
China: The outsize role of microdevices in the  
macro picture
Semiconductors are switches, they can also 
be on or off, and that is the essence of all 
digital systems. That meager description 
belies the fact that semiconductors are the 
absolutely critical heart of all current 
technology competition between countries 
and companies; in wired and wireless 
connectivity; consumer and industrial 
electronics; media and communication; land, 
sea, and air mobility devices; financial services 
and virtual currencies; military equipment; life 
sciences and health care; manufacturing 4.0; 
and data management. As one recent study 
wrote, “...the impact that semiconductors are 
having on world development exceeds that of 
the Industrial Revolution.”1

The first practical semiconductor was 
invented at Bell Labs in 1948. Ten years later, 
the field effect transistor (FET) and the 
integrated circuit were invented, the latter 
enabling a massive numbers of FETs to be 
“printed” in a small space. The use of the FET 
has become so ubiquitous that it is the most 

manufactured device in history. A recent 
estimate put the number of FETs 
manufactured since their invention at  
13 sextillion (a sextillion is 1 followed by  
21 zeroes).2

Semiconductors are at the core of intensifying 
global technology competition, and as such, 
control of semiconductor technology is front 
and center in the trade frictions between the 
United States and China. They are also a 
technology that has historically been 
accelerated by government and private-sector 
partnerships, not just in China, but in the 
United States, Japan, and Europe as well.  
The world-pacing level of semiconductor 
technology in the United States has been 
forged by six decades of effort by NASA, 
research universities, and countless  
private companies. 

The technology competition that may 
determine the future wealth of nations is 
focused on increasing the density, speed, 

efficiency, reliability, and power consumption 
of semiconductor circuitry, embodied in 
integrated circuits and critical for 5G, artificial 
intelligence, new manufacturing, and virtually 
all advanced technologies.

That has placed semiconductor technology at 
the very heart of policies being forged to 
accelerate innovation and control intellectual 
property related to design and manufacture. 
This has been demonstrated repeatedly, most 
recently in a set of unique licensing 
requirements that the United States has 
imposed on the sale of key tools to China’s 
largest group of semiconductor fabricators— 
tools essential to advancing their capability to 
create leading-edge technology.3 As the 
media has reported, this constriction has 
been put in place in spite of a global shortage 
in semiconductor supply, underscoring how 
critical and urgent regulators consider it to be 
in shaping future competition.
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China’s long march toward 
semi-independence

As the trade frictions took shape between 
the United States and China, tariffs were 
broadly applied, but export bans were 
primarily focused on semiconductors. The 
United States and European Union used 
their significantly advanced semiconductor 
capabilities as a negotiating tool. That was 
far from casual or accidental, and it is key 
to US and Chinese actions and reactions 
on trade and investment issues over the 
past four years. But behind the headlines 
about bans and sanctions is the long history 
of cooperation and mutual dependence 
between US semiconductor companies and 
Chinese suppliers and customers, with the 
Chinese market accounting for 25% of sales of 
many US semiconductor makers.4 The future 
of this mutual dependence and intensifying 
competition will likely be a big part of the story 
of the overall US-China future.

Current levels of semiconductor fabrication 
technology are among the most useful and 
objective measures of a nation’s state of 
high tech competitiveness and innovation 
capacity. Design and fabrication capital costs 
are enormous; large, complex, and relatively 
open lateral networks of participants are 
essential; and the rewards for leaders are 
huge. China had long understood and acted 
on the importance of developing a domestic 
semiconductor industry. This aspiration, first 
voiced in the 1990s, was a focus of trade 
negotiations through the first decade of the 
21st century, amplified by China’s leadership 
in 2014, then strongly boosted with the 
emergence of US export bans in 2017. Already 
in the 1990s, China committed to building a 
comprehensive electronic component supply 
chain to control a larger swath of its export 
revenue by reducing imported components. 
Policies were articulated and investments 
made to build the sector. The government 
sponsored the building of 130 semiconductor 
fabrication sites in 15 provinces, but overall, 
the project failed to develop the scale 
and momentum necessary to become a 
profitable, robust sector.5

China took a major step forward in 2000 
with the founding of a large, partially 
state-owned complex of semiconductor 
manufacturers in Shanghai, founded on 

partially market-based operating principles 
and followed by a number of cross-border 
development agreements. By the early 
2000s, global consultancies began tracking 
the development of China’s semiconductor 
industry with detailed annual reports and 
updates. In 2014, concern over China’s 
dependence on foreign sources for 
something as critical as semiconductors 
became a stronger focus, and the state 
established a $22 billion National Integrated 
Circuit Industry Investment Fund in a bid to 
reduce its reliance on imported chips.6 China’s 
State Council set 2030 as the target date 
for China to become a global leader in the 
semiconductor industry.

