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…How’s the workshop?

I think it went well, but we had a big problem.  We had invited many people from the PRC, but they had all pulled out at the last.

Why?

That’s a very good question. Why? When I see them next, I’ll ask them why, because we had always had people from the PRC in our meetings before. But Chen Mumin was speculating that here in Taiwan – and Mumin worked very, very hard to get people, and to get all the paper work, he came up here to Taipei. I don’t know how many different organizations have to sign off on a visit by a PRC scholar, but he got all the paperwork for three or four of them, and they said yes, they had agreement from their own institutions. And then bing, bing, bing, they all dropped out at the last. 

So they were all absent?

We had no PRC people. And I think we had a very good meeting, but we were completely lacking with the PRC people. And Mumin speculates that… well, of course, here in Taiwan you very often have people coming here from the PRC, and they are happy to come and talk about relations between the Mainland and Taiwan. But he could not remember a situation in which scholars from other countries were participating. He speculates – and as you know, the PRC states that the relationship with Taiwan is a domestic issue, not an international issue.

Yes. It is not an international workshop, right?

And so he thinks that perhaps we were trying to internationalize the issue and they were unhappy about that.

So I think we can begin? [2:45]

Yes, please. I’m at your disposal.

This is my interview questions. I think that I will basically going one-by-one, and if they have other questions … first we thank professor for accepting our invitation.

My pleasure, I’m honored, I’m flattered and surprised.

Actually, we adopt a constructivist approach, which we believe that China, China scholars, and China scholarship are mutually constituting. And we do not see that China is an objective reality where we do our research on. And so that it is important for us to understand intellectual growth over time, and how you interact with several other organizations and social events, etc. 

And so, let us go to the first question. In this, it is about the details of Professor’s family, background, including family history, spouse, spouse family, siblings, and children. We hope that we can go as detailed as possible.

Well. I don’t know that my family background has much to do with my interest in China. I’m now 76 years old – an old man. I was born on 26 March, 1933, in Paterson, New Jersey, the east coast of the US. I came from a business family. My father, Wallace Kenneth Van Ness, was the president of a small paper box manufacturing company. And we lived in Ridgewood, New Jersey. I have – or had – one brother and one sister. Older brother, Ken. Younger sister, Sue. My father died when I was nine years old. 

And I suppose one thing that is important is that I was quite sick when I was a child and almost died of asthma. And so my mother worked very hard to find medications to deal with asthma, but I got sicker and sicker. And after my father died, she thought, as kind of a last resort, that we should move to a dry climate. 

What is… 

Some people say that climate has a lot of effect on asthma. And the doctors tried this medication and that medication, but she had heard that you, people with asthma for example, if you went to Arizona, for example, Southern Arizona, a desert climate, that that might help. And all the doctors said that she was crazy, that it probably wouldn’t help. But it saved my life. So the whole family moved to Tucson, Arizona. 

But then, after a year, there was the problem of her life in New Jersey and New York, and my brother’s and sister’s education. And so the reluctant decision was made to, for me to stay in Arizona and for the rest of the family to go back to New Jersey. And fortunately, we found a family in Prescott, Arizona that would be willing to let me live with them. A woman by the name of Ann Wist. And she had, over the years, she had a small ranch. And over the years she had invited several young people, whose families lived elsewhere, to live at the ranch. And there was a number of us, and it was a wonderful place to live. 

So I grew up with horses and cattle and I loved the life. So, in my early years, I was not a specialist on China, I was a cowboy. [Laughter.] So I wore my cowboy shirt for you today. 

And so I went to public high school in Arizona. And then I begin university at the University of Arizona in Tucson. Then finally transferred to Williams College. I don’t know if you know Williams College, but it’s a very good four-year college in Massachusetts. And I graduated from Williams College in 1955.

And after post-graduate study?

Well, it’s a long story from BA to post-graduate study because after I graduated from Williams, I went to Europe, traveling and studying briefly at the University of Madrid. And in those years, we had conscription, that is, the draft for the military. While I was in Europe, I was drafted into the military, and went through basic training at Fort Dix in New Jersey. I was not an officer; I was the lowest of the low and trained as a radio operator. Even in Morse Code. You know, dit-dit-dit, da-da, dit-dit-dit. 

And after basic training, by this time, it’s early 1956, the Army, which never gave you any choices, said you, graduates of the radio school, have a choice. And, of course, we were surprised, and they said that you can either go to Kentucky or Korea. And fortunately, the Korean War had been resolved with a truce two years before – three years before. And I thought that Korea couldn’t be worse than Kentucky, so I chose Korea. And they sent us on a troop ship from Seattle, on the Great Circle route, up by the Aleutian Islands. And I served as a cook on the boat. And then we arrived in Tokyo Bay. And as the Army often did, they made a mistake, and instead of sending me to Korea, they left me in Japan. So I was very happy about that.

How was you first impression of Japan? [12:30]
Good question. I remember the troop ship pulling into Tokyo Bay early in the morning. And this was, what, eleven years after the end of World War Two. With the firebombing of Tokyo, which had killed so many more people than in Hiroshima, and had destroyed the city. But by that time, a lot had been rebuilt. Japanese people were still suffering very much. But I remember the fishing boats coming out along the side of the troop ship with the very simple engines that went [making the sound of the ship] “poom, poom, poom, poom”. They don’t have engines like that anymore. Very simple engines. 

So we went down… we were posted to what had been – no surprise – it had been a Japanese military camp, outside of Tokyo, at Asaka. At first, we were engaged in military exercises out in the field, and for doing my military service, I much preferred being out in the field. But they read my records and found out that I could type, so they brought me into the division artillery headquarters and made me a clerk. But that was a fortunate thing in that, as a clerk, I could study the official regulations of the military. And I could find opportunities for myself in those regulations. 

So, for example, when my sister, my younger sister, got married in the summer, I was an orders clerk, so I would, as they say, “cut” the orders. The officers would tell us what to write and we would simply write them. I could also cut orders for myself, and I was able to get what was called “space available” transportation to America for my sister’s wedding. So I got a leave and went out to Haneda Airport, which is, as you probably know, is almost in downtown Tokyo. And when they needed a guard on a commercial flight going to America, they would use people like myself, who were trying to make the trip. So I guarded dead bodies being returned from Korea on Resort Airlines, which is a contract airline to the US military. And we flew DC4’s with three stops, finally getting to San Francisco, and then returned the same way.

But most importantly, what I found in the orders, is that I was supposed to spend two years in the military, but with, if I could show cause, I could get out of it early, so I got out in only twenty-one months. And then I found out that I could get out in Japan rather than return to the United States. So that’s what I did. And that began the story of my interest in China.

First, in Japan, I spent several months hitchhiking around Japan and climbing mountains. I don’t know if you’ve ever climbed mountains in Japan, but they’re lovely mountains. So we went to Hokkaido and climbed Asahi-dake. Then, in the main islands, Mount Yari. I traveled to Hiroshima and Nagasaki to observe the cities that we had bombed with an atomic weapon. And I was surprised that, given the terrible devastation that we had brought on the Japanese people, that everyone was very welcoming and pleasant towards us, including young people. On the ferries – I took ferries on the sea – groups of schoolchildren would always come up and, of course, wanted to practice their English. We had a wonderful time, and teachers would invite me to come and stay in their home. And hitchhiking – I’ve done quite a bit of hitchhiking – in Japan was wonderful because if people, especially in the trucks, would realize that what you were saying, by doing this, was that you wanted a ride, everyone would stop and say, you know, “Where are you going?” It was wonderful. It was some of the best times I’ve had in travelling. Hitchhiking is a great way to learn about things.

So anyway, I decided to work my way around the world. But I didn’t have much money. Just what I’d saved from the military. And I wanted to work on commercial ships as a way to do that, but I found that this is very difficult. I went down to the docks and talked to people on the ships and it was very difficult mainly because the unions had a lot of the labor relations pretty well tied up and didn’t want other people coming in who might for next-to-nothing like me because I’d be happy to work, to go from just one place to another. 

So more often, I would go the cheapest class, they’re called ‘steerage’. And, for example, on a French boat, in those days, French ships by-and-large had French crews, not multinational crews, as they do now. And all the European and American people would have rooms on… above deck, and the rest of us in steerage would be down, underneath in bunks, like this. And the food they provided… and almost everyone was Asian; I don’t think that there was another European or Caucasian person – just me. 

And [laughing] on one ship it was very funny, but it sounds so racist. The ships take several days to get from one place to another, so I would go from Yokohama to Manila, from Manila to Hong Kong, from Hong Kong to… what was then … Saigon, Saigon to… and so forth. And the French crew on one ship, they would bring us metal trays with terrible slop that they thought, I guess, was Chinese food or Japanese food or Asian food or something. And you could live on it – you wouldn’t die – but it was pretty terrible. So we would all have our metal tray and our slop and eating our slop, and noticed the French crew just looking at me, and they seemed to be unhappy. And then about the second day, they said… they took me into the kitchen, and sat me down. At the kitchen table, they brought out a bottle of red wine and gave me a French meal because [laughing] they were quite unhappy with seeing a European or a Caucasian white person eating the slop that they would give to everyone else.

Discrimination?

[Laughing] Yes, discrimination. 

So that was your second time to Asia? The first time is when you were a military person.

But it is all of one experience because I never went back to America. Except for my sister’s wedding. But that was just a wedding. I went to the wedding and then came back on that same commercial contractor airline, also guarding. I had a 45 pistol under my arm and I was the guard on the aircraft.

And you can bring your 45…

45 pistol, a Colt.

… a pistol in airplane.

Well, you see, I was not a passenger. I was part of the crew. I was the guard. So when we would stop in Hawaii and wait, in those days it was a very different kind of a plane, a propeller plane. Two engines, DC4. And they would go first to Wake Island, then to Hawaii, then to San Francisco. So three stops. And at each place, when they stopped, the cargo, even when it was dead bodies from Korea, had to be guarded, and I was the guard. So I had a 45 pistol. My job was not to allow anyone to come on the aircraft while it was parked.

So anyway, as I began my travels, and it took me about a year, all told, from Tokyo back to New Jersey, New York. In those travels, I stopped in Hong Kong. By this time, it’s 1957. I left Japan in October, and… people who are travelling very cheaply like that learn where are the cheapest places to stay. And, in Hong Kong, one cheap place was the YMCA in the Kowloon Peninsula near the Peninsula Hotel. It’s still there, actually, but it’s a very different building today. So I stayed there. 

But Hong Kong – you would have to get out some old photographs – was a very, very different story. I think the tallest building at the time was probably the Peninsula Hotel on the end of Kowloon Peninsula. And again, the Peninsula Hotel is there today, but it is a different building. At that time, it was maybe three or four stories – something like that. They were all old, kind of Mediterranean-looking architecture to my eye. And no high rise buildings. No bridges, no subways, no anything. Just the Star Ferry going back-and-forth from Hong Kong Island to Kowloon.    [26:20]

And that’s when I began becoming very much interested in China because having an American passport, I couldn’t go to China. This was during… actually just before the Great Leap Forward. In your set questions, it says something like, “How did you begin to understand China during the Cultural Revolution?” Well, I began trying to understand well before the Cultural Revolution, back in the 1950s. And so I talked to everyone that I could talk to, went to Macao, and, of course, in Macao – that tiny peninsula – the islands were not developed. It was a very sleepy, old Western trading port. But in the harbor, there were all the fishing boats all flying PRC flags. So I spent a lot of time just kind of looking over things, wondering what this China was all about. And as I made my trip, in effect I was traveling all around – at least in East Asia – the edges of China.  And that was really… began my fascination with China and, it was something, this immense presence. It was obvious that everybody was very much concerned and wondering what is this phenomenon of China. And then as I began to read the history, I realized that there had been this revolution, and… the whole phenomenon became, to me, quite a fascination.

And then I left Hong Kong and – again, going on these ships – finally got to Saigon, and began hitchhiking again from Saigon to Cambodia, finally to Thailand. And in Thailand, I ran out of money completely. But for me, it was fortunate to run out of money in Thailand at that time because everyone wanted to learn English. So in the end, I had four jobs. Helping to write a textbook on English, tutoring colonel’s kids, teaching a couple classes... so I could make, you know, not a lot of money in today’s terms, but for me, a great deal of money. All of which I needed very much. 

And so I spent several months in Thailand teaching English. And my plan was to go down to Singapore… or maybe not to Singapore but try to cross through Burma, which was very difficult to do at the time. I met – again, I stayed at a YMCA in Bangkok, and many Western travelers would come through – and I met a fellow who was trying to ride a motorcycle from Bangkok through Burma through India and so forth. And he finally did, but not only was there the problems of internal conflict but also very poor roads, or almost nonexistent roads. And apparently, he often had to put his motorcycle on trains to get from one place to another. 

But anyway, I got sick in Bangkok. Doctors thought I had tuberculosis because, I’m not a medical specialist, but if you take an x-ray of someone’s lungs who has had asthma as bad as I did, there are apparently spots on the lungs. And they are somewhat similar to what you would find in an x-ray taken of someone with tuberculosis. So they thought I had tuberculosis, but it turned out that it was simply the asthma coming back. And the climate in Bangkok was not so good for asthma. 

In any event, I got well again and wanted to keep travelling. So I decided to go down to the Malayan Peninsula. But there were almost nonexistent roads from Bangkok down to the border with Malaya, and so I took the train down to the border, and then crossed the border, and then began hitchhiking. And, again, for a hitchhiker, Malaya was absolutely wonderful. Not only were there good roads but they were surfaced roads. And, again, there were almost no [laughing] people doing hitchhiking, and people realized you just put your thumb in the road and the next car would stop and say “Where are you going?” and so forth. So I hitched down to Penang and crossed over to the island… there were no bridges or anything to Penang in those days. Took the ferry to Penang and a priest put me up in the priest’s hostel in the Catholic church. I’m not a Christian, but he was, you know, quite welcoming. And so I spent some time in Penang, and then I kept going hitchhiking down to Singapore. 

And I’ve now forgotten all of the particulars of the evolution of Malaysia, but if I remember correctly, at that point, Malaya itself had just become an independent state under Tunku Abdul Rahman. And then there was, subsequently, the issue of whether to include Singapore or not, and to include Sarawak or not. Of course, the huge issue was the ethnicity problem and the number of Chinese Malays and then Tamal people. But I was not very much aware of that at the time. But the so-called “emergency”, that was the Communist armed struggle, was still on at the time. And so there were sections of Malaya that were seen as the emergency zones. And often, when I was hitchhiking, I would walk along the road – I had everything I owned on my back – and I would hike along the road because I liked to hike. And then I’d come to a checkpoint and because that checkpoint was the beginning of what they saw to be a region of the country that was still in the armed struggle. 

By the way, I found it quite fascinating that, when I was in Singapore coming here this time, that Chin Peng, the head of armed struggle of the Malayan Communist Party, was giving an interview to the Straits Times. And he lives in Thailand, and he would like to come back to his home. He’s 80-some-odd years old. [35:20] In any event, he was still engaged in armed struggle. But bit-by-bit, they were defeating the armed struggle in Malaya. 

In any event, again, for hitchhikers, wonderful because I would walk up to the checkpoint and they’d say “Where are you going?” And I’d say “To Kuala Lumpur.” And the soldiers would simply stop the next car that was going to Kuala Lumpur and they’d say, “You take him to Kuala Lumpur.” [Laughing] So I would get a nice free ride to KL. And then, when I got to KL, the police said, “Well, you come live in our hostel.” So I slept in the police hostel. [36:14]

In any event, I kept hitchhiking, and I finally got down to Singapore, and Singapore, again, was just a sleepy colonial territory. And no high rise buildings. I’ve forgotten the population at the time. This is the end of ’57. And there were two YMCAs in Singapore, and I stayed in the Chinese YMCA. And it was very interesting because it was packed full of people. And many of the people were people leaving Indonesia because of independence going still very strongly in Indonesia. And I was surprised because many of the people who… sleep in big rooms with separate beds, but maybe 20, 30 in one room. And I’m talking to the people, and to my eye they looked Asian, but they said they were Dutch. And these were people from families in which, presumably, probably, the father is Dutch and they were fleeing the independence struggle in Indonesia, and on their way, I guess, to Europe … 

And then I remember that I was there on New Year’s Eve, 1957 – the beginning of 1958.  Later, I tried to find the old location of the old Chinese YMCA, subsequently when I was in Singapore; but you can’t [laughing] even find it. It’s some great high rise thing and then there’s been so much change in Singapore. But it was lovely because on New Year’s, if you’re in a harbor city, typically, at midnight, all of the ships will blow their horns and everyone has a celebration. And so the whole harbor would be lit up and have a celebration. 

Well, in Singapore for me, I had to make some decisions because earlier I had planned to hitchhike through India. And looking back on it now, if I had done it, I probably would have died because my health was not very strong. And after having gotten sick in Thailand… if this is too much detail, just stop me and I’ll get onto things more academic. But I finally decided that I better not try to hitchhike through India. So I got on a ship in Singapore and went around and got off in Port Said, in Egypt. And that was very interesting in Port Said because just the year before, there had been the war with the Israelis and, I guess, the French and the British, against Egypt and the attempt to intervene in Egypt. And when I was talking to soldiers guarding the Suez Canal, they thought it was strange, someone who looked like a European going to Port Said after that conflict. But we chatted and they were happy because they didn’t lose. 

In any event, I lived on a youth hostel boat in Cairo. And then I went up to Alexandria, and I finally took a student ship that would go from Alexandria to Piraeus [41:00]… would you like some tea? And so I took a student ship to Piraeus, the harbor near Athens, and then began my hitchhiking again. And I traveled all over Europe, and then studied at the University of Madrid for awhile. And then, with a Danish girl, hitchhiked up to the Arctic Circle and back and so forth.

In short, to get back to much more academic things, when I had been an undergraduate at Williams College, by and large, I had no idea, really, what I wanted to do, in terms of my working life. I remember that I took one course on Asia – I think there was probably only one course offered – and I found it interesting, but, you know, not much more interesting than anything else. But, by and large, I had wasted my time at Williams College, and I had a very poor academic record. I was a terrible student. And, but after having made that trip, I decided that I really wanted to study China. And I applied to several graduate programs – Columbia, maybe Harvard, and several others – and they would look at my transcript because Williams College is a very good college. But when they saw how bad my record was, they rejected my application. 

And so, when I arrived back in America after a year of travelling – by this time it’s September of ’58 – I had been rejected by all of them, including Columbia. So I called up the dean of admissions at Columbia and asked if I could come see him. And so he kindly agreed to a meeting. And I went in and I said, “Look, I have a terrible academic record and I am not the least bit surprised that you have turned down my application for graduate school. But I think that I’ve learned a lot, especially in the last year. And I know what I want to do. I want to study China.” And then I said, you know, “How can I earn my way into the graduate program at Columbia?”  

