong Kong
trading company for “knowingly and materially contrib-
uting to Iran’s chemical weapons program.” (The sanc-
tionswereissued pursuant to the Chemical and Biological
Weapons Control and Warfare Elimination Act of 1991.214)
The Nanjing-based Jiangsu Yongli Chemical Engineering
and Technology Import and Export Corporation was
named as an offender in the sanctions. Chinarejected the
alegations, claiming that its export control laws were
grictly enforced.?> But a1999 CIA evaluation of the U.S.
action also noted that the U.S. sanctions had been im-
posed on seven Chinese entitiesfor “knowingly and ma-
terialy contributing to Iran’s CW program.” 26

Another allegation against China concerned an April
1998 shipment from China to Iran of phosphorus
pentasulfide, akey precursor for VX nerve agent.?” The
London Sunday Tel egraph reported in May 1998 that 500
tons of phosphorus pentasulfide had been shipped to Iran
via a Chinese-owned front company in Hong Kong,
known as Norinco (China North Industries Corpora-
tion).2® In June 2001, the State Department imposed
sanctionsyet again on the Jiangsu Yongli Chemical Engi-
neering and Technol ogy Import and Export Corporation.
In this instance, the government invoked the Iran Non-
proliferation Act of 2000 covering any proliferation activ-
ity since January 1, 1999.2° |t isnot clear what dual-use
items were involved in this recent case.?® |n January
2002, the United States again imposed sanctions against
Chinese entities under the Iran Nonproliferation Act for
transfers to Iran of items controlled by the Australia
Group.?

Most recently, initsreport to the U.S. Congresson the
Acquisition of Technology Related to Weapons of Mass
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Destruction and Advanced Conventional Weaponsfor the
Period January 1-June 30, 2001, the CIA, in reviewing
Chinese CBW related exports, declared:
Prior to the reporting period, Chinesefirmshad
supplied dual-use CW-rel ated production equip-
ment and technology to Iran. The U.S. sanc-
tionsimposed in May 1997 on seven Chinese
entitiesfor knowingly and materially contribut-
ing to Iran’s CW program remain in effect. Evi-
dence during the current reporting period shows
Iran continues to seek such assistance from
Chinese entities.?

Chinaand theAustralia Group

In April 1984, when it became clear that Iraq was us-
ing CW initswar againgt Iran, and that Iraq had obtained
precursors and equipment from Western companies, a
number of exporting countries saw the need to address
the problem of CW proliferation. Thefirst meeting of what
became known asthe AustraliaGroup (AG) washeld in
Brusselsayear later. In 1990, the member countries also
began to addressthe proliferation of BW and related tech-

nology.

TheAG isaninformal arrangement that now includes
32 countries (China hot among them). It has no legally
binding mission, but seeksto exchange information and
harmonize the members' national export controls with
regard to exports of dual-usetechnology. According to the
AG guiddines, the harmoni zation measures should be prac-
tical, effectiveinimpeding the production of CBW, rea-
sonably easy and economical to implement, and should
not impede the normal trade of materials and equi pment
used for legitimate purposes.?® |n addition to alist of 54
chemical precursors, the AG agrees on types of chemical
and biological production equipment that should be moni-
tored for export, such as reaction vessels, corrosion-re-
sistant reactors of significant volume, specidizedfilling
equipment, valves, and distillation columns. Bacteria, vi-
ruses, toxinsand genetically modified organismswith mili-
tary potential areincludedinan“export control corelist.”
The AG has specified that “an export is denied only if
thereis particular concern about potential diversion for
CBW purposes.” 224

Chinanow leadsacampaign to dismantlethe AG, claim-
ing the organization isinimical to not only itsown inter-
ests, but to those of developing countries.??® According
to current Chinese Ambassador to the Conference on Dis-
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armament and former director of thearmscontrol branch

of the MFA, Sha Zukang,
The existence of the * Australia Group’ means
that, at thismoment, there aretwo parallel ex-
port control mechanismsin thefield of chemi-
cal trade. Thisinevitably causes confusion and
disputes in what would otherwise be normal
trade activities, resultsin ade facto imbalance
in the rights enjoyed by individual States Par-
ties [to the CWC], undercuts the authority of
the Convention, discouragesthe participation of
more countriesin the Convention’sregime, and
compromisesits universality.??