Under the auspices of the WTO, the 
International Technology Agreement (ITA) 
was first ratified in 1996. The agreement 
eliminated tariffs on a range of technology 
products.7 After a long series of negotiations, 
China joined in 2012.8 The reduction of tariffs 
for imported electronic components was 
an important development that energized 
China’s rapid trade processing growth, 
enabling assemblers to reduce their bill of 
materials in assembled goods for both the 
domestic market and exports. With soaring 
global market share for Chinese and MNC 
branded consumer and industrial products, 
China rapidly dominated the manufacture of a 
wide range of electronic devices and became 
the largest customer for many US and EU chip 
exporters. Of course, ITA tariff eliminations 
also increased foreign competition for 
domestic suppliers of components and 
arguably slowed their revenue growth, 
R&D investment capacity, and technology 
development pace.

China now consumes 60% of the world’s 
semiconductor supply for both the domestic 
market and for assembly into export goods. 
China’s demand far exceeds its domestic 
supply, even after several phases promoting 
domestic expansion. Semiconductor imports 
into China exceeded $300 billion in 2020 for 
the third year in a row, exceeding the total 
cost of oil imports. In spite of its efforts, China 
has achieved a self-sufficiency rate of 30% 
against a target of 70% by 2025.9

In 2016, before trade frictions reached their 
present state, Xi Jinping said prophetically, 
“Our dependence on core technology is the 
biggest hidden trouble for us”;10 in 2018, 

vice premier Ma Kai said very specifically 
that reliance on foreign semiconductors 
could not continue.11 In 2019, China created 
another big fund to invest a further $29 
billion in semiconductor development.12 
China continued with mega-projects, like 
a 666,667-square-meter semiconductor 
park in Changsha, Hunan, at an investment 
of $2.2 billion.13 By the time the latest fund 
was created, US and EU regulators had 
already rebuffed efforts by Chinese buyers 
to acquire semiconductor technology and 
manufacturing capacity through M&A. The 
techno-nationalist race was officially on.

Falling short

The bulk of external analysis concludes 
that China has fallen short of its goals and 
aspirations in attaining an independent, 
locally sourced supply of semiconductors. 
This is evident from three things: the headline 
trade numbers, the disruptive impact of 
US export bans on China’s major electronic 
assemblers, and the technology levels of 
China’s current chip manufacturing.

But what of the domestic investment in 
technology and capacity? The value of a 
particular class of semiconductors declines 
as the technology ages and becomes 
commoditized. China’s push to localize 
supply has been more successful in terms 
of volume than in value, having built huge 
manufacturing capacity, but at older levels 
of technology. The current trade numbers 
evidence an acute dependency situation that 
assures semiconductors will likely be a major 
consideration in the “external” part of China’s 
Dual Circulation initiative.

The problems and risks in China’s value 
chain positioning is recognized by leadership 
and reflected by decades of investment 
in the sector. China occupies an almost 
monopolistic global market share in several 
key subsectors of assembled consumer and 
industrial devices, but only a small fraction 
of the world’s fabless chip designers and 
chip fabricators and a minuscule share of 
integrated device manufacturers, design 
software and manufacturing tools and 
materials, and key end building block 
products, such as high-density memory and 
high-speed logic chips.14
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China’s most advanced domestic fabs 
manufacture chips with 14nm traces, a 
measure of component and connection 
spacing on the chips that constrains the 
number of components that can be printed 
in a given area, the speed at which the 
chip functions, and the energy required to 
operate the circuit. Interviews with industry 
experts suggest that even that level of 
performance is inconsistent. State-of-the-art 
and current high-value commercial focus, 
practiced by a number of MNCs producing 
CPUs, graphic chips, and special-purpose 
chips like smartphone sets, has been 7nm, 
but is now moving to 5nm and even 3nm. 
Chinese makers have targeted 7nm, but 
have been unable to achieve that level of 
fabrication technology.15