And he said, “Well, I understand what you’re saying. You can come and take courses” – you know, like most universities, they had evening courses and kind of extension courses and that kind of thing. He said, “You can come and take these courses, and if you do well, then we let you in.” And at the time, I was also thinking, well, if I can’t go to graduate school, then I better get some good training to do other things. And in Arizona, I don’t know if you know this school, but there’s this school called Thunderbird. And it’s very good in regard to training people and then posting people in jobs for international trade. 

And I said, “Well, I was thinking about going to Thunderbird because if I can’t get into graduate school, then I better get a job. And I want to do something internationally.”

And then he kindly said, “Well, if you get A’s at Thunderbird, then we’ll take them as A’s at Columbia and we’ll let you in.” So I went to Thunderbird, and I made almost straight A’s, and I was the Spanish Language Valedictorian and blah blah blah. But then I didn’t apply to Columbia. I only made one application – to Berkeley. And it was virtually by chance that I got into Berkeley’s graduate program in political science. And to let you know how bad my record was, when I got to Berkeley and the first day… when the incoming graduate students would meet the professors, standing in a line waiting to see Robert Scalapino. And finally, I came to his door, and he said [46:33], “Sit down.” And he took a few minutes to look over my record and then he said to me, “How in the world did you ever get in?” And that was my beginning at Berkeley. So I had to prove myself. And I worked very, very hard. And I was immensely fortunate because I didn’t know too much about professors at different programs and so forth, but, as it turns out, I could not have been in a better program for the study of contemporary China. 

For example, there was Scalapino. I never agreed very much with Scalapino’s work, especially when we began to dispute over the Vietnam War. But Chalmers Johnson was just beginning to teach. Joseph Levenson, in history. Franz Shurmann. Cyril Birch. [47:45]. An amazing array of truly excellent people. And when I finally did my PhD dissertation, on my committee were Levenson, Scalapino, and Chalmers Johnson. Chalmers Johnson was the supervisor, and I was probably Chalmers Johnson’s first PhD student. 

[Talking to someone in the room.] I’m fine, thank you. 

So maybe I should get you to ask some more questions. I’ve been talking too much. 

You mentioned your trip to East Asia, in Japan… and China. China is about the ‘70s, right?

The first time I went to the PRC was ’72. 

’72. So the first time you mentioned about the ‘50s, you go to Japan and Southeast Asia. So, the trip… any effects about your study… your research now?

Of course. I mean, when you don’t have much money and you have to rely just on yourself, and you’re trying to make a yearlong trip around the world, and you have to use your brain to figure out how to do it, it’s a very challenging experience. But it’s a wonderful experience. It was one of the best years of my life. And it makes you think. You know, you’re not just sitting in a seminar room. It makes you think about, well, for one thing, how can I get from this place to that place without spending any money? And how can I get enough to eat once I’m there? So yes, I mean, that year is a wonderful year. 

And, I suppose, one thing that I learned more than anything else… I mean, as I mentioned, I developed a real fascination about China because I was working my way all around China but I couldn’t go to China. But also, I gained a strong sense of self-confidence that, despite the fact that my health wasn’t very good, I could depend on myself. I mean, I could find ways to deal with the challenges. I could be a truly autonomous person, not having to – of course, you rely on all kinds of things – but, you know, I could make my way. 

Yes. It’s very important.

I mean, I have three sons. And I would love to have my three sons all have an experience like that because you, by facing those challenges, you get a kind of self-confidence that’s difficult to get otherwise. [51:40]

It sounds to me that you have experienced a lot of communist armed struggle, right? I mean, around the southeast countries. At that time, what’s your viewpoint of those armed struggles, especially led by communists? 

I could see the impact of colonialism. I had kind of a vague understanding of people struggling to be able to make their own future, their own life, and so forth. And some countries that I travelled through, yes there were communist revolutionary movements in other countries. People were achieving independence in a more peaceful way. I don’t think I really had much of an opinion on it. I was observing and… well, that’s a good question in this sense: 

In the 1950s, the McCarthy anti-communist movement in the United States had bee very, very strong. And I remember when I first went to university in Arizona, one of the activist students said, “Well, what do you think about McCarthy?” And I was so ignorant, I didn’t really have an opinion about McCarthy. But later, I came to be very much opposed to what McCarthy was doing and I thought it was a terrible thing that he achieved. And example is… perhaps you know the history of Jack Service, John Service, who was one of the Department of State’s leading specialists on China, someone who had born in China, raised in China, knew China very well, and had been an advisor to Stilwell, General Stilwell, during World War Two in Chongqing, and then had visited Mao Zedong in Yan’an when, finally, the Guomindong permitted foreigners to visit Yan’an. He was part of that group. And then this whole series of dispatches, in effect arguing that when the civil war, following the end of World War Two and the coalition against the Japanese, when that conflict – when the Japanese were defeated – that it was very likely that there would be a civil war between the Communists and the Guomindang. And he had written, in part, about how corrupt the Guomindang was and visited Yan’an and had seen the support and the enthusiasm for the communist movement in Yan’an, and, in effect, was saying, “It looks like the Communists are going to win whether you like it or not.” And he became a target for McCarthy. And he was sacked in the Foreign Service in America. He went through the courts and was finally reinstated. But, I mean, it destroyed his career, and he went through trauma. Just by chance… 

I’ll say something about how I began studying Chinese and so forth after Berkeley, but when I was finally writing my dissertation at the Center for Chinese Studied in Berkeley, Jack Service was the curator of the Chinese Language Collection at the Center. And he’d come to that job because, after Jack Service was reinstated in the State Department, the State Department never gave him jobs that were related to China. I think they sent him to Liverpool or something, in the UK – ridiculous. So finally, Service retired. And although he spent almost all his life in China, his, kind of, base of operations in America was Berkeley, the City of Berkeley. And so, Jack came back to Berkeley and began to sit in on courses at the university. Chalmers Johnson was just beginning to teach and he saw this old man at the back of the room, and once in awhile, this old man would say something interesting. And so, one day Chalmers said, asked him, “Please, come and… who are you?” 

And he said, “I’m Jack Service.” And Chalmers Johnson… “Oh my God!” And Service couldn’t get a job. And so Chalmers created a job at the Center for Chinese Studies – curator – and so we had the benefit of Jack Service at the Center. He was wonderful. [57:43]

I remember, when I was working on my book, the Revolution and Chinese Foreign Policy, I was reading Mao Zedong’s pieces, “On Protracted Struggle,”and so on and so forth. And as you probably know, in subsequent additions, they have made some revisions, and Jack said, “What are you reading?” And I said, “I am reading ‘On New Democracy’ in Chinese[58:19].” And he said, “Well, you’ve got to read the original, rather than what you can find now.” And so he went back to his room, and he came back with a copy. It was a copy that Mao Zedong gave him when he was in Yan’an [58:42]. But he was wonderful. 

And that was… you know, that whole history was absolutely ridiculous. And America… the foreign policy suffered for it because, in effect, they wiped out the very best and brightest of America’s China specialists. There weren’t very many, but in the universities and in the State Department, they attacked these people as being communist. I mean, Jack was never communist, but he thought that, for China, the Communists were better than the Guomindang. So that didn’t make him… suspect.  

I probably should say something about… well, at Berkely, I had to do, as you know, all of the course work. First I had to do an MA. And I wrote my MA thesis – and this was not just a think piece; a substantial piece of research – I wrote it on the People’s Action Party in Singapore. And this was even before the People’s Action Party was in power. That was in 1960. And then in 1963, I took my comprehensive exams and came to Taiwan for the first time. 

And one reason that I like this hotel is that, at that time, I was married and my first child was six months old. And when we came to Taiwan, my wife was very concerned about his health and everything. And so I asked around and people said, “Oh, probably the best place that you can stay until you get a house, and what have you, is the Grand Hotel.” So we came up here to the Grand Hotel, but it was not this Grand Hotel. It was an old Japanese building – a wooden building. And the relocation was just over on the other side there. And so I have this nostalgic connection with the Grand Hotel.

So I came and I studied at the Inter-University Program for Chinese Language Studies, which was run by Stanford and generally followed the Stanford program. And it was on the TaiDa campus. And it was there for decades, and only in recent years has it moved to Qinghua. And it was a truly excellent, excellent program, with teachers with – and almost all of them were Mainlanders for obvious reasons – with vary standard – not Beijing  [1:02:05] zhongguohua – but kind of standard, like the language you hear up in Dongbei and Shenyang and so forth. Kind of classic, standard, modern Chinese. And I had studied Chinese at Berkeley, but Chinese for me was difficult. And I was pretty old to be beginning a new language, having been in the Army and everything else. I struggled with it, but at least I got into the program. 

To give you an example and just how bad my Chinese was [laughing], we arrived and we were getting organized and, you know, classes and so forth. And there had been an examination at Berkeley in order to get into the program, so I had to at least pass that.

Then, when we came here to Taipei, they did a series of oral exams and I remember finding out, just in the first couple of days, what we were supposed to do and what have you. And the director said, “Oh, please come here.” And it was kind of a surprise. I mean, I knew that there would be some sort of examination. So he took me into this room, and here were three very serious-looking teachers. And they sat me down, and they said, “您贵姓?” [Nin guixing?] And I didn’t react and they said, “Nin guixing?” No. And then one of them said, in a very patronizing way, “He’s asking you what your name is.” That was the beginning. 

So I was never a great student, but I survived the program. And it was an absolutely excellent program, and they really pushed you very, very hard. But as you can imagine, Taiwan in 1963 was a very different place than Taiwan today. If you even mentioned 2-28, you could be arrested.  There was no discussion of the White Terror. I mean, the White Terror was still continuing. And we foreigners, you know, from our Chinese friends we would hear about this. But our Chinese friends had to be very careful in talking about these things. 

In any event, I spent a year in that program, here in Taiwan, and then the next year I was chosen as Overseas Fellow for the Chinese Center at Berkeley. And I went to Hong Kong to do research on my dissertation. And in understanding what I have done subsequently, probably it is important to know that when I passed my PhD exams at Berkeley, the next question was “what is your dissertation to be?” but there wasn’t much discussion about that.  I mean, in the programs that I’ve taught in subsequently, we have a so-called a “statement of intent” step for PhD students – which is very important – where we require the PhD students to give us, in effect, there plan of action for their PhD and why they’ve chosen the subject, why they think it’s important, what kind of contribution they expect to make, what the approach is, so forth and so on. And in my days in Berkeley, they were much more interested in how you passed the exams. And at the time, I had made a very vague proposal about doing something on political development in Taiwan. Because I knew that I couldn’t go to China, and so that was still my vague subject for my dissertation. 

But when I got to Hong Kong and really was faced with the question, “What is your dissertation going to be? How are you going to go about it?” I made a decision that has affected everything that I have ever subsequently done on China. And that is that, since I couldn’t go to China, that I would… well, what can I study? Well, I can study Chinese foreign relations because those relationships you can investigate in detail. You can’t investigate the decision making process in China, but you can certainly investigate what they do and what they say about it and so forth. And so, I decided that I would study Chinese foreign relations rather than Chinese domestic policies. And ever since then, that’s pretty much what I’ve done. 

And so, in Hong Kong, I worked at the Universities Service Center, which had been set up about a year or two before by Franz Schurmann [1:08:20] and other people. And it was an excellent facility. We foreign scholars all came together in this building out on Argyle Street, in Kowloon [1:08:42], and it was wonderful because there’d be people working on different topics and the director, Preston Schoyer, had made a wonderful decision, which was to hire a good cook. And so, the cook would make a lovely lunch every day. And so people had the incentive of a good lunch. But, it brought people together every day, so the discussions over the lunch time table every day were wonderful. And at different times, Oksenberg was there. Dick Solomon. Fred Wakeman. Ed Friedman. Joe Esherick.  Senior scholars like Doak Barnett were there. I think it was probably the first time I met Ezra Vogel. And anybody who would come through Hong Kong, any of the leading academics in America who would come through Hong Kong, would come and spend some time at the University Service Center. And we would become acquainted with them. So it was a wonderful opportunity to share notes on China, but again, none of us… almost everyone had an American passport, and no one could go to China.  [1:10:10]. Rick Baum was another one, and as you know, Rick Baum subsequently – Rick Baum at UCLA – set up the China Poll list serve, which now is very, very active with China specialists all over the world, discussing contemporary matters. And it’s so active that it jams my email because I get about 40 contributions to China Poll every day and I have trouble getting through them to even know what else is going on in my email. But it’s a fascinating opportunity to share notes with other people. 

And so, we would interview refugees in China. We would talk to any foreigners who could get into China and came out of China and try to invite them to come to the Center and speak and discuss issues with us. And by that time, of course, there had been the Great Leap Forward. And bit by bit – and it’s amazing, to me anyway, how slowly this was – the information about the disastrous effects of the Great Leap – at least 30 million people losing their lives – came out. But very, very slowly. I mean, the Party was very successful in trying to convince the rest of the world that something like that didn’t happen. 

But still, I left Hong Kong in ’65, went back to Berkeley. Spent a year writing my dissertation, again, at the Center at Berkeley. And then in ’66, went to Denver to begin  my teaching. [1:12:25]

Here is a question about when you…?

Okay, well, that’s a long story. I taught at Denver for quite a long time. Denver, for me, at the beginning, was ideal for several reasons. I remember when there were several opportunities. I mean, the job market was pretty good when I finally got my degree in ’67. And I didn’t know about the program at Denver. They flew me out to talk and so forth. And I remember [laughing] asking Ernst Haas, the specialist on international organization at Berkeley what he thought of the program at Denver, and he said, “Terrible!” And [I said], “Eh, that’s interesting.” 

In any event, I went to Denver, and I what I found was a school that had been constructed by Josef Korbel, the first dean. And as you may know, he’s the father of Madeline Albright. And one of his prime students was Condoleezza Rice. [1:14:19]

And Josef Korbel was a real survivor. I mean, he had been a diplomat in Czechoslovakia, and he had been pushed out by the Nazis and then pushed out by the Communists and finally found himself in America. And he had friends – Council on Foreign Relations friends in New York – and they were looking for somebody to… kind of as an outpost, almost, to work with people they knew in Colorado – in Denver, Colorado of all places. And at the University of Denver, which, at the time, was really quite a weak university, private university, with very limited resources, with religious connections, that had kind of lessened over time, with the Methodist Church. But there something called the Social Science Foundation; it was a source of money. And what Korbel did, in just a few years, was to create a brand new school, a graduate school, of international studies called GSIS, Graduate School of International Studies. And as you probably know, the school is now named after him, the Korbel School of International Studies. 

And he was truly a fascinating guy. Again, he was somebody who had survived the hard knocks, and he had a vision of what he wanted to do. And so he hired the best, the brightest young people he could – he only hired young people – from the best universities he could find. And people with… specialists on different subjects. So there was no China program, or even an Asian program, but there would be someone who was a specialist on international organizations, security issues, so forth and so on. But it was a wonderful community of people. Bright young people who wanted to really do something different. 

And so in the early days at Denver, it was an extremely lively and really stimulating place, despite the fact that the resource base of the university was very limited. But he always had money. I mean, he raised money to build the building. He raised money to support field research by his faculty. And he raised money for offering fellowships. So we had excellent students, but they weren’t typical students. They were students that, you know, had done something with their life before they came to graduate school. 

For example, after 1973, with the overthrow of Salvador Allende in Chile, we had several of the Socialist Party people – Allende’s party people – who were fleeing Chile because so many of them had been arrested and many of them tortured and large numbers of them disappeared or killed. And so we had people like that. And for example, the current Chilean ambassador to the United Nations, Heraldo Muñoz, is one of our former PhD students. So there’s people like that. [1:18:30]

For example, a guy by the name of Jacek Lubecki, who was a Pole, came to the United States ---  in some sort of sports exchange or something like that --- and defected from communist Poland.  He had worked to survive in Newark doing construction – in Newark, New Jersey!  And then finally he makes an application…   What Korbel would do is… he looked… he looked for talent, and he didn’t look in a conventional way. Of course, he was interested in GPA and test scores and so forth, but he looked for people who really wanted to do something. And one of the fascinating things was, he was both racially- and gender- blind in my view. And subsequently, this was before… what’s it called? My memory’s not all that good… Before programs to give additional help to minorities or programs to give additional help to women. There weren’t such programs – national programs – at the time. But he looked… whether someone was female or male didn’t make any difference to him. If they were black or brown or whatever, it didn’t make any difference to him. All he was looking for was talent. And as a result we had black people and women – about half women. And almost no graduate program in America had so many women. And so many of his most successful students have been women. But he wasn’t trying to make a point about women. He was trying to make a point about talent. And so it was an extremely lively place.

Over the years, Korbel resigned, and there were other deans. The other deans were much more conventional. And now the program at Denver is much better funded because Denver, a number of years ago, had a new chancellor who was very wealthy, and he began to raise money for Denver. And now Denver has much, much more money than it ever had before. And they can do all kinds of programs. And they have a very active program on China that Zhao Suisheng is running. And Zhao Suisheng… you probably know his journal, Contemporary… the Journal of Contemporary China, which he pretty much founded by himself and so forth.

Could you say his name again?

Zhao Suisheng

Zhao Shuishen. [[Says it in Chinese, with tones.]] [[Some inaudible English follows.]] [1:21:43]

No, no, no. He the editor of the, what’s it called, the Journal of Contemporary China. It’s a major English-language journal in the US. And he built that journal from… I mean, he came from the PRC… I forget, where did he study? Maybe the University of… UC San Diego. With Susan Shirk, I think. But after I left Denver, he was hired, and he brought the journal with him. And he’s been the main person building their program with China, and he’s wonderful. I mean, he’s a wonderful editor, and he publishes a lot of good work himself. And he’s been a real entrepreneur in terms of building that program. But that didn’t exist when I was at Denver.

And Australia. Mention Australia. 

ANU. One thing that Korbel encouraged us to do was research.  It was wonderful for a junior faculty member, because if we could find the money to do fieldwork on our own research, we could be away maybe one year in three. And we taught only graduate students. And only seminars. Not big classes. So the teaching was interesting. The teaching load was really quite light. But another thing about Korbel was that he wanted good teachers. He didn’t just want researchers. And in the early years, the faculty at Denver, by and large, were all good teachers. In a variety of different ways. 

