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Summary

Congress has been concerned about whether U.S. firms, in exporting satellites,
provided expertise to China for use in its ballistic missile and space programs and
whether the Administration’s policies might facilitate transfers of military-related
technology to China. This CRS Report discusses security concerns, policy changes,
congressional action, and a chronology of major developments since 1988.

Some critics opposed satellite exports to China, while others were concerned
that the Clinton Administration relaxed export controls and monitoring of commercial
satellites in moving the licensing authority from the State Department to Commerce
in 1996. A range of concerns were prompted by New York Times reports in April
1998 that the Justice Department began a criminal investigation into whether Loral
Space and Communications Ltd. and Hughes Electronics Corp. violated export
control laws. The firms allegedly shared their findings with China on the cause of a
rocket’s explosion while launching a U.S .-origin satellite in February 1996. The
companies are said to have provided expertise that China could use to improve the
accuracy and reliability of its future ballistic missiles, including their guidance systems.
At least three classified studies reportedly found that U.S. national security was
harmed. Congress and the Justice Department have also investigated Hughes’ review
of China’s launch failure on January 26, 1995. Also, the press reports alleged that
President Clinton in February 1998 issued the latest waiver of sanctions (for Loral’s
Chinasat-8) that undermined the investigation by allowing licenses for the export of
assistance similar to that in question.

In the fall of 1998, Congress passed the FY 1999 National Defense Authorization
Act that transferred licensing authority over satellites back to the State Department
(effective March 15, 1999). On December 30, 1998, the Cox Committee unanimously
approved a classified report concluding that China’s technology acquisitions over the
past 20 years, not only that associated with satellite launches, have harmed U.S.
national security. The Senate Intelligence Committee released its unclassified report
on May 7, and the Cox Committee issued a declassified report on May 25, 1999. On
October 5, 1999, the President signed into law the FY2000 National Defense
Authorization Act (P.L. 106-65) in which Congress addressed export controls relating
to missile technology, satellites, and other issues. In April 2000, the State
Department charged Lockheed Martin Corp. with violating export controls, but they
agreed in June to a settlement involving penalties of $13 million. On November 21,
2000, the State Department announced a new missile nonproliferation agreement with
China that resumed considering satellite export licenses and extension of a bilateral
space launch agreement (to expire end of 2001).

Congress may watch for possible legal action or settlements for Loral and
Hughes (based on investigations begun in 1997), new Presidential waivers or licenses
for exports of satellites, and review of U.S. policy to export satellites to China. H.R.
1707 (Berman) seeks to shift jurisdiction over satellite exports back to Commerce,
and the language was added to the House Export Administration Act (H.R. 2581).
The State Department imposed proliferation sanctions on September 1, 2001.



Contents

Introduction and Issues for Policy ......... ... ... ... ... ... ... ........ 1

Security Concerns .. .............. .. ... 3

China Great Wall Industry Corporation ... ................... ... .. 3

Missile Technology or Expertise .. .............................. 4

Security Concerns . .. .............. .. ... ... 4

Loral’s Case . .. ... . ... . . 5

Beyondthe Loral Case .. ............ ... ... ... ... ........... 8

Motorola .. ... ... . 9

Hughes . . ... .. .. .. . 9

Lockheed Martin .. ......... ... ... ... .. ... ... ... ... ... .. 12

Military Benefit . ... ... .. ... ... ... . ... ... .. .. ... 13

Administration and Congressional Action ... ......................... 15

Policies on Sanctions and Space Launch Agreement . .. ... ... ... .. .. 15

Tiananmen . ... ... ... ... .. 15

Proliferation . .. ... ... ... ... ... ... 16

November 2000 Agreement and Space Launch Agreement . . . . . . .. 17

September 2001 Sanctions . . .............. ... ... ... ... ..., 17

Waivers for Post-Tiananmen Sanctions . ......................... 18

Hearings of the 105™ Congress . . ... ............. ... .. ... ....... 20

Investigations . . ... .......... ... .. ... 20

Cox Committee . ........... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ..., 20

Clinton Administration’s Response . .. .................. ... .. 25

Senate Task Force . ...... ... .. ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .. ... 26