The central government’s plans and 
investment encouraged numerous 
enterprises across China to undertake 
development programs with central and 
local support. Thousands of makerspaces, 
innovations hubs, hackathons, incubators, 
and the like sprung up across China and 
provided facilities for would-be entrepreneurs 
responding to China’s campaign to create 
a new and powerful model of participatory 
innovation.16 But domestic reviews have been 
mixed. China’s National Development and 
Reform Commission (NDRC) reported that 
many Mainland companies had “blindly taken 
on projects” despite having no experience, 
technology, or workers in chipmaking. Noting 
late in 2020 (well into the era of trade frictions 
and bans) that “stalled projects and vacant 
manufacturing plants have wasted huge 
amounts of resources,” the NDRC committed 
to strong supervision and guidance of the 
sector and promised to hold the heads of 
such projects accountable.17 In the wake 
of a highly promoted focus on domestic 
development, constraints were needed to 
restore order to the process. Even prior to the 
period of trade and investment bans, China 
made multiple assessments of progress in 
semiconductor development, and some 
very targeted initiatives in areas like signal 
processing fell short.

Global trends in fabrication

The structure of the global market is in itself 
a challenge to China’s plan for independent 
development, or independent development 
anywhere, for that matter. It is fair to say the 
entire sector is a model of an imperative for 
cross-border cooperation on a global scale. 
The number of MNCs known as integrated 
device manufacturers, who keep all three 
stages of semiconductor production in-
house (design, fabricating, and packaging 
and testing) appears to be fading. More and 
more of the biggest and most innovative 
players in the sector are “fabless,” which is 
to say they outsource to big fabricators—a 
shrinking number of them—for the actual 
manufacturing of chips. Also, essential 
tools for producing cutting-edge chips are 
even more concentrated and materially 
restricted, including circuit design software 
and manufacturing equipment capable of 
producing the highest-density chips. There 
is a very limited global supply capability of 
machines capable of manufacturing 7mn 
chips, and China has been challenged 
to access them by virtue of the export 
restrictions now in effect.

Given the cost and complexity of 
making 7nm, 5nm, and 3nm chips, there 
are now only a couple of fabricators 
equipped to manufacture them. Among 
the world’s largest makers of high-end 
central processing, graphic, and signal 
processing chips and high-end devices 
like smartphones, outsourcing to highly 
specialized fabs is an almost ubiquitous 
practice. None are in China, and the 
remaining few are relatively easy to monitor 
for sanction compliance. Taiwan is one, 
Korea the other. As a result, until this 
year and until US sanctions took effect, 
China’s most advanced chip designs were 
outsourced to Taiwanese manufacturers. 
As China works to improve the reliability 
of 14nm chips and develop 7nm capability, 
global leaders are designing and marketing 
5nm products and fabricating in Taiwan 
and Korea. 5nm and below, in super-
dense packages that combine processing, 
graphics, and memory functions, are now 

required for state-of-the-art smartphones 
operating in the 5G spectrum with 
advanced photographic capability and other 
common features.

According to various estimates, Taiwan, 
fabricators claim from 50% to 66% of the 
global foundry market and do so with 
the most advanced technologies under 
10mn—coincidentally the same benchmark 
licensing measure used for the US equipment 
sanctions mentioned previously, although 
Taiwan is a recognized part of the People’s 
Republic under One China agreements 
and is subject to US sanctions restricting 
Taiwan’s ability to manufacture US designs 
for PRC customers. The PRC treats Taiwan 
as a separate customs and trade zone. As 
a “foreign supplier,” Taiwan has its own laws 
restricting tech transfer to the Mainland, as 
well as obligations under US sanctions.