And, again, in my own view… I don’t know how he would characterize me. As you all know, I’ve had my differences with Chih-Yu Shih. And actually, I’m amused that he has chosen me as one of his people that he wants you to study. But, in a sense… well, for one thing, I’m not a typical academic. And in another sense, I’m an anti-academic academic. In this sense: I think teaching is very, very important. I enjoy teaching tremendously. I’m still teaching at age 76. And if the ANU, as they will at some point, would say, “All right, we don’t need you anymore”, I’d be very, very sad. I don’t know what I would do. [1:25:15] 

And I have taught in many places. My first job was when I was in Hong Kong,  at Chinese University.[1:25:29]  So I taught a course for them. Then, I had two Fulbright fellowships to Japan, and in Japan over the years, I taught at four different universities:   Tokyo University, Hitotsubashi University, Keio University, and then, later on, Shudo University in Hiroshima. And Australian National University. I think teaching is terribly important, and one of the reasons that I’m an anti-academic is that, especially these days, in so many countries, the emphasis is placed so heavily on publication that even faculty that want to teach and teach well have very little time to teach. And I think it’s terrible. And very much the wrong sort of thing. 

And, let me give you an example of what I try to do in teaching. At the ANU now, I teach just one seminar each year. And I can do pretty much what I want. And two, three years ago, I began a new course with a very pretentious title. The title of the course is “War and Peace in Asia”. And everybody jokes about “Van Ness is teaching war and peace” …  the novel War and Peace and all that sort of thing. What we do is, we study three cases of war in East Asia, and three cases of peacemaking. And in my class right now that I’m teaching, we have 25 students, which is a bit large for a seminar. But we have a good-sized room, and the students work well together, so it’s just okay. If we had two or three more, it’d be too many. But those 25 students come from 16 different countries. 16 different countries! 

So, what I do is I take a very hard question, and I just throw it out in the middle of the room and ‘bam!’, we have fantastic discussions. So, a woman from Cambodia, a survivor of Pol Pot and all that. People form Bangladesh. People from China. One woman from Taiwan. Another from Hong Kong. Japanese students. Everywhere. It’s absolutely wonderful. And that’s the kind of teaching that I like to do. And that’s the kind of teaching that I began doing at Denver, and my colleagues at Denver did similar things. And, again, Josef Korbel honored that. He wanted us to publish, of course. He wanted us to do fieldwork, of course. He would give us time to go do that. But not at the expense of teaching. All of his faculty had to teach and teach well. And if they didn’t, then that was a problem. And in my view, that’s a good thing. 

But, also in my view, universities have become terribly bureaucratized. And increasingly they’re being run by people trained in public administration who are not active scholars making substantive contributions. For example, at ANU this year, I received a note from a dean, and he said, “Pete, you have been nominated for the teaching award.” 

Well, I said, “I’m flattered and honored to be nominated.” 

And he said, “We’re going to have a meeting for you to develop your portfolio for the competition among people who have been nominated.” 

I said, “What? To develop my portfolio for competition?” [1:30:00] And I wrote back and I said, “I think this is ridiculous.” I mean, if someone is nominated – a faculty member – for a teaching award. Presumably, the person nominating has said something about why they think they should receive the award. And then for the administrators to say, these people should “develop a portfolio” and compete with each other for this award. I said this is ridiculous.

And he said, “Oh, well, we’re having a workshop on how to develop a portfolio to compete for the awards and so on.”

I said, “I won’t do it. It’s ridiculous.”

He wrote back a kind note and said, “I think it’s ridiculous, too.” But that’s what we are told to do.  It’s stupid. I mean, so many things. And that’s part of the reason why I’m an anti-academic academic. 

Now, how I began at the ANU. When looking for opportunities to do research, I kept seeing, especially in the weekly journal that has recently died, Far Eastern Economic Review, these announcements that ANU had research fellowships. And I said to my wife at the time, “Ellen, I want to apply and let’s go to Australia and get money to do that.” And poor Ellen, by that time… first I had taken her to Taiwan. Then to Hong Kong. Then to Michigan on a post-doc at the Center for Chinese Studies at the University of Michigan.  [1:31:57] Then to Washington, DC on a Woodrow Wilson International Scholars fellowship, for a year. Back to Denver. So back and forth to all these different places. And finally, she said, “I just want to settle down. I don’t want to go everywhere, everywhere, everywhere.” 

And by that time, we had another son. Two children. And when we had the second son, she had the so-called “post partum depression”. And so that was very difficult for her. And she came out of the depression and so forth. But for several years, I couldn’t even leave the city overnight because of this depression. So, when she heard that I wanted to [laughing] go to Australia… or even before that, when I got a Fulbright to go to Japan, she said, “Well, if you want to go to Japan, that’s fine, but I’m not going to go.” And so I went by myself, which was not a good thing. 

But anyway, subsequently, she and I divorced, and after we had divorced, I could do whatever I wanted to do. And so I made an application to the Department of International Relations at the ANU for one of their fellowships, and they made me the award for three years. And then I went to talk to my dean at Denver – by this time, it was not Korbel anymore – and the dean said, “Three years? You’re crazy! We’re not going to let you go for three years” because we could only be away for one year. And so I tried to ring back to ANU and tell them that I couldn’t come, and the young woman who was my research assistant on a project at that time – which I should describe for you later on – was listening to my effort to phone them. And she said, “Pete, that’s crazy to turn down that fellowship. Work out some sort of arrangement with them.” 

And so I thought, “Oh, well, I’ll try.” So the arrangement I worked out was that I would go and spend a research year at ANU, and then come back to Denver and teach for a year. And then the next year, I would spend a research year at ANU and come back to Denver to teach for a year. And so I did that for, oh, seven or eight years, because they also renewed my fellowship. So, altogether, I had five years of fellowship at ANU doing that. But it, you know, as you might expect, it kind of undermined my connections with Denver bit by bit. And then, in the process, I married an Australian woman, Anne Gunn. And we had my third son, Harry. And Harry got to be school-age. And the question was, you know, we couldn’t take him from one school, one year, and then another school, another year. It’d be crazy. And so the question was, do we live in Australia, or do we live in America? And ANU had always been wonderful to me and continues to be wonderful to me. And I like living in Canberra, and my wife is very nationalistic, so we live in Canberra. [1:36:13] And that’s how I went from Denver to ANU. And so finally I resigned from Denver.

If I tell you more than you want to know, or if I go off on a tangent that you don’t want me to pursue, or if you want more details about the things I’m not telling you about, I’m at your disposal. 

So, you feel more comfortable in ANU?

Yes.  ANU has everything that Denver did not have. I mean, it has a very strong Chinese studies program, a very strong IR program – we had a strong IR program at Denver but we didn’t have a strong Chinese Studies program. When I first went there, it had a lot of resources. It still has a lot of resources, but like every place else, it is having some budget problems currently with the global financial crisis. People were very welcoming. They gave me complete freedom to do whatever I wanted to do. We’ve had good students. I mean, it’s a fantastic place to work. 

Yeah, you just mentioned the Chinese study group, that you say is very strong. Even stronger than Denver.

Well, there was almost no Chinese studies group at Denver. For a time, they got a grant from the Humanities Foundation in the US, and they brought together – and this was typical of Denver – they applied for this grant, they got money from this humanities program to hire five people in Chinese studies – or actually, four others – and so they did hire the people, and they promised the Humanities Foundation that once the grant money had run out, that these would be permanent faculty positions. But they backed out on their agreement. And so they kept one, Peter Golas [1:38:46] because they had a slot in history. And they had to let the others go. And that was the kind of failure of commitment at Denver on Chinese studies.  Now, as you know, they have a big program on China. And as I say,  Zhao Suisheng is doing a super job. And the dean is very much interest in China, and apparently, he’s raising a lot of money from the companies and so forth. I think it’s a program called US Cooperation with China or something like that. But that was not the way it was when I was there. And ANU’s very different. 

That just what we are looking at.

Oh, okay.

So, could you tell us more detail about Chinese study group in Australia, the character or specific points?

Okay. Well, I know that Chih-Yu Shih is interested in, you know, distinctive national characteristics of Chinese studies programs. But I don’t buy that.  I don’t think there is much that is distinctive about the ANU program. I mean, there’s many different people that take different approaches. For example, in our workshop – I don’t know if you’ve met him or not – Richard Rigby was part of our workshop here. And Richard Rigby is the head of what at ANU is called the China Institute. 

ANU is a long story, but ANU was first established at the end of World War II as an Institute of Advanced Study, with a series of research schools. And we have always been part of the Research School… at that time, it was called Pacific Studies… subsequently called Pacific and Asian Studies. These research schools had funding from the government, so the researchers didn’t have spend a lot of time raising their own money. Each year, they would have solid research money – not just for salaries, but for field research as well. The whole thing. And in Australia, the purpose was to, for one thing, to stem the brain drain. That is, to keep bright Australians from going somewhere else, and also to invite people to come to work in Australia. 

Subsequently, the research institute was connected to a school of teaching programs, which was called then the Faculties. So there is really two halves of ANU, and the current Vice Chancellor is still trying to bring those two halves together. But it’s very difficult because the way that ANU is organized is into these separate departments and separate institutes, each with its own budget. And these have turned into what might be described as a feudal system, with fiefdoms. And these units have been very successful at defending themselves against change, so when a new vice chancellor comes to the ANU, what they might find is that there are four different programs on China. Program in the Faculties. Program in Pacific and Asian Studies. A group of economists like Ross Garnaut working on China. And then other people in Social and Political Change or International Relations. And so, they say, “This is crazy. There should be one center. There should be one organization, in which they all come together.” But when they try to put them together, each one defends itself very strongly against change. And so, what do they do? They add another layer of organization. 

About 30 people. 30, 40.

Could be. So the most recent effort is this umbrella organization that Richard Rigby heads, The China Institute. So the China Institute is trying to bring all these parts together. Just a word or two about Richard Rigby. Some of you met him, right? Did you meet Richard Rigby? Did you meet him? Well, he was here. I think he’s still here, actually. He comes from the government and the ONA, the intelligence research organization in the government. And he’s a very accomplished diplomat. He was the consul general in Shanghai. He was the Australian ambassador to Israel. And he would have been the Australian ambassador to China, but his wife, when he was the Australian ambassador to Israel, created all kinds of problems for them because she simply didn’t want to live any longer in Israel. In any event, he has retired. But if you had met him, you would know that his Chinese is excellent. His Japanese is very good. And he also speaks Spanish and French. And he’s a first-rate historian of China. He has a PhD in Chinese history, also from the ANU. And so he’s an excellent person, particularly with his official connections. [1:45:45]. 

But we’ve had very few people like that. I mean, in the American system, you often have people who are officials in the government for awhile, then they’re back in the university. Officials in the government for awhile, then back in the university. In the Australian system, you don’t see much of that. I mean, the China specialists… academics… well, with the exception of economics because Ross Garnaut, who is the best known Australian economist at the ANU was a former Australian ambassador to China. And actually, Steve Fitzgerald… Fitzgerald. F-I-T-Z-G-E-R-A-L-D. He was earlier an academic at ANU. And then when Australia established diplomatic relations with Mainland China, he was sent as the first ambassador. So we’ve provided a couple ambassadors. But what we don’t provide are medium-level or what have you officials. For example, people from Harvard will become an assistant secretary for blah-blah-blah. Or they’ll become a National Security Council member, or something like that. But there have not been those kinds of relationship with the ANU. We’ve provided two ambassadors, but they simply went from the university to become ambassador, kind of in the symbolic role. And because they were specialists on China. And then they went back to the university. In my view, it’s quite a different situation than in the US. [1:47:53]

One thing… well, presumably, at some point you want to talk about my approach to China. But one thing that must be said, talking about institutions, is that the McCarthy period of the United States, as I mentioned, decimated, and worse, the ranks of specialists in academia and in the government on China. But in Australia, although in the 50s and 60s in Australia, they also had a conservative repression of communist and socialist ideas, they never made the Communist Party of Australia illegal. And they… and so, Communists have played a more active role in Australian politics since the end of World War II than they did in the United States. I mean, even today, what are some people saying about Obama? “Oh, he’s a socialist. That’s bad enough. But he must be some sort of communist.” In America, that’s, in a sense, politically, the worst thing you can say about somebody because that means that they’re anathema. I mean, you can’t possibly work with that. In Australia, Communists were part of life. I don’t think any… well, since I’ve been in Australia, there has not been a Communist Party member of parliament. But there are a lot of Communists who do different things and… it’s interesting, in my generation, and people younger, some of our friends come from Communist families. And so the idea of communism and socialism as… not so much communism as a political agenda, but definitely socialism as a serious alternative in Australia, has always been present in a way that you simply don’t find in the US. It’s much more like France or, to some extent, the UK or something like that.

Oh, like British.

Well, in the sense of a socialist alternative to a conservative government in power is a viable possibility. In a sense, of democratic socialism. And it’s one reason, for example, why Australia has a viable national health program and the United States doesn’t. I mean, the United States is an embarrassment to the world. I mean, it’s the only industrialized country in the world that does not have a viable national health program. And part of the reason is all of this business about communism and socialism. And talking about any national health program as so-called socialized medicine. In Australia, you don’t have these kinds of arguments. So there’s a much more, what, active political left in Australia. 

One of Shih Chih-Yu’s questions is, you know, reaction to the Cultural Revolution. 

Yes. And your intellectual growth because of that.

Well, there wasn’t so much reaction to the Cultural Revolution as it was reaction to the Vietnam War. And as you may know, Berkeley was a very active area in the beginnings of the opposition to the US role in Vietnam. And I was away from Berkeley at many of the points when Berkeley became most active. But the, for me anyway, opposition to the Vietnam War was a very important part of how I came to see the world. And I was never a national leader in the opposition to the war in Vietnam, but I worked a lot at the local level. And as you know, the Chinese studies community in the United States split over the opposition to the war in Vietnam, and the Association for Asian Studies, which is the academic organization for all Asian specialists in America, was divided in the mid-60s. Those that opposed the war set up their own organization called the Committee of Concerned Asian Scholars, CCAC. And for many years, we published the so-called Bulletin of Concerned Asian Scholars, and then subsequently, this bulletin has been transformed into more of a formal academic journal called Critical Asian Studies, but with the same political orientation. And, in fact, we still, I think, once a year – it’s a quarterly – publish our original statement from the mid-60s about our opposition to imperialism. 

Now, a very important distinction for many academics is between activism and academic study. And some academics will argue – and presumably many administrators will insist – that academics should not be involved in, in a sense, political activism, and particularly opposition to present government policies. And theoretically, they make the argument that a scholar cannot do proper academic work if they have a particular political commitment to social and political change. I reject that, completely and absolutely. And I reject it in a variety of ways. But one of them is that, when I was a graduate student, often, when you read the works of some of the leading specialists, including people like Lucian Pye, Robert Scalapino, so forth and so on, on China and Asia, you would see in the forward or the preface, “This is an objective study of” whatever the topic was. I think it’s obvious that it’s impossible for anyone to view a subject matter objectively. We each see our subject matter in terms of our own experience, our own values, our own perception. And for someone to say that the book I have written is special in that it’s objective – and people still make claims like this – is a travesty. 

Now, what scholarship aims for is not a series of different opinions, but rather an effort to identify as best as possible, events… how events actually happened. I mean, you mentioned that you’re a constructivist. I’m not. But I can see some of the benefits of constructivism. But constructivism pushed to far, in my view, gets very post-modernist, to the point of beginning to say, well, “Truth is relative. It’s just this opinion or that opinion. Or whatever has evolved over time in interaction with people and so forth.” I don’t see it that way at all. I mean, you know, people were massacred in Nanjing in 1937, 1938. And it’s important to find out how many. And who did it. And why. And, as we know, just on that one very horrific topic, there are many points of view. And scholarship on the Nanjing Massacre, in my opinion, should be scholarship that looks at all of those interpretations, including the Japanese effort to say, “Nothing happened.” Or “these were civilians who were actually military people who had taken off their uniforms and were trying to defeat Japan in a different way”, so forth and so on. 

But, events take place. People live. They die. They’re tortured or they’re not tortured. They gain professional status. They gain political office or they don’t. Elections are held. These are critically important. So, despite different opinions, the material aspects of life are observable and should be meticulously investigated, but in the end, we’ll still have different points of view in terms of how we evaluate them. And in my view, one reason I’m a social scientist is that, in social science, what has evolved is a set of procedures to carry out empirical investigations in ways that are as meticulous as possible and as checkable, by other people, as possible. So you replicate studies and so forth. So that, in effect, you objectivize the investigation through following a set of very clear procedures. But the way you look at it is never objective. [2:00:36]

Now, given that process, I don’t find any contradiction at all between political activism and scholarship. I mean, I investigate certain subjects, I obviously have values about things that I think are right and things that I think are wrong, and I spend a lot of time working on those subjects. For example, at some point, presumably, we’ll get into this project that, with others, I’ve been running since 2006, attempting to link the investigation of patterns of reconciliation with putting together ideas of about building multilateral security institutions in Northeast Asia. But… and this is the third workshop we’ve held. The first one was at ANU in 2006, and then in Seoul last year. And this one in Taiwan. One of… Professor Lee,  [2:01:40] at our meetings at TaiDa yesterday, or the day before yesterday – in effect was saying, “Well, what are you guys about? What is this?” 

And so I told her, I said there are several of us who have been working together from the beginning: Mel Gurtov in the US, Mark Valencia from Hawaii, Richard Tanter from Australia, and myself.  [2:02:24]. So, she asked, you know, “What are you trying to do? What is this all about?”

So I answered her with a story from a day or two before when we were coming to Taiwan. Mark Valencia, who is one of our group, who is not a China specialist – he’s an oceanographer and a geologist, and has written some of the best work on conflict resolution in the South China Sea, and also on conflict resolution in the East China Sea. And that’s why we asked him to join us in the beginning and he continues to make terribly important contributions on those subjects and seriously interested in conflict resolution. Anyway, Mark had written to me in advance. And he said, “Look, when we come into the airport, I’m coming from Hawaii, you’re coming from Australia. Let’s catch the train together and go to Taichung.” And he doesn’t speak Chinese and so he was worried about… he’s a worrier. He worries about this and that – I tease him about worrying. But anyway, he said, you know, “Let’s meet at the airport and we’ll go to Taichung.” 

So when I first met him – he’s always cracking jokes and so forth – and he said, “Well, Pete, we haven’t changed the world yet.” And we all laughed, and I said, “Yes, but we’re going to.”

And that’s my answer to Professor Lee. We’re trying… obviously, we’re not going to change the world. But in the work that we do, in my view, it’s not just academic. We’re trying to change things politically. And we’re very much opposed to many things that currently exist. And that comes out of opposition to the Vietnam War. It comes out of opposition to American imperialism. It comes out of opposition to the Iraq War. To the intervention in Afghanistan. And it’s trying to build arrangements for cooperation in East Asia, which is one of the most volatile areas in the world, with its history of wars and conflict. 