Clinton Administration’s Response . .. .................. ... .. 28

Export Controls and Intelligence .. ......................... 29

Senator Specter’s Investigation .. .......... ... .. ... ... ... .. 30

Legislation to Revise Export Controls . . ......................... 30

105™ CONGIeSS . ... oo 30

106™ CONGIESS . . . . oo 33

107™ CONGIESS . .. oo 34

Denied and Pending Satellite Exports . .. ......................... 35

Roleof Congress ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ........ 35

APMT 36

Chinasat-8 . ... ... ... . .. . .. 38

Others . ... . .. . 38

Chronology of Major Events . .. ......... ... ... .. ... ............. 40
List of Tables

Table 1. Comparison of SLVsand Missiles .. ........................ . 14

Table 2. Presidential Waivers of Post-Tiananmen Sanctions
for Exports of Satellites or Parts to China .. ...................... 19



China: Possible Missile Technology
Transfers from U.S. Satellite Export Policy —
Actions and Chronology

Introduction and Issues for Policy’

Members of Congress have been concerned about allegations that U.S. firms
provided expertise to the People’s Republic of China (PRC) that could be used in its
ballistic missile and space programs and that the Clinton Administration’s policies on
satellite exports facilitated legal or illegal transfers of military-related technology to
China. The New York Times reported in April 1998 that the Justice Department began
a criminal investigation into whether Loral Space and Communications Ltd. (of New
York), and Hughes Electronics Corp. (of Los Angeles) violated export control laws.*
The firms were alleged to have shared their findings with China, without approval
from the U.S. government, on the cause of a PRC rocket’s explosion while launching
a U.S.-origin satellite in February 1996. In sharing their conclusions, the companies
allegedly provided expertise that China could use to improve the accuracy and
reliability of its ballistic missiles, including their guidance systems. Several classified
government studies reportedly concluded that the U.S. technical assistance provided
to China damaged U.S. national security by helping the PRC to improve the guidance
systems on its ballistic missiles.

In addition, the media reports alleged that President Clinton in February 1998
issued a waiver of sanctions that undermined the investigation by allowing the
issuance of licenses for the export of technology or expertise similar to that in
question — despite “strong opposition” from Justice. Moreover, political
considerations allegedly influenced the Administration’s decision, with Loral’s
chairman being the largest individual donor to the Democratic Party in 1996.

Congressional investigations also led to media reports in early 1999, confirmed
by U.S. intelligence in April and the Cox Committee’s declassified report in May

! This CRS study was initiated at the request of the Committee on International Relations of
the House of Representatives of the 105" Congress and has been adapted for general
congressional use with permission of the Committee.

* Gerth, Jeff. “Companies are Investigated for Aid to China on Rockets,” and “Aerospace
Firms™ Ties with China Raise Questions,” New York Times, April 4 and 13, 1998.
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1999, that the PRC obtained secret information on U.S. nuclear weapons.> Members
are concerned about the PRC’s modernization of its ballistic missiles.*

There are also congressional concerns about the U.S. satellite industry in general
and on worldwide space launches, aside from questions about China.’

This CRS Report discusses security concerns, significant congressional and
administration action, and a comprehensive chronology pertaining to satellite exports
to the PRC. The events summarized below, based on various open sources and
interviews, pertain to various issues for U.S. foreign and security policy (including
that on China and weapons nonproliferation):

e What are the benefits and costs of satellite exports to China for U.S.
economic and security interests?

e Should the United States continue, change, or cease the policy in
place since the Reagan Administration that has allowed exports of
satellites to China (for its launch and — increasingly — for its use)?

e Do satellites include military technology?

e Have U.S. firms contributed intentionally or unintentionally to
China’s development of ballistic missiles in ways that harmed U.S.
national security, and what should be the government’s response to
findings of such alleged transfers of U.S. technology?

e Should the Presidential waiver (of post-Tiananmen sanctions) for
Loral’s Chinasat-8 have been issued during an ongoing criminal
investigation into alleged assistance by Loral and Hughes to China’s
missile program?

e Are there adequate controls and monitoring on exports of U.S -
origin satellites and/or satellite technology, and on technical
exchanges with PRC engineers that could contribute to China’s
programs on missiles or military satellites?

e Should commercial space cooperation, especially allowing China to
gain the economic benefits of satellite launches, be used as leverage
in U.S. policy on weapons nonproliferation? Should sanctions for
missile proliferation be imposed on China’s space launch company,
China Great Wall Industry Corporation, and other companies, to
improve China’s nonproliferation practices?

e Should Congress exercise strong oversight of the Administration’s
satellite exports, including ensuring congressional review?