This is one of the more curious and stickier 
points in the US-China-Taiwan relationship 
triangle.18 US interaction with Taiwan in its 
relationship with China has become a major 
policy focus now. The escalating tensions 
in the straits and the airways between the 
Mainland and Taiwan are not only about 
national security and China’s sovereignty. 
They are likely to be a major geopolitical 
tension point because of Taiwan’s technology 
achievements, the United States’ commitment 
to containing potential outflows of that 
technology, and China’s intense pull from 
across that narrow strip of water.19

As the most innovative and profitable 
semiconductor producers in the world 
become fully dependent on a sprawling, 
global ecosystem for software and hardware 
support, China likely faces a very steep 
climb to achieve semi-independence at the 
higher end of the value chain, swimming 
against global industry trends, as it were. 
And the global value chain is very much in 
flux as technology continues to evolve and 
increasingly challenging fabrication advances 
enter commercial use. The pace of increase 
in global demand exceeding the capacity 
of leading fabricators makes established 
relationships all the more valuable.
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China’s climb is made all the steeper by 
prevailing regulatory barriers to cross-border 
business activities, not to mention high 
sensitivity to intellectual property issues. 
Trust is a major factor in the semiconductor 
ecosystem. Chip designers have to trust their 
fabricators to protect their huge investment 
in circuit design. Fabricators have to trust chip 
designers before making large investments 
in tooling and other work to set up. Strong IP 
protection and legal safeguards and practices 
are required every step of the way.

The reality of high technology 
interdependency is recognized in China’s Dual 
Circulation Plan. China’s effort to onshore 
semiconductor design and fabrication will 
require adjustment of the local-plus-global 
ecosystem that is the norm of leading 
industry MNCs. As the strong industry trend 
evolves toward increased cross-border 
outsourcing and specialization, China’s 
expressed interest in bringing more of the 
semiconductor supply chain home to the 
Mainland will likely have to be front and 
center as China forges its external circulation 
models. Critical trade relationships globally 
within the semiconductor ecosystem are 
becoming both fewer and stronger as global 
value chain architecture develops.

The second of the 
dual circulations: 
Interdependencies both ways 

China’s current status could be described as 
having achieved breadth, but not depth. With 
decades of focused guidance and investment, 
China has covered nearly every stage of the 
value chain at essentially a commoditized 
level of technology, including materials, tools, 
and fabrication. In select markets with lower 
technology barriers, such as those used for 
manufacturing LEDs, Chinese companies 
typically offer competitive manufacturing 
equipment and dominate production. 
Recent reports argue that the Chinese 
semiconductor industry will undoubtedly 
become more competitive over the next 
10 years, but both mainland and global 
developments will determine what can be 
accomplished toward that goal.

It is reasonable to expect China to continue a 
push for more semiconductor independence, 
regardless of the results achieved so far in 
reaching its 2030 goal. But that will likely 
require keeping important doors open for 
cooperation with non-Chinese owners of 
technology and a combination of competitive 
R&D, sound use of capital resources, and an 
external environment at least moderately 
accommodating to China’s ambitions. China 
is exploring what we might call “market-like” 
mechanisms for supporting sectors targeted 
for accelerated development, and that might 
remedy some of the historic deficiencies of 
resource allocation and enable a degree  
of commercial independence and genuine 
competitive pressures to work.

In a recent report, Bloomberg observed, 
“Beijing needs the most advanced chips to 
unlock the boundless potential of 5G, artificial 
intelligence and quantum computing, but its 
attempts to build them are running up against 
the hard constraints of finance, physics and 
geopolitics.”20 There is no area of global 
competition and innovation as richly funded, 
complex, and intense as the ecosystem of 
semiconductors. But there is also no area of 
more significant potential reward.

As China continues its commitment to 
expanding the value and security of its 
semiconductor industry, recent events have 
made clear the extent to which global supply 
chains have become dependent on China 
for assembly, discrete components, and 
older process chipsets. Disruptions related 
to production shortages, export bans, and 
tech transfer impediments have measurably 
hurt supply chains in many sectors. Some 
Chinese flagship assemblers have suffered 
significant component shortages and revenue 
losses. But the problems have affected 
industries globally. Since the beginning of the 
year, automakers, for example, have been 
in a scramble to secure the semiconductors 
needed to keep their assembly lines moving. 
All the major global brands are affected, and 
some are forecasting production reductions 
on the order of 10% to 20% from February 
on—and that in the midst of a market boom 
as the impact of the pandemic on auto 
sales subsides.21 The cause of the shortage 

is twofold. Sales of consumer electronics, 
including gaming systems, TVs, and other 
items, are booming during the pandemic, and 
they present a more profitable market for 
chipmakers. But automakers have for years 
been shifting production of less advanced 
chips to Chinese fabricators, and their output 
has been badly hit by China’s pandemic- and 
trade-related sanctions.22