Thishas been the standard line from the Chinese govern-
ment with regardto the AG for severd years now, although
it neglectsto explain why Chinaand other devel oping states
do not simply apply to join the group. In fact, China's
objection to the AG may be part of alarger agenda. Ac-
cording to one Western CW analyst, once Chinaaccom-
plishesitsgoal of dissolvingthe AG, it will aimto weaken
other export control regimes on dual-use technologies,
including nuclear.?

TAIWANAND CBWARMSCONTROL

Taiwan and CBW

Today, Taiwan is often listed asacountry suspected of
possessing both chemical and biologica wegpons.?® There
isapal pable degree of frustration among Taiwanese offi-
cialsand academicsthat as Taiwan has become moreiso-
lated internationally, it continuesto show up on the CBW
proliferation list with other “countries of concern.” It
would appear that Taiwan'sinclusionin the CW club has
been based largely on testimony provided by the director
of U.S. Naval Intelligence, Rear Admiral Thomas Brooks,
in 1988. At that time, Brooks named Taiwan, along with
Irag, Iran, China, North Korea, Burma, India, Pakistan,
Syria, Israel, Egypt, Ethiopiaand Libya, ashavinga CW
program. In 1989, he reported that Taiwan might already
have an operational CW capability.??

While acknowledging the production of small quanti-
ties of CW agent for defense research purposes, Taiwan-
ese authorities have consistently denied possessing
offensive CW. In 1997, for example, Taiwanese Defense
Minister Chiang Chung-ling declared that the “ National
Armed Forces had to proceed with the research and de-
velopment of defensive biochemical weapons,” but modi-
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fied hisremarkslater to emphasi ze that he meant “ devel-
opment of protective equipment against nucl ear, biologi-
cal, and chemical weapons.”*

In May 1999, the Taiwanese Ministry of National De-
fense (MND) stated that “we will by no means manufac-
ture and nor will we own chemical weapons.” Following
anews story that former East German CW expertswere
advising the PRC military on how to employ CW against
Taiwan-held islands near the Fujian province coast,
Taiwan's Chief of the General Staff, General Tang Yao-
ming, stated, “The military will abide by the country’s
consistent policy and comply with international treaties
[and] will by no means own, produce, nor use nuclear
and bio-chemical weapons. Regarding bio-chemical pre-
paredness, the military would only engagein the develop-
ment of protection equipment and protection training
programs.”! A Taiwanese chemist told the author that
even if Tailwan possessed CW, which he doubts, it would
not know how to use them. From the Taiwanese perspec-
tive, thereislittle room for error on asmall island, with
few large beaches for counterattacks using CW agents.
Most importantly, apart from systems such as the Green
Bee (Ching Feng)—a weapon system that appearsto be
inactive? —Taiwan does hot possess long-range missiles
capableof significant chemical delivery.>® However, some
Taiwanese artillery systems, such asmultiplelaunch rocket
systems and large caliber howitzers (155 mm) are suit-
ablefor significant chemical ddivery under certain circum-
stances.

Taiwan does engage in chemical defense activities.
During hei ghtened tensi ons between Taiwan and the PRC
in 1995-1996, Taiwanese soldierson outlyingidandsclose
to mainland Chinawere observed wearing chemical de-
fense gear.2* The MND conducts chemical defense re-
search and development at the Chung-Shan Institute of
Science and Technology, Chemical Systems Research
Division.? In December 2000, Taiwan’'s Vice Minister
of National Defense, Sun Tao-yu, announced that this
institute would beincorporated into afuture Military Pro-
curement Bureau, which would also include the General
Headquarters.2%