3 See also CRS Report RL30143, China: Suspected Acquisition of U.S. Nuclear Weapon
Data, and CRS Report RL30220, China's Technology Acquisitions: Cox Committee's
Report — Findings, Issues, and Recommendations, by Shirley A. Kan.

* See CRS Report 97-391, China: Ballistic and Cruise Missiles, by Shirley A. Kan.

> On worldwide commercial space launches in general, see CRS Issue Brief IB93062, Space
Launch Vehicles: Government Activities, Commercial Competition, and Satellite Exports,
by Marcia S. Smith.
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Security Concerns

China Great Wall Industry Corporation

China Great Wall Industry Corporation (CGWIC, or China Great Wall) has been
China’s commercial space launch company since 1986. It markets the use of rockets
developed by the China Academy of Launch Vehicle Technology (CALT) and other
aerospace academies. China Great Wall and CALT are part of China’s defense-
related aerospace industry under the China Aerospace Corporation (abbreviated by
China as CASC). CASC, established in 1993, oversees space as well as missile
research and development. CASC and its subordinate companies, research academies,
and factories develop and produce strategic and tactical ballistic missiles, space launch
vehicles, surface-to-air missiles, cruise missiles, and military (reconnaissance,
communications, or other) and civilian satellites. CASC was previously known as the
Ministry of Aerospace Industry, also known as the Seventh Ministry of Machine
Building. Since April 1998, China’s military, the People’s Liberation Army (PLA),
has exercised control over PRC satellite launches under the new General Equipment
Department.

China reportedly launched its first satellite, Dongfanghong (“East is Red”) on
April 24, 1970. By the end of 1997, China reportedly had launched 40 domestic
satellites: 17 retrievable reconnaissance satellites, 3 meteorological satellites, 8
communications and broadcasting satellites, and 12 “experimental” (possibly military)
satellites. China is using the satellites and space technology to enhance its national
defense, economy, and international prestige.® On April 7, 1990, China Great Wall
launched a foreign satellite, Asiasat, for the first time. Since then, the company has
expanded its foreign business, especially with U.S. firms such as Hughes Electronics,
Lockheed Martin, and Loral Space and Communications. China probably seeks
foreign capital and technology to apply to its domestic satellite research and
development efforts, in part to lessen reliance on purchasing foreign satellites. The
president of the Chinese Academy of Space Technology said that the PRC’s
Dongfanghong (East is Red) satellites match the capacities of advanced satellites built
by Hughes, but are backward in satellite navigation and stabilization technologies.
The Academy hopes to sell its satellites at world standards by 2000.”

China experienced a number of embarrassing and costly failed satellite launches
until 1996. In 1992, a PRC rocket stalled while attempting to launch the Optus-B1
satellite and another rocket exploded and destroyed the Optus-B2 satellite (both built
by Hughes). In 1995, A Long March rocket exploded and destroyed the Apstar-2
satellite (built by Hughes). In 1996, another PRC rocket exploded and destroyed the
Intelsat satellite (built by Loral). Aside from the dramatic explosions, other problems
prevented the PRC rockets from successfully launching satellites into the correct
orbits. However, since the launch of a “scientific” satellite on October 20, 1996,

® Chou Kuan-wu, “China’s Reconnaissance Satellites,” Kuang Chiao Ching (in Hong Kong),
March 16, 1998; translated in FBIS.

7 Parker, Jeffrey. “China to Expand Rocket Production,” Reuters, August 25, 1993.
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Chinahas enjoyed over 20 consecutive, successful satellite launches, raising questions
as to whether U.S. technology contributed to this achievement.®

China’s aerospace industry has shifted from denying all responsibility in failed
launches of foreign satellites to a willingness to work with foreign companies in
determining the causes of explosions and other failures. This practice may have been
a strategy to learn from foreign companies methods to improve China’s rockets,
satellites, and other related space technology. China may also have tried to reassure
foreign insurance companies and satellite manufacturers that it can solve problems
with the Long March rockets.