Around the world, efforts to remain relevant 
in global technology competition are 
reflected in the shaping of regional trade 
and investment blocs. Examples include 
China’s projection of its technology, like 5G 
telecom network projects in the Belt and 
Road Initiatives, and the participation of 18 
European signatories last December in a 
European alliance for electronics.23 These 
commercial regional initiatives, along with 
new trade and investment agreements like 
RCEP and CPTPP, broaden some channels 
and constrict others. We will likely see some 
alternation in the tightening and loosening 
of technology controls among major powers, 
and some surprising innovations in supply 
chain design to address current barriers are 
not only possible, but likely.

Major MNC suppliers of China’s electronic 
assemblers and semiconductor producers 
are hard at work to navigate the current rocky 
shoals and sustain profitable relations with 
what have been among their most valuable 
customers in the world. The commercial 
complementarity remains strong. There was 
certainly something of a scramble when 
sweeping export bans were introduced that 
would have crushed revenue of major US 
chip exporters. As the new administration 
develops its strategy and relationships 
in US-China negotiations, we might see 
continued strengthening of the CFIUS’s 
role in technology arrangements, but more 
clarity and focus in implementation as well. 
Policy precision will be needed to protect  
US technology advantages, as well as US 
component markets and sources—what 
Robert Gates described as a “small-yard, high-
fence” approach.24
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The global semiconductor fault line is likely to 
be a defining, long-term determinant of how 
technology competition between the United 
States and China develops. A recent set of 
policy recommendations drafted under the 
leadership of Eric Schmidt and Jared Cohen 
examines the asymmetry of US and Chinese 
approaches to innovation and global market 
development in the context of both national 
security and economic development. The 
report identifies key areas of government 
policy, platform propagation, talent 
acquisition, and supply chain management 
and argues that the present trend in 
technology competition is not favorable to the 
United States, especially in what is referred 
to as critical, “chokepoint” technologies, in 
part because of the high level of government 
support, planning, quick scaling, and 
integration in China’s industry. But with the 
premise that the window for successful 
competition remains open, the report argues 
for a much stronger role for the US federal 
government, especially the executive branch, 
in combating the asymmetrical advantages of 
China’s approach.25

In fact, in some of its key policy 
recommendations, the report implicitly 
appears to suggest that the United States 
address the asymmetry of the competitive 
playing field by adopting some practices that 
are very much like China’s or resurrect the 
role of NASA and Bell Labs in the history of 
US technology achievement. These include a 
much more coordinated and well-resourced 
role for the federal government and the 
establishment of a National Technology 
Council; strict domestication requirements for 
acquisition, storage, and analysis of PII data; 
a defined membership in trusted multilateral 
mechanisms to reassert American leadership 
in technology initiatives; and a defined map 
of secure locations for critical supply chains. 
The administration is already making efforts 
to build more diverse sources in Asia with 
Korea, Japan, and Australia; Malaysia might 
be another candidate. Most remarkably, and 
most akin to China’s treatment of industries 
identified to be of significant national 
security relevance, a group of large US MNCs 
have asked the current administration to 
provide subsidies to speed the expansion 
of US-based fabricators.26 A final point 

acknowledges the near-term dependence 
on Taiwanese fabricators and calls for a clear 
affirmation of US policy toward Taiwan and its 
semiconductor industry.