Evenlessclear are Taiwanese efforts, if any, to acquire
a biological warfare capability. In 1997, the U.S. Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency (now subsumed within
the U.S. State Department) wrote: “ Evidenceindicating a
BW program is not sufficient to determine if Taiwan is
engaged in activities prohibited by the BWC.”%*" A re-
cent report from the Canadian Security and Intelligence
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Bureau claimed that Taiwan has devel oped three dozen
types of bacteria, apparently for weaponization. TheVice
Minister of National Defense, Sun Tao-yu, called thisal-
legation “ absolutely wrong.” 2%

During discussionsin 1999 and 2001 with Taiwanese
academics and government officialsfrom the defensein-
telligence bureaus, the author wastold that Taiwan is not
particularly concerned about possible CBW threatsfrom
mainland China. Taiwanese defense plannersarefar more
concerned about Chinese conventional attacks, particu-
larly from missiles, and nuclear arms. Perhapsin theminds
of these Taiwanese security analystswasastartling state-
ment by China's chief arms control negotiator, Ambassa-
dor Sha. When asked in August 1996 whether Chinawould
maintain its no-first use policy with regard to NW, hewas
guoted ashaving said that “ asfar as Taiwan isconcerned,
itisaprovince of Chinanot a state. So the policy of no
first use does not apply.”?*® The Chinese MFA later re-
tracted thisremark.

The 1997 Foot and M outh Disease Outbreak

In aJune 1999 investigative report, aU.S. newspaper
intimated that the 1997 outbreak in Taiwan of foot and
mouth disease (FM D), which affects cattle and pigs but
not humans, could have resulted from mainland Chinese
sabotage.?® Theworld'slargest known outbreak of FMD,
it caused more than $5 billion in damage to the Taiwan-
ese pig farming industry, which will probably never re-
cover toits pre-1997 levels of production and export.24
At the time, most accounts concluded that the FM D out-
break was accidental, a consensus also reached in the
Taiwan agricultural community:

The outbreak of FMD in Taiwan was caused
by the introduction of virus through either the
smuggling of goods or related agricultural prod-
ucts. Asaconsequence, the defense against such
smugglingisof greatimportance... It wasfinaly
determined by meansof analysisinforeignre-
search ingtitute(s) that the FMD outbreak was
absolutely the sameasthat inthe mainland, thus
proving that infection was brought into Taiwan
from the PRC. It was completely because of
smuggling meat products across the boundary
that caused great economic losses to Taiwan
amounting to 1 percent of (1997)’'s[GNP].2%

Since 1999, more detail s have emerged about the 1997
FMD outbreak in Taiwan. Western governments, includ-
ing the United States and Canada, suspected initially that
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mainland Chinese operatives had caused the outbreak. One
of thefactorsthat led to thistheory was genetic typing of
the virus, which suggested that the FM D outbreak could
have been triggered by avirus obtained at a PRC-based
laboratory. Nevertheless, it now appears that the 1997
FMD outbreak in Taiwan was of natural origin, for two
reasons. First, before 1987, smuggling could result inthe
death penalty; but since martial law was lifted in 1987,
such draconian laws no longer exist, except perhaps for
drugsand illegal weapons. Asaresult, smuggling of prod-
ucts from the PRC to Taiwan has steadily increased. In
1999, the Taiwanese authorities seized some 1,000 tons
of meat products smuggled into Taiwan from the PRC,
including pig stomachs and intestines, and this may rep-
resent only ten percent of thetotal volume. The meat prod-
uctsalso includelive animals. (The extent of smuggling
of meat products from the PRC to Taiwan during the
1990sisso great that it is surprising that aserious FMD
outbreak did not happen earlier).