Missile Technology or Expertise

Security Concerns. One question in the
controversy involves the applicability of satellite-

launch technology to the modernization of China’s C]())rr.e spo:dlng
ballistic missiles. China Great Wall uses the Long esignations
March seri f rockets to 1 h satellites.

arch series of rockets to launch satellites U.S. PRC

China’s “Long March (LM)” (“Chang Zheng”)
space launch vehicles (SLVs) are related to its
“East Wind” (“Dong Feng” (DF)) intercontinental
ballistic missiles (ICBMs). China has used the LM
rockets to launch its own satellites (since 1970) and
foreign satellites (since 1990). The Long March
boosters are also produced as China’s CSS-3 (DF-4) and CSS-4 (DF-5A) ICBMs
deployed in the Second Artillery, the PLA’s missile force. China’s launch facilities,
e.g., the Xichang Satellite Launching Center in Sichuan province, are at PLA bases.

ICBM: C(CSS-3 DF+4
ICBM: (CSS-4 DF-5A
SLV: LM Cz

A review of open sources finds agreement that the first Long March rockets used
to launch satellites were derived from ballistic missiles developed earlier and that there
has been parallel research and development for the modernization of the SLVs and
ICBMs.® The CSS-3 ICBM has also been produced as the booster for the LM-1
SLV. The CSS-4 ICBM has also been used as the booster for the LM-2, LM-3, and

¥ Zhang Xinxia, president of China Great Wall Industry Corporation, confirmed in a speech
at the International Space Symposium in Washington on October 26, 2000, that the Long
March series achieved 20 consecutive successes since October 1996, according to excerpts
in Space News (November 20, 2000).

® Defense Intelligence Agency, Handbook of the Chinese People’s Liberation Army,
November 1984; John Wilson Lewis and Xue Litai, China Builds the Bomb (Stanford
University Press, 1988); Lennox, Duncan, “China’s Development of Ballistic Missiles,”
Jane's Intelligence Review, August 1991; Phillip S. Clark, “Chinese Launch Vehicles —
Chang Zheng 1,” “Chinese Launch Vehicles — Chang Zheng 2,” “Chinese Launch Vehicles
— Chang Zheng 3,” “Chinese Launch Vehicles — The Rest of the Story,” “Chinese Launch
Vehicles — Further Details,” Jane s Intelligence Review, November 1991, May 1992,
August 1992, October 1992, June 1993; John Wilson Lewis and Hua D1, “China’s Ballistic
Missile Programs,” Infernational Security, Fall 1992; Iris Chang, Thread of the Silkworm
(BasicBooks, 1995); “People’s Republic of China: Offensive Weapons, Jane 's Strategic
Weapon Systems, September 1997; Jane s Space Directory 1997-98.
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LM-4 series of SLVs. In a 1984 publication, the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA)
called the LM-1 SLV the “booster variant” of the CSS-3, and LM-2 the “booster
variant” of the CSS-4. Indeed, this factor has made it difficult to accurately count
the numbers of ICBMs that China has produced and allows for China to increase the
potential number of ICBMs available for deployment.

When the Reagan Administration first decided to allow China to launch U.S.-
origin satellites, it cited the need to protect “legitimate U.S. national security
interests” and promised Congress that an agreement would be concluded with China
to safeguard U.S. technology from “possible misuse or diversion.”'® Such an
agreement on technology safeguards was signed on December 17, 1988, but
apparently required renegotiation. A new agreement was signed on February 11,
1993. One question concerns whether China has abided by these agreements.

After the end of the Cold War and with increase in U.S.-China trade, some say
that national security interests need not be sacrificed by commercial interests. Within
the current controversy, some argue that launching satellites from Chinaisinthe U.S.
national security interest because of the benefits to U.S. satellite manufacturers.™

Loral’s Case. Specifically, the Department of Justice’s investigation looks at
Space Systems/Loral (SS/L), Loral’s subsidiary in Palo Alto, CA, which chaired a
review committee on the launch failure of the Intelsat-708 satellite in February 1996.
As for Loral’s case, Acting Undersecretary of State John Holum confirmed on April
9, 1998, that after the accident in February 1996, the Department of State “became
aware that there may have been a violation.” The case was referred to the
Department of Justice for investigation. He said that there are ““strong legal remedies”
for violations of export control laws, including a denial of future licenses.