Questions to be answered

Five broad areas for C-suite consideration likely 
merit attention as the new administration 
resets the goals and tactics of China policy 
and negotiation. These include:

 • Supply chain optimization: Regulatory and 
market considerations

 • Nature and strengths of new competition 
on the Mainland and globally

 • Talent acquisition: Shifting but urgent needs 
of Mainland and global organizations

 • Evolution of China’s business environment 
for MNCs: The core value proposition

 • Leading practices in investment, partnering, 
business models, etc. for success in China

To comment briefly on the last bullet, in 
response to both sanctions and industry 
trends, some Chinese semiconductor 
investment has been shifted into offshore 
havens, which offer the twin advantages 
of making foreign capital and partnerships 
available for sectors where FDI is restricted 
with innovative ownership models. For 
example, Taiwan’s stringent investment 
restrictions in Mainland technology projects 
can be addressed with diversified equity 
structures. Registration in havens like 
the British Virgin Islands can open equity 
opportunities for non-Chinese investors 
and can enable otherwise difficult trade 
arrangements. Innovative parsing of supply 
chains can also accrue domestic company 
benefits, which might include accessing 
restricted market sectors, accessing A-share 
listings on the Mainland, and accessing bank 
credit and special development grants, 
together with the benefits of offshore 
flexibilities. For example, the final stages of 
production, packaging, and testing, or some 
important R&D work—potentially making a 
chip a domestic product—can be done on the 
Mainland, while other R&D, circuit design, and 
chip fabrication can be done elsewhere.

Key risk mitigation steps for MNC C-suite 
executives should include careful monitoring 
of regulatory changes and geopolitical 
trends, such as those we mentioned with 
Taiwan; strategic adjustments in product 
development, marketing tactics, and supply 
chains; detailed contingency planning 
for various interruptions; and adaptive 
partnership structures up and down the 
industry value chains.

On the opportunity side, it should be noted 
that technology competition between the 
United States and China is actually positioning 
both countries to benefit, essentially pulling 
away in tandem from the rest of the world in 
the massive market opportunity in high-tech 
areas like AI and high-bandwidth, low-power 
wireless. Against this potential advantage, 
however, is the possibility of decoupling, with 
fundamentally different and incompatible 
technologies, standards, and markets. That 
can pose both both risks and opportunities 
in what would be a two-systems world. The 
opportunities that the current situation 
presents for both producers and consumers 
of electronic technologies should not be 
missed. Clever adaptations will likely reward 
first movers in creating helpful entry barriers 
against competitors in the time it takes them 
to emulate. It is not too soon to begin an 
assessment of various potential outcomes 
of China’s efforts to become independent 
in its production of critical components 
plus imperatives to forge new forms of 
cooperation with non-Chinese players, then 
consider the impacts that they will have on 
the global marketplace and trade flows across 
the entire span of technology innovation  
and deployment.



China: The outsize role of microdevices in the macro picture

06

Endnotes

1. https://foreignpolicy-com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/2021/02/16/semiconductors-us-china-taiwan-technology-innovation-competition/ 
?utm_source=PostUp&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=30797&utm_term=China%20Brief%20OC&?tpcc=30797. 

2. David Laws, “13 Sextillion & Counting: The Long & Winding Road to the Most Frequently Manufactured Human Artifact in History,” Computer History Museum, April 2, 
2018, accessed May 5, 2020.

3. https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-china-smic-exclusive/exclusive-amid-shortage-u-s-suppliers-to-chinese-chip-giant-smic-struggle-to-get-export-
licensesidUSKBN2AW18B.

4. https://www.brookings.edu/techstream/lagging-but-motivated-the-state-of-chinas-semiconductor-industry.

5. https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/semiconductors/our-insights/semiconductors-in-china-brave-new-world-or-same-old-story.

6. https://foreignpolicy.com/2020/12/14/china-technology-sanctions-huawei-chips-semiconductors.

7. https://ictsd.iisd.org/bridges-news/bridges/news/us-announces-breakthrough-with-china-on-ita-talks.

8. European Commission, The Expansion of the Information Technology Agreement: An Economic Assessment, 2016.

9. https://daxueconsulting.com/chinas-semiconductor-industry; https://www.globaltimes.cn/content/1198937.shtml. 

10. https://www.csis.org/analysis/chinas-pursuit-semiconductor-independence; People’s Daily, “Core technology depends on one’s own efforts: President Xi,” April 19, 
2018, http://en.people.cn/n3/2018/0419/c90000-9451186.html.

11. https://www.wsj.com/articles/chinas-next-target-u-s-microchip-hegemony-1501168303.