Second, unofficial reportsfrom Chinese veterinarians
suggest that epidemics of animal disease are out of con-
trol inthe PRC, although mainland officials put adiffer-
ent public face on the situation. The PRC has claimed to
be FMD-free since 1999. Any information about FMD is
classified in China, and FMD itself iscoded “ disease no.
5" (wu hao bing) in officia discourse. However, when
Taiwanese pig producersvisited the PRC recently, FMD
wasto befound to be endemic in Guangdong, Shanghai,
and Fujian provinces. This observation strengthens the
probability that FM D viruswas transmitted accidentally
from the mainland to Taiwan in smuggled meat products.

Taiwan and theCWC

Because Taiwan is not internationally recognized asa
dtate, itisnot eligibleto becomeaparty tothe CWC. Asa
result, Taiwan is subject to CWC restrictionson tradein
chemicals with non-states parties. (While officially the
OPCW considers Taiwan a part of China, there do not
appear to be any allowances made for excluding Taiwan
fromany of itsobligations or possibleliabilitiesunder the
CWC.) In 1995, amember of the Taiwanese government
made official inquiries asto the effect of the CWC trade
restrictions on the Taiwanese chemical industry. Over the
next six years, the Industrial Technology Research I nsti-
tute, the analytical and development arm of the Taiwan-
exeMinistry of EconomicAffairs, has briefed government
and industry officials about the purpose of the CWC and
itsimplicationsfor Taiwan's chemical industry and secu-
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rity. The Ministry of Economic Affairs subsequently de-
cided to conform voluntarily to the CWC guidelines.

As of today, however, the role of Taiwan and its par-
ticipatory statusin the OPCW are still unclear. Because
Taiwan has not been permitted to accede to the CWC, it
has been unwilling to allow OPCW inspections until the
matter of its participation has been resolved. Taiwanese
officialsinsist, however, that the country complies strictly
withthe CWC, including export controlson chemical pre-
cursors.® The Taiwanese chemicd industry and govern-
ment havejointly devel oped domestic legid ation consistent
with the Convention. The Taiwan Industrial Development
Bureau of the Ministry of EconomicAffairs hasa so pub-
lished anumber of handbooks and brochures onthe CWC
and compliance by itschemical industry.?*

Because Taiwan's chemical industry rankseleventhin
world production, studieswere performed to examinethe
effect of CWC trade restrictions on Schedule 2 chemi-
cals. Taiwanese analysts demonstrated that the Schedule
2 chemical restrictionswould impose acost of only $1-2
million on Taiwan's industry. So rather than incur more
costs, the pharmaceutical manufacturer simply stopped
the affected production line. Nevertheless, tradein Sched-
ule 3 chemicals, many of which are widely used by in-
dustry, may a so be restricted by 2004. Such restrictions
would have a significant impact on Taiwan, producing
losses estimated at about $2 billion.?* 1n 1999, the United
States offered technology to help Taiwan avoid CWC re-
grictionsby transferring 14 chemica production technolo-
gies to the idand. In this way, domestic production of
chemica sthat would otherwise be restricted from imports
could continue. Oneideainvolved transferring entire plants
and technology to Taiwan to convert raw phosphatesinto
phosphorustrichloride, but this process was not found to
be economically viable.?*® On one hand, this technology
transfer isan understandable measure to prevent economic
hardship for Taiwan, asit cannot legally become amem-
ber of the OPCW. However, this could & so be construed
as attemptsto evade the spirit if not letter of the CWC.

Representatives of the Taiwanese chemical industry
believethat if Taiwan can participatein some manner in
the CWC, the MND, perhaps at the vice-minister level,
would bewilling to compromise on futureinspections. The
futurerole of Taiwan in the CWC might be that of apar-
ticipating observer. But although the Taiwanese govern-
ment has sent | ettersto the External Relations department
at the OPCW, it has not yet received a response.*’” To
date, no officialsfrom either the OPCW or the U.S. gov-
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ernment will talk openly about the current or futurerole
of Taiwan inthe CWC, because of China’'spolitical sen-
sitivity about Taiwan'sambiguous status asade facto state.
Withthisbasic redlity firmly in place, Taiwan believesthat
only the United States can push for asolution to this prob-
lem. Other countries, including Germany and Japan, have
offered their sympathy but not outright support. 24

Taiwan's strategy at this point is to participate in the
CWCinwhatever way it can, usinginternational economic
forumsto stateits case. Taiwan's main industry research
organization attempted to attend or observe AG meetings
as a non-governmental (NGO),?* but the AG refused
permission, dueto sensitivities concerning China. Since,
asnoted above, the Taiwanese chemical industry isranked
eleventh in the world, a mechanism needs to be devised
whereby Taiwan will not be penalized by restrictions on
importsand exports of Schedule 3 chemicals.