Loral issued a statement on May 18, 1998, saying that allegations that it
provided missile guidance technology to China are false. Loral also says that it did
not advise China “on how to fix any problems with the Long March rocket.” The
company states that “the Chinese alone conducted an independent investigation of the
launch failure [in February 1996] and they determined that the problem was a
defective solder joint in the wiring — a "low-tech’ matter.” Loral denied that it and
Hughes conducted an independent investigation to determine the cause of that launch
failure. However, at the insistence of insurance companies, which required non-PRC
confirmation of resolutions of problems with Long March rockets, Loral formed a
committee of several satellite companies, including Hughes, to review the PRC
investigation. According to Loral, the review committee obtained information from
the PRC and was not formed to help them solve their problems. The review agreed
with the PRC conclusion (that a defective solder joint was responsible), without
performing tests or providing any test data to the PRC. The committee did note that
further tests by China would be required to establish certainty. Loral says that, during

1" “Export of U.S. Satellite to China for Launch,” Department of State Bulletin, November
1988.

"' Hirsh, Michael (Newsweek), “The Great Technology Giveaway?” Foreign Affairs,
Sept./Oct. 1998; Clayton Mowry (executive director of the Satellite Industry Association),
“Satellites Do No Good Stuck on the Earth,” Washington Times, Sept. 8, 1998.
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the review, it discussed the committee’s work with U.S. officials. As far as Loral’s
engineers can determine, the statement says, “no sensitive information — no
significant technology — was conveyed to the Chinese.”

Loral further explained that in April 1996, at China’s request, Dr. Wah L. Lim,
then a senior vice president and engineer at Loral, chaired a review committee to
study China’s technical evaluation of the cause of the accident on Feb. 15, 1996.
Loral says China had identified the problem as residing in the inertial measurement
unit (IMU) of the guidance system of the rocket. Loral believed that it did not have
to request a U.S. government license and monitoring. The first meeting was held in
Palo Alto, CA, but the second, in China. Notably, PRC aerospace engineers attended
the meetings."

Nevertheless, Loral admitted that, contrary to its policies, “the committee
provided a report to the Chinese before consulting with State Department export
licensing authorities.” According to Loral, as soon as its executives found out in May
1996, the company notified the Departments of State and Defense. In June 1996,
Loral provided to the U.S. government a detailed, written report concerning all
communications with China. Loral adds that it is in full cooperation with the Justice
Department in its investigation and with Congressional committees. Loral concludes
that based upon its own review, it “does not believe that any of its employees dealing
with China acted illegally or damaged U.S. national security.” In addition, the
statement says that Loral’s chairman, Bernard Schwartz, was not personally involved
in any aspect of this matter. “No political favors or benefits of any kind were
requested or extended, directly or indirectly, by any means whatever.” Loral also
denies any connection between the launch failure in February 1996 and the
Presidential waiver for another Loral-built satellite in February 1998. The export
license for the latest launch (for Chinasat-8) “applied the strictest prohibitions on
technology transfer and specified that any new launch failure investigation would
require a separate license.” Loral stresses that it complies strictly with export control
laws and regulations.

Administration officials say that export licensing procedures and strict security
measures (including monitoring by the Defense Department of pre-launch meetings
and the launches) preclude any assistance to the design, development, operation,
maintenance, modification, or repair of any launch facility or rocket in China.
Moreover, Undersecretary of Commerce William Reinsch testified to Congress on
April 28, 1998, that effective export controls on dual-use technology (with military
and civilian applications) allow U.S. exporters to compete while protecting U.S.
security interests. He disputed that there were objections within the executive branch
to allowing recent satellite exports to China, saying that since November 1996 (when
the licensing jurisdiction was transferred from the Department of State to Commerce),
the Commerce Department has issued three export licenses for satellites to be
launched from China — with the concurrence of all agencies.

1> Briefings for CRS by Douglas Feith, of Feith and Zell, lawyers for Loral, July 1998.
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However, at least three classified studies have found serious concerns about the
U.S. firms’ assistance to China’s ballistic missile modernization program. A classified
report at the Department of Defense’s Defense Technology Security Administration
(DTSA) reportedly concluded on May 16, 1997, that Loral and Hughes transterred
expertise to China that significantly enhanced the guidance and control systems of its
nuclear ballistic missiles and that “United States national security has been harmed.”"?
Significantly, the U.S. firms are suspected of helping China in improving quality
control and diagnostic techniques that would enable its aerospace engineers to detect
problems in guidance systems applicable to missiles. These concerns were first raised
in a classified report at the Air Force’s National Air Intelligence Center (NAIC) in
March 1997, and supported by the State Department’s Intelligence and Research
Bureau (INR)." Also, analysis by CIA at the time did not find “proliferation
concerns.” These reports apparently prompted the Justice Department’s criminal
investigation that began in September 1997.