And so… if you ask me, “What do I think I’m doing?” I mean, I could be playing golf, right? I’m at age 76. I could have been playing golf full-time for the last ten years after I retired from Denver. Or playing golf in Australia or Korea or Taiwan. Anywhere. But I’m not playing golf. And when I was a young professor, I wasn’t playing golf. What we were doing is trying to use our minds to investigate and understand serious political problems with the objective in mind of not just explaining them to the world, although that’s terribly important, but doing something about it. And many other people in academic positions would say, “No, no, no, no. You can’t do that.” Well, I don’t agree. [2:06:22]

What’s your opinion of communists?

Of communism? 

Yeah. Of communism.

I have very mixed feelings about communism. I’ve never been a communist. That is, a member of a communist party. But, all right, let’s take China: communism and China. And, again, I’ll begin with a personal anecdote. 

My wife is a historian of China. She wrote her dissertation at the ANU on Liang Qichao. And she’s a serious historian. [2:07:33] And we differ about Mao Zedong. And, in my view, without Mao Zedong’s leadership, there would have never been a new China. That is, if people like Liu Shaoqi or Deng Xiaoping, or what have you, had been the leaders in Yenan, probably the Chinese Communist Party would have ended up drinking tea in a café in the Soviet Union. 


And particularly if you go back to 1937, or ’36 and ’37, after the end of the Long March. And if you read works like Mao Zedong “On Protracted War.”  Having been pushed out of their base in the south by the Guomindang, then making this long defeat, which they subsequently called the Long March, in which they lost, I think, 90 percent of their total supporters, they finally get up to Yenan, barely surviving. Mao Zedong writes this piece, talking about how they can move from there to winning control of China, centralizing China, and throwing the foreigners out. And 12 years later, he did. But without his vision, without his political organization, without his determination, without his ruthlessness, in my view, it’d never have happened. Because he could see the way, both in terms of how to organize the communist forces, how to approach the population, how to build popular support, how to get young people to join and fight – first against the Japanese, then against the Guomindang – in ways that the others didn’t. 

And, what’s one of the slogans they like to use in the PRC? [Speaks Chinese next.] 没有共产党，就没有新中国。In my view, it would be, more accurately: 没有毛泽东，就没有新中国。
But, for example, my wife disagrees. She says, you know… I’ll make a case like that and she’ll say, “Well, maybe. But look, 30 million people died in the Great Leap.” And 30 million people did die in the Great Leap. And so many people were attacked, and many of them slaughtered, in the Cultural Revolution. And they closed the schools and set China back and did all these stupid things. And I agree completely. I mean, if Mao Zedong had died in 1950, or even as late as 1952 or ’53, before the Hundred Flowers and the Anti-Rightist Campaign, I think there’d be no question in China that he was a hero, hero, hero. And, you know, one thing you learn about being somewhat older… [Long pause with some banging. Perhaps there was an equipment problem.] … 

[Some in audible talking.]

After we finally had relations with people from the PRC, when we began to exchange students, and then, finally, Americans could go to China and we got to know our colleagues and so forth, I found it fascinating to get to know Chinese my age. So I was 16 in 1949, and I got to know people about my age. .. people who had lived through this whole process before ’49. They had lived through the civil war. They lived through the Communist victory. They lived through the early years of the First Five Year Plan. And so forth. Up to Anti-Rightist Campaign. And in sharing observations, with people of the PRC about my age, about those times, they said, “You know, it was truly amazing. We felt that Mao Zedong was almost something like a God. That he simply could not make a mistake. That he had been so right, so often, when other people would have taken us in another direction. And we thought, ‘Oh, my God.’” I mean, and hence, this business about, you know, whatever he says, we’ll do. However stupid that may sound, it had a history because he had taken the right direction so often. 

Then, of course, came the Anti-Rightist Campaign. The Great Leap Forward. Then the Cultural Revolution. And especially the horrors of the Great Leap. And Mao Zedong did horrible damage to China. There’s no question about it. And he should have died in 1953. And the fact that he lived until 1976 was horrific for China. But still, in my view, and this is part of this debate with my wife the historian, is that without what Mao Zedong did achieve before 1952, ’53, before the Anti-Rightist Campaign in 1955, there wouldn’t be any foundation to what exists in China. There wouldn’t be a centralized, unified China. There wouldn’t be the foreigners pushed out. I mean, the foreign control of China was overwhelming, as you know. I mean, beginning with the first Opium War, the foreigners literally, well…  imagine the foreigners carving China up like a watermelon: the French in the South, the British up the rivers, and the Russians in the North. And the Americans standing off shore and saying, well, under Most-Favored Nation treaty status, whatever they get, we should get as well. And then the Japanese. I mean, China was a basket case. The idea, in 1937, that you could somehow push all these foreigners out and unify China, people would have said, “Uh, that’s crazy. I mean, it’ll never happen.” But it did happen. And it did happen under Mao’s leadership because of his ideas and the way they implemented those ideas and the way that they carried them out. 

And, hence, you know, you ask me about communism. And all right, so he’s a communist. Chiang Kai-shek didn’t do it. And Mao Zedong did. [2:17:20]

Is there any communism or communist party in Australia?
Yeah. 

So they also like or against China?

Well, they split the… the Communist Party split.

Yeah. China and the Soviet Union.

As did many communist parties during the Sino-Soviet conflict. And so there was… I’ve even forgotten the names of the communist parties, but there’d be Communist Party Marxist-Leninist, and Communist Party blah blah blah. Which certainly didn’t help much with the communist movement in Australia or any other country to have all of these divided parties.

Did you read Mao’s work in original Chinese version?

Yeah, I did.

So your Chinese is good.

Well, my Chinese is terrible. But, you know, I work with two or three dictionaries and plowed along and so forth. But over time, I’ve read less and less Chinese. And so, my Chinese is gone completely… way, way down. But especially when I was doing research on that first book I figured, you know, you have to read the original sources. People like Jack Service helped. I knew that the collections of Mao Zedong’s work [2:19:02] had been revised over time, and that I should find the originals. 

And then I had [laughs]… after my book, Revolution and Chinese Foreign Policy, was published in 1970, I was in Tokyo, staying in the International House of Japan in Tokyo.  I got a message that Stuart Schram was in town and he wrote: “I would like to invite you to dinner.” Okay. I’d never met him before. So, he had sent a map. And he had lived, I forget, somewhere out in a suburb of Tokyo. So, I went out to meet him, and he met me at the door with about three or four volumes of his work opened on his arms. And what he wanted to dispute was a footnote [laughs] in my book, in which I made a particular interpretation about one of, one of Mao’s essays. And, although I had not mentioned his name, I had taken a different position that he had. And we’d have to get the book and the footnote to remind me exactly what the dispute was about, but he was saying, “Oh, you know, you were wrong about this” and so forth and so on. But I knew I wasn’t wrong because I had gone back to the original sources, and I knew… and I had studied them, and I was serious about them. Although he’s the great dean of Maoist studies, I didn’t worry about differences with Stuart Schram. But anyway…

So are there any other problems in the translated version of Mao’s work?

It isn’t so much the translated versions; even the Chinese versions have been revised. 

I mean, any problems in interpretations of Mao’s original…
You know, I’ve never really…  I went to the original documents that I was talking about. But I’ve never gotten into debates about how to interpret this or that. But I’m sure that people who are interested in meticulous studies of what was originally said by Mao Zedong and the other leaders are doing important work, but I’ve never really engaged in those debates. Because for me, that’s not a waste of time, but, I mean, that’s useful: getting things right.  But in terms of how I want to spend my time, once I’ve done what I’m convinced is the right amount of research, I want to get on with it.  This raises another point about being an academic.

In many academic departments, there’s a great concern about theory. Take International Relations theory. You’ve said that your approach is constructivism.  Students in class often ask me, “What kind of an ‘ist’ are you?” And I’m not an “ist”. And I believe that, obviously, a particular intellectual approach to something is very important, but in my view, it’s the problem that really determines what the best approach is. So, on some issues, my analysis has been largely a realist approach. And on other issues, I could see how liberal institutionalism might be a useful analytical perspective. And in the work I do on the Six Party Talks, what we’re taking is a cooperative security approach. And I’m trying to make an argument about that as a viable approach, but I think often, departments of International Relations spend too much time just talking and disputing about theory. 

And even at the ANU. At the ANU, we have an excellent department of International Relations, and Chris Reus-Smit, who is a constructivist, as you probably know, is an excellent head, a good theorist, and a very serious scholar. But he encourages the department to be much more theoretical than is my preference. For example, they’re talking about the approaches of constructivism relative to other approaches while people are getting killed in Afghanistan and Iraq. And decisions are being made about the allocation of World Bank resources for developing countries. And people are starving to death. And people are going without potable water in much of the world. And so forth. And to be talking just about theory, when there’s huge problems in the world that must be addressed, strikes me as inappropriate. 

Professor, I see your work criticize Bush Doctrine a lot.

Yes.

And I think that if you are anti-imperialist or not, do you have that kind of feeling of anti-imperialist?

Well, I think that attempts by one country to dominate other countries for their own interest are obviously wrong. And the history of Western colonialism… as far as the history of countries of the non-Western world trying to free themselves from Western domination, strike me as, you know, a struggle that should be supported. And in the case of Bush, I think that Bush as president is an atrocity. I think that George Bush and his vice president, Cheney, should be put in the dock and charged with the war crimes that they have committed. Some people, even in the American Congress, would like to do that.

Obama… I’m a great supporter of Obama, I think he’s a superb leader, and he simply doesn’t want to deal with that past history. He would like to have things begin with his first day in office and say, well, he didn’t agree with Bush, he voted against the invasion of Iraq, so forth and so on; but he knows that if he tries to deal with that past history, that that will be the issue of his presidency rather than doing the things that he wants to do.  He wants to get out of Iraq, have a proper health care system, so forth and so on. But I don’t think that it’s that easy to treat history. 

The Bush presidency.  I’m not a historian and I’ve not analyzed all previous American presidents, but Bush is certainly one of the worst, if not the worst, president the United States has ever had. And I think it’s almost a miracle that the American public have elected Obama. And what I find striking about Obama – well, of course the fact that he’s black is amazing but – is not just his intelligence and his excellent education and his self-confidence, but he is obviously a man of character. In the basic sense of someone with character. And most politicians are not people of character. They are people who know how to make compromises and, in effect, deal with the devil. And, and, and work hard to achieve the least worst alternative with regard to policy because, by and large, that’s what they have to do. And so you very, very rarely have a person of character as a major political figure. And Obama is a man of character. I mean, obviously a man of character. And [laughing] the comparison with George W. Bush is truly amazing, I think.

We have a new leader in Australia, Kevin Rudd. And we all voted for Kevin Rudd, and we thought his election was excellent, and we’re delighted to get rid of that conservative Howard government, which was something like 11 years in office. But Kevin Rudd is a politician. He’s intelligent. He knows something about China. And he’s doing some good things. But he’s also doing some pretty awful things. I mean, for example, Australia should be on the cutting edge with regards to solar technology. It’s a country with a huge desert. We could run the entire country with solar technology. But we’re not. Why? Because Kevin Rudd is in bed with the coal industry. And the coal industry doesn’t want this shift of priorities because they’re afraid of losing the money that they’re making. And so Kevin Rudd makes these compromises. And that’s what politicians do. 

And maybe it will be the end of Obama as a political leader because it’s going to be very hard for him to make those compromises. Because in my view, he’s a different kind of person.

Okay, time’s almost up. So maybe we should take a break and go to lunch. 

All right.

We can continue… if you have any questions, you can pursue in the next section.

Yeah, any questions that you want to raise. Please. Or if you get bored and say “we’ve had enough”, then we can all go swimming or something. [Laughing.]

Maybe we can eat lunch at the hotel.

Yeah. Maybe we can get lunch at the coffee shop or something.

Do you have a preference, Chinese or…?

No, no, no. Either one is fine by me. 

Okay, so we just go along.  [2:31:52] 

[[END OF FIRST MP3.]]

[[BEGINNING OF SECOND MP3]]

… learn to be American, then you should learn to be yourself. That’s the most important thing.

Yes. That’s right. That’s what Professor Shih is doing. Now, it is true, we drink coffee a lot – more than tea. But not very good coffee.

I was about to say, is it good coffee or bad coffee? 

A lot of instant coffee.

Well, when you come to Australia, we have good coffee. A lot of good coffee.

Local coffee?

No, from East Timor. Fair trade coffee. My wife always buys fair trade coffee. We have good coffee from a number of countries. But they know how to make coffee. And part of it is… one of the lovely things about Australia is, like America, there are people from many, many countries:  China and Japan, and … all the European countries. But in America, they all get mixed together, especially young people get mixed together. In Australia, they tend to stay more in communities. On the one hand, they’re Australian, but they’re also [[in audible]] Japanese, or Chinese, or whatever. And that, that helps to make the culture of Australia much more interesting. So, especially in regard to coffee, the Italians, there are many Italians in Australia, and they have brought excellent coffee. For example, I’ll tell you later about our Contemporary China Centre, but in our building, a few years back, a new scholar came. And his name is Luigi Tomba. And he’s from Australia – I mean, sorry, from Italy. And when he came, under his arm, he had an espresso machine. And we had a nice kitchen in our building. We’re about to lose our building, but we had a nice kitchen in our building. And he set up his espresso machine. You’ve been in our building, right? Oh, you have been in our building. And so, for the first time in our building, there was the lovely smell of good coffee through out our building: espresso coffee. Lovely, short cups of, what Australians call, short black – beautiful coffee. So that’s the sort of thing that you can enjoy in Australia. 

Okay. The next section, maybe we can about two and a half year – ah [laughter], hours. 

I’ll probably be dead in two and a half years.

So if you feel tired or something, then you can – 

Okay. I’ll just go to sleep. [Laughter.] 

So, you ask questions.

Yeah. Now, I think, from number nine to number thirteen, there has relationship – related to each other. It’s about events, experiences that affect China research nationally and as well as individual.

Well, there are many, many events, and they have different effects on people. Many, I mean, every time there’s a big event in China. Like the current 60th anniversary, you get many interpretations. 

But… well, let me go back quite a bit. Many people, when I was still teaching in America, in the ‘60s, were very much interested and influenced by Mao Zedong’s ideas. And especially young people, and particularly in the protest against the Vietnam War. And the protests against the Vietnam War also coincided with the student rebellion in America. And big universities, Columbia, Harvard, virtually every university, including Denver University, had a big demonstration. And, as you know, similar kinds of demonstrations went on around the world. For example, in Paris, in France, in May in 1968, the student-led demonstrations, and many of the students, you call them Maoists or not Maoists, but they were very much influenced by Maoists ideas. And that demonstration almost brought down the French government. So these are very serious demonstrations. And the protests against the Vietnam War, which had some Maoists in it, but finally became very, very broad, finally stopped America’s role in Vietnam, and led to America’s decision to reach a negotiated conclusion. So finally the Paris Peace Agreements of January ’73, and the US withdrawal of its participation in Vietnam. 

All of these things… at the same time, of course, in China, the Cultural Revolution was going on. And we would read about the Cultural Revolution. And, for example, at Denver, I was teaching a course on Chinese political economy with an economist colleague, Satish Raichur, and one time, the local student activists came into our seminar and put up big-character posters all over the seminar room. [7:29] We said “fine, let’s talk about it” and that sort of thing. And then, in 1970, they closed the university after Nixon invaded Cambodia.

I think it’s very difficult to assess the impact of this – I mean, exactly who was influenced in what ways and so forth. But we were all influenced, in my case. I mean, some people have said, “Oh, Van Ness is a Maoist.” And maybe I was for awhile, I mean, as I say, I don’t believe in “ist”. I’m not a constructivist or this “ist” or that. But Maoist ideas had a big impact on me.

Like what?

Well, for one thing, we were very much struck by his opposition to American imperialism. We liked, well, in the end, much of what became an exercise in misperception. But during the Cultural Revolution, they were talking about ideas that sounded like participant democracy. A different kind of political order and so forth. 

And just to skip ahead, the first time I went to China was in 1972 in December. And one cannot learn a great deal just on a visit. And of course, in those days, visits were very much controlled. I mean, it was just in 1971 that Americans could go to China, and we were one of the first groups to go to China. And so, we always had a minder taking us here and there. But one thing that I could learn from that visit was not so much what China was, but what China was not. And one thing that was very clear was that it was not a participant democracy. And it was very much a totalitarian state. And so the Maoist ideas that, from a distance, many of us found attractive, some of them had been put in place in China, but obviously other ideas had not. 

And, just a story or two about that first visit to China. Of course, everybody wore the same clothes and so forth and so on. Well, they wore the same clothes, but soon you realized you could tell among officials, first of all by how many pockets they had in the same outfit in their suits [11:10]. And then also by the quality of the cloth. But the clothes all looked the same, initially. But we were all invited – this was a group… at the time I was on the board of directors of the National Committee on US-China Relations... And, of course, their major figures were the establishment of American Chinese studies – Doak Barnett, Lucian Pye, Bob Scalapino, John Lewis from Stanford, Mike Oksenberg, who else – in this group. And so they asked us all to give a lecture on our topic at the old 北京饭店. And so we did. 

But it’s my practice, when I’m invited to give lecture, if it’s not too big a group, before the lecture, to go around and introduce myself to everyone. And so there were maybe 30 people in the room. And so, in Chinese I would go around the room and say “hello” and “I’m Pete Van Ness” and “您贵姓?” And no one would tell me their name or their unit. Not one. Except the people who were the ones taking us around. [Laughing]…  It was that bad. 

And, also, if you know the history of the United States in Vietnam, you’ll know that… it was December of 1972. And at that time, the United States was carrying out the so-called Christmas Bombing of Hanoi. And in the end, the reason that Nixon and Kissinger had decided to bomb Hanoi at this late stage in negotiations was to try convince President Thieu, in Saigon, that the US was serious in opposing an ultimate communist control of Vietnam. But the Chinese leadership knew Kissinger’s strategy for withdrawing the US from Vietnam.  Kissinger had first gotten the cooperation of the Soviet Union to put pressure on Hanoi, then he had gotten the cooperation of the PRC to pressure Hanoi. And that finally forced Hanoi into the negotiations that led to the Paris Peace Agreement of 1973. The people in Hanoi would have much preferred to see the American forced leave and humiliated – completely humiliated – but the Chinese and the Soviets put pressure on them to agree to what Richard Nixon would call a ‘peace with honor’.

But having worked against the US participation in Vietnam, for me it was – what, how to describe it? – not a happy situation to be in China when the United States was bombing Hanoi and the Chinese were not protesting about it. The Chinese were supposed to be their close ally, but said nothing to us about this. Because they knew what Kissinger and Nixon were doing, and they were supporting it. And for those of us who had been interested in Maoist ideas, here was Mao Zedong still in powe and he was selling out his communist colleagues in Vietnam in these negotiations with the United States. 