12. https://foreignpolicy.com/2020/12/14/china-technology-sanctions-huawei-chips-semiconductors.

13. https://www.globaltimes.cn/content/1195331.shtml.

14. https://www.brookings.edu/techstream/lagging-but-motivated-the-state-of-chinas-semiconductor-industry.

15. https://foreignpolicy.com/2020/12/14/china-technology-sanctions-huawei-chips-semiconductors.

16. Silvia Lindtner, Prototype Nations: China and the Contested Promise of Innovation, Princeton (2020). 

17. Luo Guoping, Liu Peilin, and Anniek Bao, “Beijing to Inexperienced Companies: Stay Out of Chipmaking,” Caixin, October 21, 2020.

18. https://foreignpolicy.com/2020/12/14/china-technology-sanctions-huawei-chips-semiconductors.

19. https://foreignpolicy-com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/2021/02/16/semiconductors-us-china-taiwan-technology-innovation-competition/?utm_
source=PostUp&utmmedium=email&utm_campaign=30797&utm_term=China%20Brief%20OC&?tpcc=30797.

20. https://www.bloomberg.com/news/newsletters/2020-10-24/bloomberg-new-economy-semiconductors-are-china-s-choke-point.

21. https://www.ft.com/content/e264fd41-7ee9-4fba-be3c-21446298efd9.

22. https://www.reuters.com/article/us-autos-tech-chips-focus/trumps-china-tech-war-backfires-on-automakers-as-chips-run-short-idUSKBN29K0GA.

23. https://www.institutmontaigne.org/en/publications/weak-links-chinas-drive-semiconductors?&extc=5X5ZbC4.

24. https://www.brookings.edu/research/us-china-relations-in-the-age-of-artificial-intelligence.

25. Eric Schmidt et al., “Asymmetric Competition: A Strategy for China & Technology,” Actionable Insights for American Leadership, China Strategy Group, fall 2020.

26. https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-semiconductors/automakers-medical-device-firms-ask-biden-for-u-s-chip-factory-subsidies-idUSKBN2AI153?il=0.

https://foreignpolicy-com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/2021/02/16/semiconductors-us-china-taiwan-technology-innovation-competition/ ?utm_source=PostUp&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=30797&utm_term=China%20Brief%20OC&?tpcc=30797.
https://foreignpolicy-com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/2021/02/16/semiconductors-us-china-taiwan-technology-innovation-competition/ ?utm_source=PostUp&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=30797&utm_term=China%20Brief%20OC&?tpcc=30797.


This publication contains general information only and Deloitte is not, by means of this publication, rendering accounting, 
business, financial, investment, legal, tax, or other professional advice or services. This publication is not a substitute for such 
professional advice or services, nor should it be used as a basis for any decision or action that may affect your business. Before 
making any decision or taking any action that may affect your business, you should consult a qualified professional advisor.

Deloitte shall not be responsible for any loss sustained by any person who relies on this publication.

About Deloitte 
Deloitte refers to one or more of Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Limited, a UK private company limited by guarantee (DTTL), its 
network of member firms, and their related entities. DTTL and each of its member firms are legally separate and independent 
entities. DTTL (also referred to as “Deloitte Global”) does not provide services to clients. In the United States, Deloitte refers to 
one or more of the US member firms of DTTL, their related entities that operate using the “Deloitte” name in the United States 
and their respective affiliates. Certain services may not be available to attest clients under the rules and regulations of public 
accounting. Please see www.deloitte.com/about to learn more about our global network of member firms.

Copyright © 2021 Deloitte Development LLC. All rights reserved.

Ken DeWoskin
Senior Advisor 
Chinese Services Group
Deloitte Services LP
kedewoskin@deloitte.com

Author
Joe Guastella
周国思 
US Chinese Services Group Leader
Deloitte Consulting LLP
jguastella@deloitte.com

Contacts
Lili Zheng 
郑莉莉 
US Chinese Services Group Deputy Leader
Deloitte Tax LLP
lilizheng@deloitte.com

mailto:kedewoskin@deloitte.com
mailto:jguastella@deloitte.com
mailto:lilizheng@deloitte.com