Also, the Justice Department had expressed concerns about the February 1998
Presidential waiver for the Chinasat-8 satellite. A memorandum, dated February 12,
1998, written by National Security Adviser Samuel Berger for President Clinton,
acknowledged that the Justice Department “cautioned” that such a waiver “could
have a significant adverse impact on any prosecution that might take place” in Loral’s
case.” Finally, there is little public information on the export licenses issued by the
State or Commerce Department for technical assistance agreements (TAAs)
concerning the transfer of technical assistance and data needed to mate satellites to
launch vehicles (so-called “form, fit, and function” technical data).

While Loral’s case continued to be under investigation by a federal grand jury,
two incidents occurred with some embarrassment for the Clinton Administration. On
March 16, 2000, U.S. Ambassador Joseph Prueher hosted a dinner in Beijing for
representatives of Loral, Lockheed Martin, Hughes, CASC, and ChinaSat. The
Embassy denied that the subject of an export license for ChinaSat 8 was discussed.'
On July 17, 2000, the Defense Security Service issued an award for “outstanding
security performance and practices” to Loral and 49 other companies, but then
rescinded the award for Loral after realizing it remains under investigation."

Meanwhile, the Justice Department’s campaign finance task force reportedly
found no evidence that Loral’s chairman Bernard Schwartz corruptly influenced
President Clinton in his decision to approve Loral’s export of a satellite to China in

1 Gerth, Jeff, “Aerospace Firms’ Ties with China Raise Questions,” New York Times, April
13, 1998; Eric Schmitt, “Report Outlines Damage to National Security in Companies’
China Dealings,” New York Times, June 27, 1998.

' Pincus, Walter, “Pentagon, CIA Differ on Missile Threat,” Washington Post, June 7,
1998.

!> The memorandum was printed in the New York Times, May 23, 1998.
16 Gertz, Bill, “Envoy Hosted Satellite Firms in China,” Washington Times, April 4, 2000.

17 Pincus, Walter, “Defense Award Rescinded From Firm Being Probed,” Washington Post,
July 18, 2000.
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1998, according to the contents of an internal memo and related documents disclosed
by the press.'® Ata Senate Judiciary Subcommittee hearing on May 2, 2000, Senator
Specter referred to this memo, written to Attorney General Janet Reno in the summer
of 1998 by Charles LaBella, then chief of the task force. According to Senator
Specter, Schwartz had donated $1.5 million to the Democratic National Committee.
LaBella is said to have written that Schwartz’ case “was a matter which likely did not
merit any investigation.” Nonetheless, LaBella recommended that Reno appoint an
independent prosecutor to dispose of the case, because the allegations of political
favors involved the President. LaBella reportedly also criticized Justice Department
officials for ordering the investigation of Schwartz while excluding President Clinton.
Reno denied LaBella’s recommendations for the special counsel.

In the summer of 2001, under the George W. Bush Administration, Loral and
Hughes reportedly have negotiated possible civil settlements with the State
Department, rather than face criminal charges from the Justice Department."

Beyond the Loral Case. Beyond the 1996 incident involving Loral and
Hughes, there are wider concerns that the policy of allowing China to launch U.S -
built satellites effectively subsidizes and assists China’s missile modernization.
Observers point out that the same PRC companies and engineers work in both civilian
and military programs and that much of the technology used in launching satellites can
be used in military programs on missiles, satellites, and other areas.

Future developments in China’s ICBM program are believed to be related to that
in the space launch program. U.S. intelligence reportedly has gained information
about developments in China’s ICBMs from information about PRC SLVs.? Jane’s
Space Directory 1997-98 notes that China is not known to use liquid
oxygen/kerosene engines that are used extensively in other countries, “reflecting the
space variants’ parallel development alongside storable propellant long range
missiles.”