And so, again… let me just make the point that, you know that many people these days are talking about so-called “soft power.” The Mainland is very much interested in soft power.  For example, I have a PRC student, a PhD student at the ANU, working on Chinese concepts of soft power. Soft power, the concept is very vague, and I don’t think that Nye has done as much with it as he should have. But it taps something that is very important, and that is what I call moral authority, and the role that moral authority plays in political leadership. And although it’s very hard to pin it down and to find indicators, researchable indicators, of moral authority, I think everyone knows that if a leader has moral authority, that it gives him more political power, more strategic capability than if he doesn’t. And a loss of moral authority is a, a huge loss in political influence for a leader. [17:28]

Now, some of you have asked about my attitude toward George W. Bush. One thing that George W. Bush did during his presidency, especially with regard to the issue of torture, when time and again he said, “We do not torture,” and Condi Rice said, “We do not torture” and so forth. And they did, of course, and we have the evidence that they were torturing systematically. They brought in medical doctors, psychologists – did all sorts of things to squeeze these people both in terms of physical torture, mental torture and so forth. In Guantanamo Bay, in Bagram Air Force Base in Afghanistan, in these centers for so-called extraordinary rendition around the world, and so forth. 

Well, especially for the United States, which had made such a big point about human rights issues. For the president of the United States to violate one of the most fundamantal values in the American system – its in the American Bill of Rights, in a whole series of legal documents, international documents going back to the charter of the UN, and so forth. By committing torture, by using torture as policy, and then at the same time refusing to acknowledge that that’s what they were doing. And then subsequently, of course, Vice President Cheney has publically defended the use of torture. 

In any event, I think that more than almost any issue in the presidency of George W. Bush, the torture issue has undermined his moral authority, and the moral authority of the United States. And again, it’s very difficult to measure this systematically, but it led to a very significant loss of the American political influence. For example, with its allies and so forth. 

There’s an analogy, I think, in the case of China. Mao Zedong, in the 1960s in particular, represented – not just to American university students, to those who opposed the Vietnam War, like myself, but throughout the non-Western world --- he represented leadership in opposing imperialism. And there were revolutionary movements, radical movements in more democratic societies throughout Asia, Africa, Latin America, on which the Chinese government had a great deal of influence, in large part simply because of Maoist ideas. However, when China finally agreed to an accommodation with the United States – largely because of its concern a possible Soviet military attack --- this influence disappeared almost over night.  Once Nixon went to China in February 1972, and the People’s Daily published the picture of Mao Zedong and Nixon shaking hands in Mao Zedong’s study, the moral authority of Mao Zedong as a revolutionary leader just went “puff!”  Rather like the moral authority of George W. Bush as a leader of democracy and human rights went “puff” once people heard about torture.

And it’s an issue in the realm of what Joe Nye has called soft power. And again, it’s very difficult to analyze and to measure, but hugely important in terms of political influence. But when that happened in China in 1972… for example, the students that almost brought down the French government in Paris in 1968, and Maoist organizations around the world, people thought “Oh, my god. We thought his ideas about making revolution, about political change, about making a better world were so great. But look, he’s just made peace with the devil.” I mean, it’s like Jesus Christ meeting the devil and shaking hands and all of the Christians saying, “Oh, my god.”

And after that, I think the ideas of Mao Zedong, especially around the world – I just don’t know so much about domestically in China – were much less influential as a result. 

I’m going to get a glass of water.  

[24:01] Did you get that from the tap? 

Yeah.

This is not drinkable in Taiwan. I mean, the water form the tap is not drinkable.

But you make tea with it. 

Well, it is boiled.

Yeah, but not long enough. [Laughter.]

Do you want bottled water.

No, I’m okay. Thank you.

Okay. 

No, I know about boiling water and so forth. But I think the tap water now is better than you think. We’ll see. If I get sick, then I’m an example of that you should always boil everything. But when you make tea like that, you don’t boil the water long ago to deal with the potential problems in the water. You need to boil it for 3 or 4 minutes, then it will be OK. 

…
Yes, I think so.

Professor, did you invent the term “moral authority”?

No, no, no. It’s a very common term. But your question, it’s a good question, because it’s a difficult term.  I think as we talk about it, we all have a similar notion of what we’re talking about, but it’s very difficult to pin down. I suppose it’s easier to understand when you see a leadership which does not have moral authority than when you see one that does have it. 

Does anybody have more questions than these four questions? I think they are linked together form 10 to 13. 

10 to 13.

Uh-huh. It’s about your teaching, and your curricula. The evolution of your curricula.

Well, let’s go back to nine again for a minute. Of course, you know, so many events in China affect anybody who’s trying to understand China. And if we just deal with June Fourth.  Just by chance, I was working in China in June 4th of 1989.  We were up in Dongbei at Liaoning University, and I was working with economists on experiments on bankruptcy, the idea of letting some firms fail and considering, in terms of the market reforms, how they would be dealt with in terms of bankruptcy procedures. Just by chance, we arrived a few days before the death of Hu Yaobang [28:02], and then we were in China that whole spring time until about 10 ten days after June 4th.   Although I was working on a simple, not so simple, but kind of technical issue about bankruptcy laws, we were obviously aware of the demostrations. And then a couple times, we went to Beijing from Shenyang, especially on the anniversary of May 4th.  Later, there were big demonstrations in Shenyang in connection with what was happening in Beijing. And there were demonstrations in 65 cities around China. 

65?

I believe 65 cities. And so, we were part of that, in the sense of observing it. And then, one of the big demonstrations in Shenyang, the students asked us if we would join with them, and we did. 

My wife, Anne, whose Chinese is quite good, didn’t really have a project and she had the time, and so she observed quite carefully what was happening at the university and in the city of Shenyang.  She took pictures of all of the big-character posters [29:49].  At the University, there was a huge wall on which the students pasted their comments. Anne kept a record of those, and she spent a lot of time talking to the students who were involved in the demonstrations. 

And then came the crack down and the massacre. and fortunately, in Sheyang, there was not the blood-letting that there was in Beijing, and… but at the university, of course, we were quite fearful that the Army might come on campus. And I’m sure that my wife’s name was on their list if they had come.  So I was very much concerned about her – her situation. And then finally… and then we helped to get some of the student leaders out of the country. And then we finally flew out of Shenyang, down to Guangzhou, and then to Hong Kong. About a week after June 4th. 

Of course, we were very much moved by what had happened. And we were very much in support of the students. And one thing we did at ANU was to begin a documentation project on, on Tiananmen. Anne wrote a piece or two about that, and our Contemporary China Centre published a volume about that.  Some of the people at the ANU, and particularly Geremie Barmé, were very active. He made a film about the events and has written a great deal about it.  If I remember correctly, Richard Rigby was also in China at the time. Liu Xiaobo[32:20] and Hou Dejian were involved in the protest as leaders and Australian colleagues helped to keep them from the public security people.  There was the debate about how many people were killed in the Square, and how many others were killed out of the Square, and we tried to contribute to that debate.

In my own work, I wondered “what can I contribute to this?” I’m, by no means, a specialist on China’s domestic policies, so I could not add much about domestic affairs. And so I thought about working on the international reaction to what happened in China.  The book that I did – the edited book that I did – from Routledge called Debating Human Rights was prompted by that research, especially later in 1992, when I went to Japan and studied the Japanese reaction to June 4th.  I studied the American reaction and the reaction of the other Western countries.  Later, we did a short volume on Australian human rights diplomacy, and that took me further into the human rights area, which I had not written about before. So I learned something about sanctions – did a paper or two on sanctions. And then we got into the Asian values dispute, which I thought was very interesting. Many people in the West thought that the argument about Asia having different values was simply a cover story for dictatorship. And for some countries, indeed it was. But there was also – I think it was pretty obvious – that, indeed, there are different values and different sense of values, particularly about which human rights priorities should come first. And, most particularly, with the debate about civil and political rights as opposed to social and economic rights. Also the debate about collective rights, and most particularly, self determination compared with individuals rights.  We tried to address some of those issues in the volume Debating Human Rights, which people are still reading ---  it’s now an e-book!  It’s my first e-book. [He laughs.] And that’s how I got into that subject.

Professor, did you start to concern human rights issue after June 4th?
I did, yeah.

And before that, you didn’t – 

I hadn’t, no.  Of course, everybody’s interested in human rights at one point or another. But I’d never really studied it. I hadn’t studied the international legal aspects. Nor had I paid much attention to the diversity of interpretations and so forth. And especially, again, the distinctions between civil rights and… civil right on the one hand, and social, economic rights on the other. This sort of thing. And I found it very interesting because I then got to know more closely a number of international lawyers.  For example, one of the most famous international lawyers is Hilary Charlesworth at the ANU, and she’s a very active analyst and proponent of human rights. She helped me to get in touch with other people, in South Asia and elsewhere.  Many people contributed to that book, Chandra Muzaffar from Malaysia, and if I remember correctly, Shih Chih-Yu wrote a piece for that volume. 

Curricula. At Denver, I taught courses almost exclusively on China. So I taught a course on the Chinese Revolution, which, by and large, was a course on the struggle for state power up until 1949. That history --- from the first Opium War in 1839 until 1949. And then, with an economist colleague, I taught a course called “The Political Economy of the PRC”, which was essentially a course on political and economic development since 1949. 

And then we got very much involved in studying the market reforms in China, beginning with the initiatives taken by Deng Xiaoping in 1978.  We tried to understand the impact of ideas that had come out of the earlier reform experiments in Eastern Europe, especially from Hungary. And we did a volume that’s called Market Reforms in Socialist Societies: Comparing China and Hungary.  We got contributors from China, from Hungary, and then from a couple specialists on both. We raised questions about: what is the logic of market reform? what are the implications for socialism?  With respect to leadership, we argued that one could distinguish within the CCP top leadership three positions:  the conservatives, the true reformers, and the radicals.  Some leaders were mainly interested in maintaining the status quo --- you know, a little bit of tinkering with reform but not going very far. Then there were people like Deng Xiaoping who was trying to preserve the system by undertaking market reforms.  And, finally, people like Wei Jingsheng, for example, who wanted to overthrow the system.   That related to the course that I taught at Denver on political economy of the PRC.   Each year, I would also teach a seminar on Chinese foreign policy.  So mainly I taught those three courses at Denver.

After – again going back – after I did the book on revolution in Chinese foreign policy, I was interested in “people’s diplomacy,” and I got a post-doc at Michigan in their China Center, mainly to work on that, but I never really brought it to fruition. And then I began to work with my economist colleague, Satish Raichur [41:26], from India, on the political economy of China’s relations with the third world. And we developed a huge data set of measurable material indicators of China’s relations with all countries, all independent countries in the third world – Asia, Africa, Latin America – over a several year period. And what we were looking at was support for revolution on the one hand – going back to the data that I had used in the first book – and then the other pole, if you like, of Chinese foreign policy of good relations – the establishment of diplomatic relations, trade relations, and then foreign assistance, which became very important for China in the ‘70s. And then, in 1980, my colleague died at age 34. And it was kind of two things: his death… when we were close to… I mean, he’d written up a lot of his part of the study. And then, what was happening in China, actually, as China… it’s interesting, I had spent a lot of time interested in how China deals with the non-Western world. And obviously, support for revolution was a big part of that. But then, how else does China deal with the non-Western world? And so this was a study about that. 

But as a part of the Deng Xiaoping reforms of the late ‘70s, China turned its back on the third world. In effect, without saying, “We don’t give a damn about the third world anymore. We want to be a part of the first world. And we’re going to implement market reforms, and we’re going to change as quickly as we can. We’re going to get rich as quickly as we can. And we know the way to do that is through all kind of connections with the rich world, and we’re not going to get anything out of our policy towards the third world.” So whereas Mao Zedong had always insisted that China would not join the international institutions of the capitalist world, like the IMF and the World Bank; would not accept bilateral assistance of foreign aid from foreign countries; would not accept investment, private investment. These sorts of things. With Deng Xiaoping, all of that changed. And so China immediately began to send large numbers of students abroad for study; joined the IMF and the World Bank – and ultimately the WTO; accepted foreign investment; on and on and on. And in a sense, this was saying:  “The third world can go to hell. The non-Western world we don’t care about. And this is what we’re going to do.” 

And between the combination of the change in Chinese policy and the death of my colleague – although I wrote a couple articles from that project with that data – somehow I lost interest in pursuing the project. And I finally gave the whole data set away to Hoshino Eiichi [45:26] in Japan. And he used some of that, but not very much. And, in fact, we wasted a lot of time, looking back on it. And we should have completed that project, but my heart wasn’t in it anymore. [45:45]

Textbooks. I never use textbooks. I’ve always used monographs for teaching. And I’ve always tried to get students to compare authors. And to read critically. 

Pedagogical materials and approaches to the study of China. I was always skeptical about Modernization Theory. Because it, among other things, wanted us to believe that imperialism did not exist or that colonialism was not important and it was just a matter of so-called “developing countries” learning from the experience of so-called “developed countries”. And so it was just kind of a story about the education of the uneducated in the non-Western world, which I thought was, essentially, bullshit.

The source and quality of students from China. Oh. [Laughing.] Good question. The first students we had at Denver… well, go back a step. I was in China in 1978 when Deng Xiaoping began to take the steps that led to the market reforms. And because I didn’t have enough research money, I was looking for a way to fund my work in China. And because of my old hitchhiking experience and so forth, I could be fairly resourceful, and I found a job working for a travel company, Lindblad [48:10] Travel Company, a Swedish travel company, working on the Yangtze River. And the Lindblad Travel Company had, one way or another, miraculously leased a river boat – a very elaborate river boat that was Mao Zedong’s own river boat, called the Kunlun, and they used it for high-paying tourists to go from close to the mouth of the Yangtze River, up through the gorges all the way up to Chongqing.  Lindblad wanted to have a, quote, “sinologist” on board to give a series of lectures to these rich tourists as they were going along the river up through the gorges, and I got the job.  It was a good way to earn money in China so that I could do what I wanted to do in my research. 

So I would work down there on the river, and then go up to Beijing and do interviews.  And one year, in 1978, I went up to Beijing in August for the key meeting when Deng Xiaoping announced the immense changes. But already, policy had begun to change.  And I begun reading that, whereas in the past only a few students – literally, a handfull of students --- would be sent abroad for study by China, for example to Australia.  (Australia had many more students from China before 1978 than many countries – certainly more than America.)  And the whole idea of PRC students being sent abroad…  there were very few, at most, in the tens or altogether hundreds. And so we were very much accustomed to a China that didn’t want to train its students abroad, and didn’t want what was later called ”spiritual pollution” from people studying abroad. 

But that began to change, and when I got to Beijing, I found that a good friend of mine was the cultural attaché in the Mexican embassy. And she was telling me about the change in policy, and she said, “You know, if you want, I’ll have a dinner, and I’ll invite the educational and cultural attaches from most of the Western embassies and missions” – in the US case in those days, it was the Liaison Office. Now I can’t remember if the Americans participated or not, but anyway – “to come and talk about this.” And it was a very, very interesting evening because, for most of them, in the past, they had maybe two or three PRC students that came to their country to study. And, of course, these would be Party, elite people and so forth. But, in the previous few days, every one of them had been asked by the Chinese government to take hundreds of students – immediately, if they were prepared to do that – to go abroad to study. And they were all, kind of, “Oh, my god. What’s happening?” And, of course, that began this huge wave of tens of thousands of PRC students going abroad to study. 

Our first PRC students at Denver came in ’80. And one of them was Huan Guocang 53:00], who was later one of the leaders of the PRC students in the US.  He published several articles, and then did that edited book on Chinese foreign policy.  Huan did an MA with us at Denver, and then his PhD at Princeton.  Finally he became a banker and a very wealthy investment person, working for the Hong Kong Shanghai Bank – and a whole series of other banks. 

What were the PRC students like? Well, I decided, again, because Denver had so few resources… I mean, to get a fellowship for a student from the PRC, I had to knock on doors and urge this and urge that – like squeezing juice out of a dry lemon – to get resources. It was difficult. And since we could only support a couple each year, I asked our PhD students, that we sent to China, to interview prospective students in the PRC, and we found that one of the best sources of students from China was the  [54:35] Graduate School at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences.  Both of the first two students that we had at Denver were from that graduate school, and they were both very good.  Huan is very smart, and obviously, he has done very, very well.  Later, more normal contacts emerged. But by and large, at Denver, I think we, at least during my time, had quite decent students from China. 

However, I guess I was a bit disappointed that many of the PhD students, or most actually, after they got their degress, did not become academics. But rather, they went into business, and are probably very rich and fat and happy. [Laughter.] But obviously, that’s their choice.

Well one year – back to working on the river – I think it must have been ’81 or ’82. After working on the river, I went up to Beijing and I had gotten to know Zi Zhongyun. Does anybody know who Zi Zhongyun is? She was the head of the 美国所 in CASS [56:13], the American Institute in the Academy of Social Sciences.  She was one of the most influential females in the Chinese system, especially with regard to foreign affairs.  And so I had gotten to know her, and when I was going up to Beijing, I was talking to her on the phone and she said something about giving a seminar at the 美国所.  I said, “Sure,” and, as something of a tease, I said, “The topic I’m proposing is: ‘How Washington Won the War against Communism in Asia.’” 

She said, “Oh, how Washington won the war against communism in Asia. That would be an interesting topic.” [Laughing.] And she said, “Okay.” I mean, she’s smart. And so, after I arrived in Beijing, I made a presentation at the Institute to Zi and a small group of her colleaugues. I made this argument about how – it included the point I was just making earlier about – how Mao Zedong’s loss of moral authority with revolutionaries and radicals after the accommodation with Nixon, and then how the Americans had played all of the communist governments against each other very effectively. Played China and the Soviet Union against each other. Played both of them against the Vietnamese Communists. And so, what do you have? You have communists fighting communists all over the place. You almost had a border war between China and the Soviet Union in 1969. You had the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia in 1978. Then you have a war between Vietnam and China in 1979.  All of these Communist countries that are supposed to be working together in a great international movement for Communism have been all splintered apart, and they’re fighting wars with each other. And, so, that was the argument that I was making. 

We were talking earlier about analytical perspectives.  In this case, I was analyzing the situation from a realist point-of-view, because I think, especially in the mind of Kissinger, he had learned how to play them all against each other in a realist way.  And he was quite successful.  Kissinger’s strategy was also a wonderful vehicle for getting the US out of Vietnam with what Nixon kept calling “peace with honor.” It’s bullshit. It’s not peace with honor. But they did give Nixon some face so that he could withdraw, and then there could be, what other analysts would call, “a decent interval” between 1973 and 1975, before what everybody knew would happen – namely, the Communists would take over all of Vietnam.  I think it was probably a bit unusual to suggest a topic like that for a seminar at a Chinese research institute in those days… I don’t think anybody else was proposing topics like that or gave a seminar like that.