Taiwan's participation in the CWC would offer secu-
rity assurancesthat could benefit cross-strait relationsand
confidence-building. For such aventureto succeed, how-
ever, only China and the United States can initiate the
process, as other countries are either uninterested or in-
timidated by the political fallout. Therole of NGOs may
be helpful inthisregard, aswas recently suggested by Dr.
YuanYi of theInstitute for International Relationsat the
Taiwan National Chengchi University. In such aconcept,
representatives of parties concerned would meet to find
practical and politically acceptable solutionsto the prob-
lem of Taiwan and its participation in the CWC.

CONCLUSIONS

Chinaregardsthe United States asthe number one* he-
gemonic power” and believesthat Americaismaking ev-
ery attempt to keep Chinaand other devel oping countries
at adisadvantage. So long as thisworldview persists on
the part of the Chinese government, Beijing and Wash-
ington will continue to be at loggerheads over arms con-
trol and nonproliferation policy. Despite the relatively
successful implementation of the CWC, the negotiations
for a BWC verification protocol bogged down, in part
because of policy differences between China and the
United States over export controls—asubject where dif-
ferencesin viewpoints with Chinaand other developing
countries contributed to the U.S. decision to withdraw
from the protocol negotiationsin late 2001.

Anoverriding principlethat guides Chinese assessments
of armscontrol treaties, particularly the CWC and BWC,
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isthe notion of “fairness,” through which China seeksto
avert any situation that might placeit at a disadvantage.
Hence the many Chinese references to a need for “mu-
tual respect,” “equanimity,” and“ evenhandedness’ when
discussing international arms control negotiations. But
thereisalso astrategic evaluation of thearms control pro-
cess, which Chinafearswill benefit only afew major pow-
ersat theexpenseof al other states. As Chinese President
Jiang Zemin stated in 1999 before the Conferenceon Dis-
armament in Geneva, “ Disarmament should not be ade-
vice by which strong nations control weaker ones, and
even more so should not bring about superior weaponry
being held by aminority, leading to the unilateral seeking
of asuperior security position.” 20

The problemwith thisapproachisthat it leadsto azero-
sum game in which China, as a developing country, al-
waysfindsitsdf inaninferior position vis-a-visthe West.
Asaconsequence, for someyearsto come, Chinaisdes-
tined to continue viewing arms control agreementsas“dis-
criminatory,” pitting the developed countries of the North
against the devel oping countries of the South. The Chi-
nese view efforts by the United States to stem NW pro-
liferation, for example, asfollows:

Western nations, in the name of nuclear non-
proliferation, are...applying variousand unrea-
sonable congtraints upon developing countries
peaceful utilization of nuclear energy, and the
devel opment of international nuclear coopera
tion. Chineseimport and export of nuclear ma-
terials and equipment that have peaceful uses
receive unwarranted restrictions. How to deal
with these kinds of unequal and unfair aspects
of arms control, and maintain our country’s
national interests is a new problem that must
be met squarely on.?!

If Chinaviewsinternational arms agreements merely
as mechanismsby which it will be taken advantage of, or
which will causeit to lose out in the area of technology
transfer, onemust consider how serioudy Beijing will take
its responsibilities to prevent the proliferation of CBW.
Furthermore, until the topics of concern to the Chinese
government are adequately addressed, it ishard toimag-
inethat Beijing will shareacommon interest with Wash-
ington with regard to preventing the proliferation of CBW
technologies.