There have been concerns that China may deploy ICBMs with multiple
independently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRVs) in the future. In 1999, the House
Select Committee on U.S. National Security and Military/Commercial Concerns with
the People’s Republic of China (popularly known as the “Cox Committee”) judged
that, by 2015, the PLA could deploy up to 100 ICBMs with as many as 1,000
thermonuclear warheads.

The Director of Central Intelligence (DCI)’s unclassified damage assessment of
the PRC’s suspected acquisition of U.S. nuclear weapon secrets found that China

'8 Rempel, William C. and Alan C. Miller, “Internal Justice Memo Excuses Loral From Funds
Probe,” Los Angeles Times, May 23, 2000. Also see: David Johnston, “Memo Shows
Another Push For Clinton Inquiry,” New York Times, May 3, 2000.

1 Pasztor, Andy and David Cloud, “Loral Nears Civil Settlement With U.S. Over Sharing
Technology With China,” Wall Street Journal, August 31, 2001.

* Pincus, Walter, “U.S. Gains Intelligence Data in China Launches,” Washington Post, June
13, 1998.
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already has the “technical capability” to develop a MIRV system for the currently
deployed ICBM but has not deployed MIRVs. Nonetheless, the DCI warned that
“U.S. information acquired by the Chinese could help them develop a MIRV for a
future mobile missile.”* China first decided to develop MIRVs for deployment in
1970. Development was in part stalled, however, by a lack of capability to
miniaturize warheads.”* The priority for the project on MIRVs was lowered in March
1980, but research and development on MIRVs resumed on November 10, 1983, as
part of the DF-5 modification program. Also, China reportedly will add a new solid-
propellant third stage (TS) to introduce a new LM-2E/TS SLV. This third stage may
have a multiple-satellite dispenser to launch up to 12 satellites. Jane’s Space
Directory 1997-1998 reported that China developed a restartable, cryogenic
(extremely low temperature) stage 3 for the LM-3 SLV.

Motorola. There had been concerns that Motorola’s use of a PRC-developed
multi-satellite dispenser (called “Smart Dispenser”) on a variant of the LM-2C to
launch two Iridium satellites at a time helped the PRC to develop MIRYV capability.
The Washington Times reported that a December 1996 classified study by the Air
Force’s National Air Intelligence Center (NAIC) concluded that the new PRC-
developed “smart dispenser,” an upper-stage booster used to launch two satellites for
Iridium on one LM 2C/SD rocket, could be modified to deploy multiple re-entry
vehicles. Nevertheless, the report noted that there is no evidence that China is using
the dispenser, built in 1996, for warheads and that the PRC multiple warhead system
would be less accurate than U.S. and Russian systems.> A Pentagon spokesman said
on July 14, 1998, that Motorola provided data to allow the PRC to attach satellites
to the dispenser that it designed without U.S. help and that releasing multiple satellites
and targeting multiple warheads require different technology. Moreover, the Cox
Committee concluded that “Motorola did not provide the PRC with information on
how to design the Smart Dispenser; but the PRC built the Smart Dispenser
indigenously to Motorola’s specifications.”*

Hughes. Some are especially concerned about PRC launches in 1995 and 1996
of three satellites built by Hughes which were not monitored by the Defense
Department. On June 18, 1998, Jan Lodal, Principal Deputy Under Secretary of
Defense for Policy, testified to a joint hearing of the House National Security and
International Relations Committees that there were three launches that were not
monitored by the Defense Department, because the satellites did not require State
Department licenses and monitoring had been tied to licenses from the State

-1 CIA, “The Intelligence Community Damage Assessment On the Implications of China’s
Acquisition of U.S. Nuclear Weapons Information on the Development of Future Chinese
Weapons,” (unclassified release), April 21, 1999. See also: CRS Report RL30143, China:
Suspected Acquisition of U.S. Nuclear Weapon Data, by Shirley A. Kan.

22 CRS Report 97-1022.

= Gertz, Bill, “U.S. Technology Builds ‘Bridge” for China Missile,” Washington Times, July
14, 1998.

** Cox Committee s declassified report, released on May 253, 1999; see CRS Report RL30220,
China's Technology Acquisitions: Cox Committee’s Report — Findings, Issues, and
Recommendations, June 8, 1999, by Shirley A. Kan.






















































































































