In any event, I like Zi Zhongyun very much. She’s very smart, and very experienced.  Her colleagues had made the obvious ideological arguments during the seminar, but she didn’t say anything.  But later, when we were walking down the hall, she gave me the elbow and said, “You didn’t win. We lost.” Which I thought was very interesting.  [1:01:05]

One thing that relates to how I see China is --- as I mentioned before --- I like to teach, and I always wanted to teach in China. But I never did. And, so, when I stayed at BeiDa several times...   I’ve given lectures at BeiDa. I know people at BeiDa. And  Zhao Baoxu was the head of the IR deparment in the early ‘80s. So I began some discussions with him about coming to teach for a year at BeiDa, and I was very much interested in doing that. And, but at the same time, one the first PhD students that we sent from Denver was Lisa Wichser, W-I-C-H-S-E-R. And Lisa was very smart and very energetic, but not very cautious. She had gone to China as a teacher rather than a student. And she was teaching English at RY.  Through friends, I had met Chen Hanseng, who was a member of the Institute of Pacific Relations before World War II and a very important figure. He needed a secretary to help him with his English language correspondence with people around the globe because he had many contacts with foreigners.  Lisa served as his, in effect, foreign secretary for a number of months. 

Chen agreed to help Lisa with her research in return for her work for him on his correspondence.  He would sometimes give Lisa neibu materials and so forth, he would either give them to her or he’d be using the blank side for notes to her.  As a result, she had access to restricted material, not so much to secret documents, but at least to neibu material. [1:04:10] Lisa was also a very modern woman, and the public security people in China began to think that Lisa was trading sex for information. We began to get warning signals back in Denver, especially through Huan Guocang, who appeared to be well-connected, saying, “Lisa, be careful. You’re playing by two different rules of the game. You’re playing by American rules in China, where the rules are very, very different.” 

But Lisa didn’t take instruction. Lisa knew best, and Lisa went her way. And then, finally, she was arrested. Not formally arrested, but detained, and charged with having stolen Chinese state secrets. And then, finally, she was deported. Then we had the case of trying to deal with Lisa. And so, we supported Lisa. We tried to get her cleared. She had, in the meantime, promised to marry a fellow Chinese student, Yi Xigong [1:05:48].  He was detained because of her, as were the other people she knew. So it was a real mess that she had created. And I forget, really, how long this took. 

But finally, Lisa, when she came back to America, finally got sense. And she began to work very hard politically in America, in particular with a senator from her home state of Indiana, Richard Lugar.  First, to get her fiancé out of detention – to have Yi Xigong released – and to have him permitted to leave China, and then to get married with him. And I think it must have taken a couple years, but she finally achieved it.  She, as I say, she’s smart and determined. And she kept working on this with getting American senators to try to put pressure on the Chinese government. And so, finally, he was released, got out of China, and I went to their wedding in Indiana. And I’ve forgotten the name of the name of the ambassador, Chinese ambassador to the US, at the time, but, he did not attend the wedding, but he sent a letter that, in effect, indicated a lifting of all the charges against Lisa, and against Yi Xigong, in effect, a resolution of the whole affair.

Well the reason that this became important for me is that, in the process, I supported Lisa and what she was doing. And so, my deal with Zhao Baoxu about going to teach at BeiDa was in abeyance. At one point, I was talking to people at the embassy, the Chinese embassy in Washington, DC.  Who was it?  Ji Chaozhu.  He was probably the number 2 at the embassy at the time. And without saying it in so many words, he said, “Well, if you stop supporting Lisa, then you can come teach at BeiDa. And if you don’t stop supporting her, you can’t.”

And I told him, “I’ll support Lisa as long as it takes.” [Laughs] And that was the end of my invitation to BeiDa. So I never taught at BeiDa. I would like to. Because, as I say, I enjoy teaching.  I’ve taught in Hong Kong, Japan, in the US, and Australia; and I’d love to teach in China. But I never did.

Uh, professor? 

Yeah.

I have to go.

Okay. See you. 

[1:09:55] [[Inaudible.]]

Yes.

Through your…], do you want to correspond… Chinese scholar or the American scholar or… like this?

Do I want to do what?

Through your study, China study, do you want to correspond, correspond?

Correspond? Of course.

Yeah. Like agree or debate –

Well, I can’t think of any colleague of mine in Australia or America or any place else that I completely agree with. But we definitely, and I certainly, wanted to meet scholars in the PRC from the very beginning. And when we finally got to China, one of the first things I tried to do was to get to know Chinese scholars and, as I mentioned, people like Zi Zhong yun I got to know fairly well. By this time, I got to know a lot of PRC scholars. And we invite them to our workshops. We correspond with them. We publish some of them.  For example, you perhaps know the work of Zhu Feng at BeiDa, a security analyst.  He wrote a chapter for my Debating Human Rights book.   . 

Yes, because, in my opinion, your relations with your colleagues are one of the most important things in whatever study you are engaged in [1:11:47].  For example, whenever I draft a paper, I always send it out to a number of my colleagues, in China or Japan or wherever, to get their criticism. And one of the things that colleagues do for each other that is most important for them is to criticize, you know, to candidly criticize the work of their colleagues. And that’s so very valuable because, you know, we all make mistakes, and we all have ideas that don’t really work out in the end. We’re all subject to a failure of logic in some sort of logic that we’re trying to put together. And then, in regard to empirical work, there’s always more evidence, and maybe better evidence, that could be brought to bear on a topic than perhaps what I have assembled.

And so, yes, I mean, one of the first and foremost things we wanted to do was to establish relations with Chinese colleagues. And ever since, ever since I first went to China, and ever since we began to invite people, the first scholars we had from China were from the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences. Immediately, we’d bring them into the classroom. I’d mentioned that Satish and I used to teach this course on the PRC political economy. And so, Professor Xu from the Chinese Academy of Sciences came to the US. He was working with the University of Colorado, in Boulder, then he spent time with us. And immediately, we brought him into the classroom. And, and he was… actually, he was a bit disappointing because he was very lazy.   He essentially wanted to enjoy himself [Laughs] after the Cultural Revolution.  He wanted just to have a happy life, and what have you. 

But we made him work. And so, we invited him to come to the seminar, and he said, “No, no, no, I won’t give any lecture, I’ll just comment.” But for us, especially at that time, that was very valuable because my colleague Satish and I, we were looking at China from afar. Yes, I had been to China in ’72 and I had been to China a second time in ’78, but, you know, just for visits and so forth. And we were trying to figure out what the hell Deng Xiaoping was trying to do? And how were they trying to do it? And what models were they trying to use? And what approach? And what did they think about what the Hungarians had done? And what do they think about reforms here, there, and elsewhere? And, so we had a bunch of hunches, really. Hypotheses, if you like. And so what we did that year in the seminar, for us, was immensely valuable because one of us would get up and make an argument about what we thought the Chinese government was doing, and then our visitor from China would, in effect, say yes or no, and then revise the idea if, he thought we had it wrong. It was wonderful because, we had been looking at China from this huge distance, reading everything that we could read, but mainly guessing about what was the thinking of the leadership in implementing… designing and implementing these policies. And here was a guy who was part of the policy process who, he didn’t know everything, but he knew a hell of a lot about what was going on. And so it was a hypothesis-testing exercise. We would throw out the hypothesis, and he would say yea or nay… [1:16:26]
Sometimes in class, we would graph particular policies on the black board. And one day, Satish and I had been speculating on exactly on how to graph the post-’78 policy, and so on this graph, we put up the First Five-Year Plan. Then we put up the Great Leap Forward. And then we asked Professor Xu, “How should we graph the Deng Xiaoping market reform policy?” He went up to the board and drew it exactly as we had hypothesized, and, you know, it’s like any kind of intellectual work in that somehow when you get confirmation of an idea that you felt was important, it’s a very special [laughing] kind of experience. So that’s how we began to build… relations. 

Now, as I mentioned, we were terribly disappointed that we didn’t have any PRC people in this workshop [in Taiwan in October 2009]. In every workshop until now, we’ve always had PRC people. Very good people like Shi Yihong in ANU in ’06 and Jin Xide from CASS. Then at the workshop in Seoul last year, Li Bin, who’s a physicist at Qinghua. And also Chu Shulong, also at Qinghua. And I’ll see him next week in Hong Kong. 

But yeah, and then we published that work, and sometimes they publish ours. Yeah, it’s very important. [1:18:45]

Here’s a question about your reflections on China studies methodology. 15. I think you have answered number 14, right?

Yeah, in part.

Maybe you want to add something more.

Well, as I said, I’ve always been very skeptical about Modernization Theory. In Australia, the Department of International Relations is quite taken by the, what they call, the English School of International Relations and the work of Hedley Bull. I’m not. Again, I think that Hedley Bull, in many respects, although he’s not a part of the tradition of Modernization Theory, his work also ignores the terribly important and traumatic history of Western imperialism in the non-Western world. And the… so, I’m not very enthusiastic about that approach to Chinese studies. 

In some of our work, we were very much interested in what might be called Comparative Communist Studies. And, as I say, in that one volume we did on market reforms in socialist societies, we were serious about trying to compare what happened in Hungary and what was happening in China, and the ideas that were involved, and what the implications were for socialism and so forth. 

With regard with Chinese foreign policy, I think that Iain Johnston at Harvard has done a lot of very good work. In his first book, he came to the conclusion that China was adopting an essentially realist approach, and had been from the beginning.  I think it’s clear that China, like most major powers – and here, I think realism is a useful basis for analysis – has tried to bilaterize its relations with other countries.  Most major powers do this.  In that sense, there’s nothing distinctive about China in this regard because it gives them, as they see it, the ability to play countries all against each other. America does that sort of thing as well. And now, in his latest book, Johnston goes back to an article that, actually, he published in our journal in Australia, the China Journal, on comparing learning and adaptation. It’s a question about whether China is really changing. That is, has China become more socialized in the ethos – the Western ethos – of how states should relate to each other? Or is China just playing a game? And I find that discussion quite interesting and his work very important. 

Recently, I was asked to review David Kang’s book, called China Rising.  He, like you, is a constructivist, and what he does is to analyze Chinese policy, pretty much from the mid-90’s to the present, and he talks about how accommodating China has become. He describes how accepting, especially the countries of ASEAN, have been – and also South Korea – to this way of getting along with China, acknowledging economic interdependency, cooperating culturally, etc. --- bit by bit, working together more politically and seeking win-win, mutual benefit kinds of relations. In a typically constructivist approach, he talks about how the perceptions of policymakers in China and the other countries in East Asia, are constructing a different sense of each other. He documents this pattern in great detail, and I think that he’s done an excellent job. 

I criticize it, though, and I criticized constructivism from this point-of-view.  All of what Kang describes is true.  I don’t have any disagreement, and that is important.  Moreover, it’s the kind of East Asia that, in our projects, we work to achieve. But it’s a more fragile arrangement than he would suggest.  Although he doesn’t say it explicitly, what he’s suggesting is that the future will be like this. And, my sense is that it may or may not be. It is not for sure.  How to make the point?  I’ll try to make the point by a comparison with George W. Bush. 

When George W. Bush came to power, the United States was really at a pinnacle of its global power. The Soviet Union had collapsed. The Clinton administration had worked out the KEDO arrangement with North Korea.  Secretary of State Albright had gone to Pyongyang, the first time for a US Secretary of State, and she was looking into the possibility that Clinton himself might go to Pyongyang before the end of his term, which would happen in just a few months. Then George W. Bush came to power and started talking about the Axis of Evil.  Kim Dae-jung, the president of South Korea came to Washington – this was all before 9/11 – and I think it was April of ’01, and he expected that George W. Bush would support the Clinton policy of reconciliation and engagement with the DPRK.  Instead, George Bush just cut him off at the knees. He said, “Communists are terrible. We must have missile defense. We must stand up. There are enemies, and there are these rogue states.” And then came 9/11.  Bush launched the Bush Doctrine, identified the so-called Axis of Evil as the enemy, invaded Afghanistan and then Iraq, all in an effort to achieve what Hendrickson has called ‘absolute security’. Kissinger comments that an effort to achieve absolute security by one country means that, if indeed the country achieved it, it would lead to the absolute insecurity of everyone else and create security dilemmas, in a realist sense, with every other country. 

So all of this happened over night. And it was totally unexpected, unpredicted.  Of course, they blame it on 9/11.  And, in part, it was a serious reaction to 9/11. I don’t understate the importance of 911 and the attack on the United States. But this wasn’t the only way that America could have responded. 

I cite the case because something similar could happen in China. I mean, from a constructivist point-of-view, you can see how the perceptions of both the Chinese leaders and the leaders of the ASEAN countries have changed, largely from a zero-sum perception to a postive-sum understanding of their relationship.  These changes begin to shape both their sense of identity and even their assessment of national interests.  But a combination of a national crisis and a change of leadership might change the whole thing.  It could go poof!   I think the work of David Kang, and other constructivists working on contemporary Chinese foreign policy, are vulnerable to those kinds of events. And although I think constructivism has its place and can be very helpful in understanding – especially how new – policies evolve, one wants to be careful of not overstating their durability and their sustainability. 

In the case of Bush, comparing Clinton and Bush, all of a sudden, ‘bingo!’, you had this totally unexpected change. In the case of contemporary China, with a crisis and a change in leadership, you might have very fundamental change as well. [1:29:59] 

Professional society…
I used to be a member of all of these societies. American Political Science Association, ISA, Association for Asian Studies, and so forth. But I’m not anymore. I found a lot of the papers that were presented to be a waste of time and not very insightful. But, of course, in a national meeting, there might be hundreds of papers presented, and some of them are very, very good. But how do you get at the good ones compared to everything else? The association meetings, however, are excellent for staying in touch with people. Meeting colleagues, meeting new colleagues. Especially meeting younger people. And what we often did is to have our meetings, for our particular projects, at the same time as, say, the Association for Asian Studies in America, or ISA. Because all of our colleagues, who were teachers at different universities, could usually get their university to pay for them to go to that meeting, whereas they couldn’t get them to pay to go to a special meeting for our projects.  So we would meet at the same time, or parallel to that meeting. And it was an ideal way to do it without raising additional money to make that happen. [1:32:05]

Compare Berkeley with Denver? Oh, that’s pretty hard. [Laughter.] 

I think it’s a personal question from Professor Shih.
[Laughs.] I mean, there’s… oh, I’ll make a few comments about that. In terms of the faculty on China, the wealth of resources, the students from all over the world, Berkeley is one of the leading universities in the world. And as a student at Berkeley, you learn as much or more from your fellow students as you do from the faculty. But the faculty’s very busy. And many of them are always on the plane. Some of them are lousy teachers – really poor teachers. But, as I mentioned, I had a chance to work with, in my opinion, the best faculty people on China in the United States at the time. I was just lucky. Chalmers Johnson, Joseph Levenson, Franz Schurmann… these people are people of huge stature, people whose work is magnificent. 

But, when I graduated, I was happy to leave Berkeley. Many of my graduate student colleagues, however, never left Berkeley. It’s rather like Harvard. A lot of people, once having been graduate students there, they just can’t leave. It’s like leaving their mother. [1:34:12] And they would try to get jobs at neighboring institutions, or get post-docs and stay at Berkely, or do something. But I was ready to leave Berkeley. 

And, by contrast, it’s an interesting question that you pose because I really enjoyed going to Denver after Berkeley because Berkeley was a very alienated institution. The faculty had very little time for the students. When you wanted to see a professor, you’d line up outside their door at office hours. You’d be lucky to get their attention for a few minutes. And so, those of us who really worked on our own, I think, were the ones who survived Berkely best of all. 

My Berkeley experience also has something to do with how I try to supervise dissertations. Before I left Berkeley to go to Taiwan, my committee had asked me, in my oral exam, something about my dissertation project.  As I said earlier, I was planning to do something about political development in Taiwan. So, and I had a committee. A dissertation committee that was comprised of Levenson, Scalapino, and Johnson. They didn’t necessarily sign off on my project, or not sign off on it. I was going to, first, study Chinese in Taiwan, and then work on my dissertation in Hong Kong. So I did. But in the process, I totally changed the project. I didn’t correspond with them about it. I didn’t ask their permission. I just did. And then I wrote it. And people like Jack Service, at the Center, and some of my classmates like Joe Esherick, Rick Baum, Dick Solomon, and even Mike Oksenberg helped me with criticism of what I was doing. And I completed the dissertation, and I gave it to the committee. They had never seen it before. They’d never seen a chapter. They’d never seen a statement of intent. Nothing. And all three of them read it. Levenson didn’t much like it, but he approved it. Chalmers Johnson and Scalapino approved it. But they never changed a comma in the dissertation. And Chalmers Johnson liked it very much. And that was the first time that I really got Chalmers Johnson’s attention. He said, “Publish that dissertation. It’s a good piece of work.” He stayed after me, and he stayed after me. Later on, I went to Yale to study Japanese, and I went to Michigan on a post-doc. He was always ringing me on the phone and saying, “Turn off the television, god damnit, and get the book out!”  He was very supportive that way. [1:37:51] 

And then when I was ready, he said, “Submit it to University of California Press.” And I did. And they published it. So he was very, very supportive. But he never really supervised the dissertation, in the sense of how people usually supervise dissertations. 

Perhaps as a result of my own experience, as a dissertation supervisor, when I got to Denver, I often differed with my colleagues because I would not read chapter by chapter of the student’s thesis because I didn’t want to… I wasn’t writing the thesis. I didn’t want to have too much influence on the thesis. And I wanted them to do their own work, and I wanted them to do it autonomously. But, I would be happy to talk to them for weeks about what they are doing. I would be happy to have them make an argument to me, and then to respond to it. Agreeing, disagreeing, what have you. But I wanted them to write the thesis, and I wanted them to write it in their own way. And to this day, at the ANU, we have this debate because almost all the colleagues that I have up at the ANU and earlier at Denver were essentially people who would read theses chapter by chapter, and then revise the chapter and blah blah blah. But having done it on my own in my own experience, I guess I always felt that that was the better way to do it.

Professor, I want to... How do you think of the Tibet question? In Culture Revolution, the CCP destroy many... Yeah, I want to know how you think of it. My question is, like, in your opinion, is it a moral question or it’s a practical question or it’s a, like – 

Well, it’s all of those things.  I think it’s a terrible problem for the Tibetan people. It’s your research topic, but just a few comments about it. For openers, at Denver, every once in awhile, just as at the ANU now, we would receive a delegation from Tibet. Sometimes official people from Tibet. Other times, people from Dharmsala.