Perhaps most problematic, both Chinaand the United
States continue to accuse each other of possessing offen-
sive CBW capabilitiesin violation of international law.
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What can be doneto resolve these mutual suspicions?And
how should the two countries address the troubling fact
that Chinastill appearsto believe the allegations of U.S.
use of BW during the Korean War—allegations unsup-
ported by evidence. Although the Korean War ended
nearly 50 years ago, the need clearly existsto resolvethis
distant, yet still important matter. Until these allegations
have been set aside, it is unlikely that the Chinese will
believe any future U.S. declarations on past or present
BW-related activities.

Efforts by the World Health Organi zation to detect and
contain natural outbreaks of infectious disease demonstrate
the potential benefits of establishing an international net-
work of centersfor disease surveillance, both in animals
and in humans. International cooperation in such aven-
ture could significantly reduce disease threats to public
health and national economies. Still, transparency indis-
easereportingisahard sell for China. Thisisapparentin
official Chinese pronouncements claiming that Chinais
free of FMD, when in fact the disease can be found in
several Chinese provinces.?®? If Chinaisunwilling to be
open about animal diseases, such as FMD, what chance
is there for transparency in more sensitive areas of hu-
man illnesses and BW-related activity?

Implicationsfor U.S. Policy

Aside from the wider goal of maintaining security in
the East Asian region, U.S. and PRC strategic interests
areincreasingly in conflict. Whether itisU.S. support for
Taiwan, China stradein sensitive technologieswith Iran,
U.S. support for Isragl (the PRC supportsthe Palestinian
cause), human rights, or NMD, the policy differences
between the two countries makes cooperation all the more
difficult. Having decided that Western-led arms control
initiatives areinherently antagonistic to Chineseinterests,
and resenting U.S. hegemony, China has and will con-
tinueto drive ahard bargain when it comesto CBW dis-
armament.

Nevertheless, from an internationa policy perspective
it makes sensefor the United States and other devel oped
countriesto remain engaged with China, encouraging it to
be a positive force for CBW nonproliferation. How can
thisgoal be accomplished?Washington should attempt to
engage Beijing in an effort to clarify a number of unre-
solved issuesover alleged CBW capabilitieson both sides.
Resolving suspicions of clandestine CBW development is
easer said than done, sinceitisnearly impossibleto prove
anegative. Asaconfidence-building effort, however, Chi-
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nese military scientists might beinvitedto visitthe U.S.
Army Medical Research Institute of Infectious Disease
(USAMRIID) and the U.S. Army Medical Research In-
stitute for Chemical Defense (USAMRICD). The U.S.
side could seek to make reciprocal visits to the Beijing
Institute of Chemical Defense and the Institute of Mili-
tary Medicine departmentsin Beijing, Shijiazhuang, and
other citiesthat conduct BW defense research. Anything
lessthan a series of reciprocal visitswould not be worth
the time, effort, and expense.

Inaddition, the Yin He affair needsto be clarified. China
often rai sesthis episode when protesting against U.S. ac-
tions that Beijing perceives as unfair. Given the impor-
tance of the Yin He incident in shaping how Chinese
officialsview the CBW nonproliferation regime, afrank
discussion might open the way to acommon understand-
ing on nonproliferation issuesin general. If thereismore
to the story than has appeared in the press, as Robert
Einhorn hinted in his congressional testimony, perhaps now
isthetimefor afull airing of what both governmentsknew
or did not know about what the Yin He was carrying in
1993.

Finally, Chinese analysts, such asMajor General Pan,
continue to claim that the United States conducted bio-
logical warfare during the Korean War.?® For this rea-
son, acommon understanding of what happened during
the Korean War must be clarified and resolved between
the two countries. Beyond the basic need for historical
accuracy—an abstract ideal held in great regard by both
the Western and Chinese cultural traditions—an honest
dia ogue on the K orean War may promote morefrank and
direct discussions between the United States and China
on other CBW-related issues.
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