I remember very well one delegation that came.  I was chatting with them afterwards, and this man said, this Tibetan man said, to me, “You know, we’re like the Native American Indians.” He said, “We’re being overwhelmed with Han population. Our culture is being attacked. And if the Chinese government keeps doing what it’s now doing – you know, building a railroad, and having more and more people coming in, and more and more Han migration, modernization, as they see it – soon, we’ll be without culture, without power, and our way of life and our civilization will be gone.” I think the analogy is well drawn. It’s very odd because when the Chinese government says that they’ve liberated Tibet because it was a feudal system – and in many respects, very repressive for many people lowest on the ladder economically – they have a point. But at the same time, and I’ve never studied Tibet myself, but I have the sense that for most Tibetans, they value their way of life – maybe not the complete way of life they had before 1949 but –  the religion, and the values, and the tradition of Tibet. And they don’t want that destroyed. And then the Dalai Lama – I’m a supporter of the Dalai Lama – and I think that he has been sincere in trying to work out with the Chinese government enough autonomy so that they could defend themselves culturally, maybe not completely defend themselves politically, but to defend themselves culturally so that their civilization would not disappear. 

I think that the Chinese government has been stupid in not acknowledging that, and in not trying to work with the Dalai Lama. To always call him a “splitist” and this and that. Because, you know better than I do, the Dalai Lama’s very controversial among Tibetan activists. Many are adamantly in favor of independence and figure that he’s selling out their interests. Indeed, they want to break Tibet away from China. And what they’re hoping for is something like the collapse of the Soviet Union, when pieces of China might be broken off.  This presumably is the central government’s huge nightmare --- for them a terrible thing to have happen. 

But I do think that there was an accommodation that could have been made, and maybe still could be made, that essentially focuses on keeping a Tibetan way of life, to be defined by the Tibetan people, with enough political autonomy to sustain it.  I think if the Tibetans had as much political autonomy as Hong Kong has, it could work. But if the government insists on homogenization, and particularly if they continue to force Han migration, I think the Tibetan people will keep resisting.  They will resist [1:46:05]until they finally give up, or it explodes.  I don’t know what will happen, but I think that it’s terribly unfortunate that the Chinese government has not been willing to work with the Dalai Lama. 

Now they’re assuming… the Dalai Lama’s about my age, he’ll die some time soon. They think that, in the future, they’ll find somebody easier to work with. Maybe not. Maybe they’ll find a bunch of young radicals who want independence and are prepared to fight for it.  Obviously, as you suggest, it is a moral question, as well as a political question, a cultural question. All those things. [1:47:00]

Professor, I see in your paper, you put individual… over state... Is that… does that mean that you support humanitarian intervention? 

That’s a very good question. That’s one thing that in my seminar and in my work, really, as a teacher more than a researcher, we’ve been dealing with. Let me just be clear about the distinction that you made, because it’s not quite mine. [1:47:42] 
I like very much the position taken by Kofi Annan when he was Secretary General of the United Nations when he was talking not about freedom but about sovereignty. 

Yeah, I maybe mispronounced the term. I should have said individual sovereignty and state sovereignty.

What he was saying was that state sovereignty is very important, and particularly for the countries of the non-Western world that have been colonized and imperialized.  Soveriengty is obviously very, very important – and should be important. But he’s also saying that state sovereignty should not provide an opportunity for whatever leadership that emerges in a country to brutalize their own people. And so he suggests not a higher – at least my reading of his work – not a higher value on human than state sovereignty, but kind of a joint notion of sovereignty.  State sovereignty, yes, but also human or individual sovereignty. And that takes us precisely into your question about humanitarian intervention. 

Gareth Evans and all of the business about the so-called “R2P”, Right to Protect.  That is such a very difficult issue. One thing in the seminar that I teach, the book that I have the students read in the second week of the course, is Michael Walzer and the collection of his essays in a book called Arguing about War.  Michael Walzer, you may know, is a professor at the Institute for Advanced Study at Princeton and is a leading political theorist on the issue of Just War. And so he is talking about what he calls Just War. He begins by saying, “Look, I’m not a pacifist. I’m not against all war. I realize that under some circumstances, war, however horrible, is appropriate, and so what I’m trying to do is to identify the key criteria that reluctantly would permit a government or a group of governments to initiate war.” And, particularly, as you mentioned, in the case of humanitarian intervention. And so he, in this series of essays, works very hard to identify those criteria. As you know, there’s a number of important factors, like how terrible is the practice that’s going on, a genocide for example? Who is to intervene? Which country or group of countries? Who is to decide? Is initiating military conflict for humanitarian purposes ever appropriate without UN endorsement? He says, in some cases, it is. 

And then so-called proportionality. The, the degree of damage done by a military conflict relative to the problem that’s trying to be solved. For example, if… what would be a good example? Let’s say that the government of a country was oppressing a minority and, in the process of repression, was killing maybe 10,000 people a year. And, with UN endorsement, a country or several countries intervened to stop the killing by the government of this minority. But their intervention cost the lives of 50,000 people instead of 10,000 people. What he would say is “That’s wrong.” It doesn’t make sense. You’re trying to save 10,000 and you’ve killed four, five times more. So proportionality is also an important criterion.
I agree with Walzer about those criteria and others. But humanitarian intervention is such a tricky problem because powerful countries, most recently the US under George W. Bush, have the capacity to intervene and often claim to intervene for humanitarian or reasons of self-defense when, in fact, there are other reasons. The United States attacked Afghanistan after 9/11 because the Taliban government there would not give up the Al-Qaeda people, Osama bin Laden and others, that they were giving sanctuary to. In my view, fair enough. They weren’t successful at destroying Al-Qaeda and killing Osama bin Laden, but they overthrew – the intervention overthrew – the Taliban government, which in many respects, was a repressive government. And then the US forgot about Afghanistan.  But the invasion of Iraq was a different matter.

So, if we go back to Michael Walzer, in thinking about so-called Just War… and by the way, I think Walzer is very, very good on this.  I’ve been delighted that my students, as we’ve talked about different cases of war, have gone back to Walzer and used his argument. Walzer distinguishes and uses the latin terms for three aspects of war. One, the decision to intervene in the first place. Two, the rules of war, that is, how the war is conducted.  For example, in today’s world, when the Israelis attacked Gaza, their attacking civilian targets and their using white phosphorus can be very much criticized in terms of this second set of criteria about rules of war. But then there’s a third category, and that is the obligations of an occupying power. And this becomes… became very relevant in the case of Afghanistan and, obviously, also in Iraq for the US.[1:56:19]
Now, if you look at the Western role in Afghanistan today, we have Obama on the verge of ordering tens of thousands of additional troops. You have a conflict with the Taliban, sufficiently serious so that the Karzai government and the Western intervention really cannot maintain security outside of Kabul and or even within Kabul. Those suicide bombers can make major attacks almost anywhere.  And, what is the logic now of the so-called “new strategy” for Afghanistan? Well, the United States and the Western powers, in their intervention, are saying to the Afghan people, “We’re here to protect you.” So the Afghan man or woman on the street sees these foreign soldiers – with all of their equipment and tremendous firepower plus airpower that can destroy a village in [he snaps his fingers] a second – marching down the street, going everywhere. And if they could speak the same language – and, of course, they don’t, they don’t understand the languages. As far as we can tell, the Americans haven’t read the history of Afghanistan and how it has resisted foreign intervention – especially Western intervention – for eons. If they had a chance to ask these soldiers what they were doing, and why their government was spending billions of dollars – there was just a new request in the last couple days for, I think, another 1.6 billion dollars worth of a commitment of military… to the military role in Afghanistan – the US government would say, “Well, we’re here to protect the Afghan people.” 

It’s not credible. I mean [he laughs], the Afghan person: “You’re here to protect me, but if you think there’s the Taliban over in that village, you destroy the village. And you kill a bunch of women and children. Or you’re out in a firefight somewhere, and to protect your own troops –  and, of course, you want to protect your own troops; you don’t want them killed – and they are ambushed or something, they’ll call in an airstrike again and hit a number of positions. Again in the process, they kill civilians as well as Taliban insurgents. That doesn’t look much like protecting us to Afghans.” 

And so, as Walzer asks, what is the role of the occupying power? What should they be doing? What should they not be doing?  When should they get out? And then, the question, of course, that is being asked time and time and time again in Washington DC and with the US Congress is what does victory look like? How do you know if you’d won? And how do you think you’re going to get there? Personally, although I do think that the original attack in Afghanistan was probably just in the sense of Walzer’s understanding of  Just War because of the attack of 9/11, the US continued role in Afghanistan does not meet the standard of Walzer’s third set of criteria about the rules for an occupying power. 

But it’s not easy – humanitarian intervention. So often, I think it’s been used as a cover for intervention for other reasons not having to do with humanitarian concerns. And the business about who decides whether or not to intervene, and on what authority – UN or not or what?  These are terribly difficult decisions. 

It’s interesting, again, and I urge to look at Walzer’s essays. He gets down to the point of identifying which interventions in recent history he would see to be just, and which are not. He cites a very interesting example of what he considers to be a just intervention, and that is the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia in 1978.  Of course, he argues that it’s just because it destroyed the Pol Pot government, and the Pol Pot government had committed the worst genocide in recent East Asian history, in which one quarter of the population perished… dying of starvation or being executed.  It was an atrocity beyond imagination. That, by the way, has to do with China in the sense that Pol Pot always saw himself as a Maoist, and the Chinese supported him.  He thought that he was doing something like Mao Zedong, and what he did was to create an absolute horror.  Pol Pot was truly mad.  How can you implement such a policy?  He came to power in ’75; by ’78, he’d killed one quarter of the population of his country.

In any event, for Walzer, when the Vietnamese decided to intervene, or invade the country and put a new government in power, according to Walzer, that was a Just War.  Many people say, “Oh, the Vietnamese always wanted to control Cambodia. For them, they wanted to expand their power. And humanitarian, well, hmmm, maybe.” So there’s a debate about that. 

So I think it’s very difficult. But I do support Gareth Evans, the former Australian Foreign Minister, and his work on so-called R2P, Right to Protect.   I think it’s a very important movement, but… well, one other thing. So often, in terms of so-called humanitarian intervention, what’s actually going on?  It’s Western powers intervening in non-Western countries. Given the history of colonialism and imperialism, that’s always very suspect, very suspect, in terms of motivation.  If it were a matter of a combination of non-Western states and Western states intervening, that would make me much happier because I would have fewer doubts about the actual motivation. But when the pattern that seems to be so common is Western powers intervening in a non-Western country, I worry. [2:05:25]

So, are you just talking about Vietnam War? 

You mean in ’78 when Vietnam invaded Cambodia?

Yeah. It’s after Vietnam.

Yeah. The Vietnamese communists came to power in ’75 in Vietnam. The US wasn’t involved anymore.

So how do you feel about … and social movements? Like anti-war and...

Sorry. Like what?

Anti-war. .. peace… peace social movement.

I’m not clear. Which movement? When? In which country?

In, in the USA. About ‘70s. They have a group like… peace. They like rock n’ roll and… the very sensitive one is the Beatles.

The what?

The Beatles.

Oh, the Beatles. What about the Beatles?

…in Washington DC. And they just anti-war. 

[Another speaker.] Anti-Vietnam War.

Well, we talked about that. I supported the anti-Vietnam War. And I was part of that. And I participated and worked for that. 

And what’s your feels about the cause of June 4th massacre in China?

Well, obviously it’s very complicated. It goes back to the so-called Democracy Movement – Wei Jingsheng and people like that. And then, of course, it has to do with splits in the leadership. Hu Yaobang, when he was Secretary General of the Party, wanted to take China in a much more political- reform direction. And then, of course, Hu Yaobang died, and Zhao Ziyang was sacked by the Party.  I’ve been reading the memoir that Zhao Ziyang wrote while he was under house arrest all those years after June 4th  … until he died. 

I remember… what was the year? Maybe about ’85 or ’86, when there was a television series in China called “He Shang”.  [It was a six-part documentary shown on China Central Television in 1988.]

Oh, yes.

Do you remember that?

Yes.

The English translation is kind of tricky. It’s called “River Elegy.” It was based on this image of contrasting a traditional, backward China with a blue- Pacific image of openness and modernization, hope and change. It was presented in a series of hour-long installments.  It was very influential in China … and even in America.  We got copies of the television video and the Chinese text and translations to English of the Chinese text. We used them for instruction, at GSIS in Denver, on China, especially in the summer school classes that were taught part in Chinese and part in English.

It was a very radical innovation … using the popular media.  Zhao Ziyang was suggesting a very different picture of what China’s future might be.  He mobilized some the best and brightest people in China, people who were thinking about a very different kind of Chinese future. [2:10:56]

The so-called Democracy Movement – when people were putting up da zibao and people like Wei Jingsheng were very influential --- gave a lot of people, among the educated especially, hope for a new and different kind of China. That hope continued until June 4th.  Earlier, after Hu Yaobang was sacked, and then when he died, the official reaction to his death mobilized people.  They seemed to be saying, “We want the kind of future that Hu Yaobang represented. We want that direction. We want that hope and future for China.” And the students in the spring of 1989 took it up. 

A lot of it was based on hope. For example, you probably saw some of the Western interviews with students after they began to occupy the Square, Tiananmen Square. A typical question that a Western correspondent would ask is “Do you believe in democracy?” 

“Oh yes, we believe in democracy.”

Then, “Do you believe in one person, one vote?”

“Oh, not for peasants. Not stupid peasants who’ve never been educated. They shouldn’t have a vote.” You know, they hadn’t really thought it through.  They didn’t have a program.  They knew what they didn’t want, but they weren’t clear about what they did want. And there was a lot of hope and momentum and a lot of concern that the current government was shutting this off – was standing in the way of what might be a bright future for China. 

And then, of course, the mobilization got out of hand because… what was it? There was an APEC meeting or something and a visit by, by the Soviet leader. And the government didn’t have its usual opportunities to crack down when it might have. So from that point-of-view, it got out of hand. And then they made the tragic decision to send in the People’s Liberation Army. And do it by force. [2:14:00]

And how does this event, June 4th event, influence China study both nationally and individually? That’s a silly question. How does this event influence China Studies both nationally and individually?

I think it had a huge impact.  I can’t think of any reputable China scholar who reports  that the attack on the students was right.  The Chinese government tried to get people not to think about it.  At least in Australia, they began this debate about the government saying that nobody got killed in the Square. Well, apparently, not many people were killed in 天安门广场. And most of the people were killed in the streets outside the square. But by framing the issue that way, some people began to argue, “Well, it’s a myth that so many people were killed because nobody got killed in the Square.” But obviously, it was not where they were killed, but how many were killed and who killed them and why? 

But again, the government has done its best to confuse the issue by not really having an investigation… well, I’m sure they had many investigations, but not publishing an official account of how many people were killed and where they were killed and how they were killed and so forth. I did a little bit of work on it, and I did find public security figures on the death count. Other people did investigations of hospital records and so forth. But then the journalists often blew it way out of proportion talking about thousands of people being killed. And there weren’t thousands of people getting killed, there were hundreds of people who were killed.  So, if some journalist, who is lazy and doesn’t do his work, says, “Well, I heard from Chinese sources that thousands of people were killed”, and then the government can come back and say, “By no means thousands of people were killed. Where’s the evidence that thousands of people were killed?”  So just like the debate about ‘were the students killed inside or outside of the Square?’ – or whether it was thousands or hundreds – it’s just trying to make the issue more and more muddy, when the obvious concern is the people that were killed, who killed them, how it happened, why it happened, and so forth.

I did some work on sanctions after June 4th, and what sanctions were imposed and by whom.  That took me into a new field… It took me into human rights and the international legal aspects of human rights, and it also took me into sanctions theory – which is still, obviously, very important today.  For example, are they effective? What kinds of sanctions seem to be more effective than others? Why? All that sort of thing, which is very interesting.  And then, why did Japan… why was Japan reluctant to impose sanctions? Why was Japan one of the first to lift sanctions? 

If you look at my edited book  Debating Human Rights, I begin – in the preface or the forward, if I remember correctly – talking about my investigation… I used to have quite a good relationship with Keio University in Japan. I first went there as a Fulbright lecturer in 1978. And then I’ve been back several times. And they’re always very generous and very hospitable. And so, when I had a second Fulbright to work on this issue of response to June 4th, they hosted me again. I gave seminars at Keio on what I was working on. And particularly my host, Professor Yamada Tatsuo, who’s a historian of China, was very good at putting very hard questions to me about the whole thing, which I tried very much to benefit from. So the book begins with that set of questions. [2:20:05] 

Where are we?

Another question is another big event: Cultural Revolution. What’s your experience in Cultural Revolution, and how does Cultural Revolution influence China Studies nationally and you, personally?

Yeah. Well, the Cultural Revolution began in ’66.  First, my own work: I was working on my PhD dissertation that became my book, Revolution and Chinese Foreign Policy, and I was trying to investigate Chinese foreign policy towards, in effect, every country – independent country – in Asia, Africa, and Latin America, the non-Western world.  To compare China’s policies with each of these countries, I had to decide on a particular time, so I used the year 1965. And that was the year that Lin Biao was writing Long Live the Victory of People’s Wars, so forth and so on, and the high point of the Chinese support for the Vietnamese Revolution. 

And so, for me, first and foremost, after I submitted my dissertation – and, as I mentioned, Chalmers Johnson was after me to revise it for publication – I had to deal with how, after 1965, had things changed with the advent of the Cultural Revolution? And, as you know, one of the impacts of the Cultural Revolution on Chinese foreign policy was that China ended up breaking its… not breaking its diplomatic relations, but withdrawing its ambassadors from every country but one at one point. I think the ambassador to Egypt was the only one still in place. And because the Cultural Revolution was impacting on everyone in China, even Foreign Ministry people, who had been posted abroad to a particular country… they were having cultural revolutions in their embassies, and creating all kinds of chaos. 


So in revising the book, I had to deal with… I stuck with my base point of ’65, but then I tried to add ’66 and ’67, which were the high points of the Cultural Revolution, to do the analysis.  Again, this was a period in which we couldn’t go to China; we just observed it from abroad.  Many people were very much impressed by the ideas of the Cultural Revolution. They thought the ideas – of opposing conservative leaders in power, social mobilizations, what-we-thought-of-as participant democracy and so forth – were great ideas. And you had prominent academics like Joan Robinson at Cambridge University writing a book about the Cultural Revolution in a very positive way. And even Robert Lifton, the US psychiatrist, talking in his book about what he called “revolutionary immortality,” trying to understand the logic, the psychological logic, of the Cultural Revolution.

It was a very interesting time because we were taking what we thought were some of the main Maoist ideas of the Cultural Revolution, and imposing them on our society. We were trying to apply them to the problems that we saw in our own society, and we debated about how some of those ideas might be very good ones for changing our society. But it led to an even deeper misunderstanding of what was happening in China… and especially the horrors of what happened in China during the Cultural Revolution.  Attacks on authority became attacks on everything… and the humiliation of people.  Then... again, there’s the debate about how many people were killed during the Cultural Revolution, but many people were brutalized and tortured and incarcerated and humiliated and, and obviously, it was a terrible thing for China. No question about it. But, at least in the early years, from the outside, many people of a more leftist – if you want, radical – persuasion could see, or thought they could see, ideas that they thought were useful for their societies. But as I say, I think it often led to more of a misunderstanding than a vehicle for better understanding of what was happening in China. 

And at that time, we were still looking over the fence. We’re not in China. We can’t go there to investigate. But as we began to hear from people that were there… and who is the writer?  Is it Chen Ruoxi, who wrote that collection – 

Book.

Yeah, short stories [The Execution of Mayor Yin]

Yeah… magistrate.

Yeah. Yeah, exactly. She was in China – I think in 南京. Anyway, she wrote a series of short stories – not a factual account but a series of short stories. Was she from Taiwan?  [Yes.  She was a graduate of National Taiwan U.]

No. 

[Another speaker.] Chen Ruoxi. Oh, I don’t know.

Anyway, but she’s a very effective writer. And I think, for me anyway, one of the first real helps in understanding of what was actually happening in China, were these stories… and this was fiction.  But this series of short stories that Chen Ruoxi wrote and they were, I’m sure, first they were published in Chinese and then translated to English. The stories didn’t talk so much about loss of life, but they talked about the absurdities of what the Cultural Revolution amounted to:  the humiliation, the degradation of the populace. This sort of thing. In a series of slice-of-life essays, but essays that were really short stories. But based on, you know, things that had actually happened. 

And so, bit by bit, we began to understand the horrors of the Cultural Revolution. But as I say, in the first few years, I think, for people on the political left, some of them were very much influenced by the Cultural Revolution.  But they misunderstood what was happening in China. Including me. [2:29:05]
Professor, do you think, now, China needs democracy or not? I mean, I mean because I read some books and some scholars said that Chinese, some Chinese, put more emphasis on order instead of, you know, democracy or other so-called Western... So, what’s your opinion? 

[Other speaker.] I suggest, it could be the last question today because I think time is – 

[First speaker.] Sorry.

No, that’s alright. Well, for openers, I think America needs democracy. 

…
I’m sorry?

America… democratic.

[Other speaker] What is wrong with – 

It really gets down to: What is democracy? I’m not joking when I say that America needs democracy. In America, our democratic institutions have been terribly distorted by economic interests that have tremendous power.  I mean, look at the debate about health care in America today. As I mentioned, America is the only industrialized country in the world without a national health care program:  only one in the whole world! UK, France, Australia, Germany, you name it. All of the industrialized countries have a – at least a pretty good – national health program. Not the United States. And so you have all of these millions of Americans without health care. And even the ones who have a health insurance program, if they lose their job, many of them lose the health insurance. It’s mad. 

Why is that the case? Because big interests – the health insurance lobby, many of the physicians lobby – are opposed to it. And they are now fighting President Obama, tooth and nail, to prevent America from having an appropriate health insurance policy like all the other industrialized countries in the world. That’s a failure of democracy, in my opinion. That’s a serious failure of democracy. 

And when I say I think that America needs democracy, that’s only one example of what I mean. And it gets down to… you know, you’re, you’re the specialist on this topic, not me. But it, it very much, in my opinion, depends on what you mean by democracy. And, in trying to think about it theoretically, I would raise questions like: Can you have a real democracy in a capitalist society? Because, in a capitalist society, you have an elite that has much, much more power… I mean, for example, a hedge fund manager on Wall Street, who makes – let’s say he’s a small hedge fund manager – he only makes ten million dollars a year; that man, with his ten million dollars a year, has how much more influence than a worker with a job – a taxi driver, for example, or someone working even for a big company like Microsoft, or a professor, or a student? 

And just as the journalist asking the question in Tiananmen Square about: Did the students on June 4th think that ‘one man, one vote’ is a good idea? Do hedge fund managers think that ‘one man, one vote’ is a good idea? Or do the, better yet, the question of the taxi driver: Does he think that he’s having the same influence – ‘one man, one vote’ – as the hedge fund manager? He can buy television time, he can try to manipulate – and does manipulate – the impressions of the different political parties. And the business about financial contributions to the different political parties; it’s a huge issue in America. And because the wealthy have a capacity to influence policy in the way that they do – and the big companies do – you have a very serious distortion of, of a notion of – a theoretical notion – that every citizen should have an equal capacity to influence decisions about what happens to everyone.

Okay. In China, it’s much worse. In China, you have a self-appointed communist party that claims a monopoly of political power, and insists on maintaining that monopoly of political power. And although China has changed tremendously ever since the late 1970s and the death of Mao Zedong in ’76, in terms of freedom of expression; freedom of a choice of a job; travel; owning your own home; many, many things… it hasn’t changed in regard to organized political opposition to the Communist Party. And the Communist Party still insists that anybody that tries to build a political party or a political organization to oppose the Chinese Communist Party, that that’s sufficient reason to arrest them, throw them in jail, perhaps torture them, what have you. And there is the treatment of, for example, Falun Gong. That’s a good example. 

Yes. I mean, should China have democracy? Indeed they should have democracy.  Go back a bit to June 4th and what happened after June 4th. Many people were interested in the issue of human rights in China, and democracy, before June 4th. But after June 4th, it became an issue that continues down to today in government relations with China. And there are active groups in Australia, the US, in most Western countries, that always keep pressing the government to insist on observation of civil and political rights in China.   
And so, for example, when Hillary Clinton made her first trip to China, in America, groups like Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, and other NGOs that focus on human rights, were saying, “She’s got to raise the issue about human rights in China. About the lack of civil and political rights, which are, of course, the foundation for democracy.” 

But the Chinese have been very clever – the Chinese Communist Party. They have, in effect, especially with the market reforms and so forth, and the whole business about foreign investment, trade, and everything else.  Foreign governments have found themselvers in a dilemma, that made them, in effect, choose between emphasizing human rights and getting beneficial trade and investment benefits in China. And as the Chinese economy has began to take off and, you know, what, 30 years of growing at better than 9% a year – I mean, it’s just an unbelievable economic performance – everybody wants a piece of the action, and especially the wealthy economic interests in the West. And so, a big company in America, who wants to invest successfully in China, will be saying to the American government, “For Christ’s sake, don’t talk about human rights! Because the Chinese government will penalize us. They will not give us the kind of opportunity to make money in China that we want.” And so the Chinese government has been very smart about playing that game. 

And one of the ways [he laughs] they very cynically began to do this was to say to governments is “Well, what you’re saying about human rights is very legitimate and, of course, we’re concerned about human rights, and so we should have a dialogue about human rights. But you know that making a big public noise about this is never effective, never effective in getting a government to change its policy. We never respond to, to public influence like that.” So we should do it quietly. “And we’ll have a deliberation among serious officials about the human rights situation.” It’s very smart because it takes it out the public domain, they’re not embarrassed, they’re not humiliated about what they’re doing in human rights. And the Australian government has bought into this. The American government has bought into it. And so, when people in Australia or America say, “What are you doing, government, about human rights in China?”, they say, “Oh, well, we have this dialogue.” 

So what’s the influence of the dialogue? Nothing. Zero. Because the Chinese have taken it out of the public domain. And when human rights groups say, “Don’t believe for a minute that public humiliation, with regard to human rights diplomacy, is not effective”, it’s the most effective influence. I mean, no government likes to be humiliated. When I started studying sanctions, I made this distinction between “symbolic sanctions” and “material sanctions.” And with regard to human rights, in my opinion, symbolic sanctions are often much more important than material sanctions because every government operates in the world. And when… another example of this would be George Bush and the torture issue.  And when you can point to such a serious violation of a country’s own principles as torture in the US, for example, that’s a huge humiliation. It’s a loss of moral authority. It’s a loss of political influence …  also in the case of China. 

China says, “We have a special kind of democracy. It’s not like Western democracy. It’s socialist democracy.” And the implication is that it’s just as good or even better. Oh really? But you killed all these students. And you used the so-called People’s Liberation Army. Killed its own best-and brightest in the capital city of China! How terrible can it get? And they say, “Well, we have a dialogue instead of public discussion.” 

So they’re very smart about that. And the big companies in Australia and America and the other industrialized societies will say, “Well, we want to continue trade and investment and have really good relations with China, and China is the most rapidly growing country in the world and we want to make a lot of money.” And so, they say to the government, “Whatever you do, don’t create problems. I mean, you should try to help us, right? Isn’t that the role of the government – to help the economic interests of the country? And by talking in public about human rights – it’s not help. It’s hindrance to a successful relationship with China.” 

So I think a little democracy every place in the world’d be a good idea.

Okay. I think the time for today is enough.

Okay.  Well you’re probably getting very bored with all of this by this time.

No. We’re afraid that professor will be tired.

[Other speaker.] Actually, we have a very… already.

Did you? Good.

Because our, our, our target today was 18 – number 18 or 19. But we are on number 12.

Right. 

12 or 13.

Number 12?

Number 22. 22 or 3.  [2:45:01]

[[END OF SECOND MP3]]

[[BEGINNING OF THIRD MP3]]

Well, thank you very much. 

Today, Professor [[inaudible Chinese name]] – do you, have you ever heard him? 

Pardon?

[[Inaudible Chinese name]] 

谢谢您！

In Mainaland China Studies Center at NTU, National Taiwan University.

Professor…

Xue [第三声] [[inaudible Chinese]].

Oh, Phil Xu. 

Oh, okay. Maybe he has information that I didn’t know that – 

He’s the director of the China Institute. 

Yes. Yes. [1:12] 
[Other speaker] National Taiwan University.

He’s my former PhD student.

Oh really? He will come here today, but we don’t know when.

Oh, okay.

He have a conference today, so when it finishes, he will come.

Did you keep this one? I have another one.

Yeah. Somewhere.

Professor, do you remember we cover this? Intellectual growth after graduate studies. Number 7.

[Makes a sound of affirmation.]

Because this one is important. Intellectual growth.

Number 7.

Yeah.

Do you want to just start or wait for…? [3:49]

I think you’re right about bottled water.

[Laughing.] [Inaudible.]

You’re right, I’m wrong. [Laughing.]

You drink something… yesterday?

Yes, with my friend. Shao Xingju. [4:26]

Is there any local wine in Australia?

[Laughs.] Australia is very famous for wine, all around the world. 
Oh really?

Yeah. It has some of the best red wines in the world. But also almost every kind of wine. Many people came from Europe a long time ago and set up wineries. The Australian climate is excellent for wine production. 

I never heard that. So why you like xiaoxing jiu. Do you have any Chinese friends to share that?

Of course.

But when you were young – 

Well, we have many Chinese friends when we were younger, when I’m older – now that I’m old.  But people from the Mainland are not so familiar xiaoxing jiu. But…

Do you know the Chinese festival, mid-autumn? 中秋? Mid-autumn. The moon becomes a circle.

Oh yeah.

中秋。Mid-autumn –

Yep. Autumn festival.

It’s quite… when it comes, a [[??]] will eat crabs and drink Xiao Xin wine.

[Laughs.]

It’s our habit.

Oh, very nice. A good festival.

And make some... And discuss their reading on their… mid-autumn. 

[Other speaker.] Okay. I think we can began.

…
不是。

[Other speaker.] I didn’t even look at this.

[Laughs.] Intellectual growth. I think everyone hoped that they are growing intellectually all the time. And I think one of the ways to achieve more intellectual growth is by taking on new kinds of –

New what?

New challenges.

Oh.

Intellectual challenges.

How do you do that?

Well, in my case, as we’ve talked about before, I began working on Chionese foreign policy and very much interested in Chinese support for revolution. Then, from that, I got more interested in the whole question of China’s broader relations with the third world. But then, after the beginning of the Deng Xiaoping reforms, and particularly in my work together Satish Raichur, we became especially interested in how the Chinese leadership would be thinking about, about changing China. And hence, as I’ve mentioned before, we did this study comparing the market reforms in China and the market reforms in Hungary. And so I’ve, I’ve tried to learn much more about political economy, and particularly the comparison of Marxian political economy and, and neoliberal economic notions, and to try to understand what the Chinese leadership was doing, which was neither one, but some sort of combination of the two.

Please, for me, just hot water.

Hot water. Yeah.

And so to political economy with Satish, and then, after June 4th, as, again, we’ve already talked about, I began to study more about human rights and the international legal aspects of human rights. And then the whole issue of sanctions, the effectiveness of sanctions, different kinds of sanctions. 

Subsequent to that… [speaking to someone giving him water] thanks very much… I began working with colleagues on the question of historical reconciliation because – also as I’ve mentioned – we, we began that we were calling, “Redressing History”. The idea was to look at cases all over the world, in which present day governments attempt to come to terms with horrific events of their past, like Pol Pot in Cambodia, and here in the case of 2-2-8, and in South Africa,  and the Pinochet period in Chile, and so on. 

And out of that came the current project that I’m working on with several colleagues – the one that led to the workshop which we held here at TaiDa several days ago. The idea here is to try to identify the best ideas for achieving fundamental reconciliation between the countries that have had a long history of conflict and confrontation. So we began with reconciliation between China and Japan in the workshop we held in ANU in ’06. And then, this third workshop we just held here in TaiDa was one in which we wanted to compare four different cases of reconciliation. The first, the domestic issue here between Mainlanders and Taiwanese, and particularly the issue 2-2-8. The second, the reconciliation between China and Japan. And third, the obvious one of reconciliation between China and the Mainland. And then the final one between North and South Korea.

And after I leave here tomorrow, for example, I’ll be going to a meeting of the World Council of Churches, which is focused on that final one of the issue of relations between North and South Korea. That project is linked, in turn, with an effort to identify opportunities for designing a new multilateral security institution in Northeast Asia. And the assumption is: without basic reconciliation between and among the countries participating, it will be virtually impossible to build successful security cooperation. 

And in that project, we’re working towards using the foundation of the Six Party Talks as a basis for building a multilateral security institution, composed of the six parties to those negotiations. That is, the four most powerful states in the world – the US, China, Russia, and Japan – and North and South Korea. So it’s a very big challenge, but that’s what we’re working on. And the paper I published last year, called something like “Designing a Mechanism for Security Cooperation in Northeast Asia” is one of my first efforts in trying to move in that direction. So if you’re interested, then you might want to look at that paper. 

So that’s something about intellectual growth.

Now these two questions. I believe we don’t cover the source and quality of students in China all the time. Number 12 and 13. The distribution of dissertation subjects…
We’re always looking for bright young people… I mean, my situation is: I’m not someone who’s mainly or exclusively interested in China. I’m interested in East Asia, I’m interested in the region. And so the students who come to work with me are working on China, but they’re also working on, for example, this issue of reconciliation, or ideas about cooperative security, or what have you. 

And… but I couldn’t really generalize about the quality of students. It seems to me most years we have very good students. I think both in Denver and in ANU we’ve been very fortunate to have very good, serious-minded students. Some of them come from China. Some of them come from other countries. Increasingly, we find European students interested in the subject. For example, in my current seminar at the ANU, two of the very best papers that were written – and almost of publishable quality – one was written by a woman from France and the other was written by a woman from Italy. But, at the same time, I’m working with two PhD students from China. And they’re both very bright and very serious-minded. So, for me, it’s hard to generalize.

And on the question Number 13. Maybe this is a controversial question. Many professors, especially from large institutions with lots of resources, encourage PhD students to take a piece of a big project that they’re working on and make a dissertation out of it. I am very opposed to that kind of practice, because that helps the professor, but it does not help the PhD students become autonomous as an investigator, as an analyst, as a scholar. And clearly, in training for PhD, one of the clear objectives, at least in my view, is to help someone acquire the skills to become autonomous. ..  as in a self-confident and able-to-investigate without the great professor looking over his or her shoulder all the time. So I don’t, I don’t distribute dissertation topics to students I work with, but I wait for them to say, “Well, I’m interested in this particular topic or that topic.” And if I think it’s viable, then I do my best to work with them. [18:59]

Do you think we cover enough number 14?

I think so, especially what I just mentioned.

Yeah. And 15 is your reflections on China studies methodology. Did you do that? Reflection on the study.

Well, again, as I’ve said before, I don’t indentify myself with a particular approach to Chinese studies. Realist, constructivist, neoliberal, what have you. And I’ve always felt that it’s the nature of the problem that should help to identify the conceptual approach and the methodology. 

Some scholars, and particularly in Australia, are quite – how to put it? unhappy, opposed to quantitative analysis. But I’ve done some quantitative analysis. I think that if the evidence you’re working with is amenable to meticulous statistical analysis, then quantitative analysis can be very useful. Other topics, such as the one I was mentioning yesterday on moral authority, is very difficult to deal with in a quantitative way, except, perhaps, with opinion poll data.

Which means you can not use quantitative… power, authority – 

Just like the investigation of any subject, you should always be pressing yourself to, to think about the best ways to do it. And to try to invent new ways that have never been used before. Again, I think many students, perhaps especially here in Asia, are trying to think that, well, their teachers have come up with the best ways of doing things, and that doing things in a different ways than their teachers is not expected of them. But of course it is expected of them. We should all be inventing new and better ways to think about projects we are working on, and how we attempt to analyze them.

In the analysis of Chinese foreign policy, as I’ve said, most of the analysis, until fairly recently, was in terms of a realist paradigm or a realist approach.  However, increasingly, people have begun to look at China in terms of a more neoliberal perspective as China began to join more international institutions. 

Professor, you mean other people will analyze China’s foreign policy for a realist point of view before, or you? 

Well, even I did. I mean, for example, in that Revolution and Chinese Foreign Policy book, although, in the book, I don’t say much about the particular approach, it’s essentially assuming unitary actor on the part of China, rational decision-making, and essentially a realist perspective on what the Chinese government was doing.  But, as I’ve mentioned, as China began to join international institutions – IMF, World Bank, WTO, became more active in the United Nations, and then participated in peacekeeping operations – people began to analyze China more in term of liberal institutionalism. 

But in my own work now, the perspective I’m taking most often now is one of cooperative security.

Cooperative security.

For example, in that paper about designing a mechanism for security cooperation in Northeast Asia, I spell out, in some detail, my notion of what that concept means. And I think, indeed, it’s a very different approach than either realism or liberalism, to understanding how states relate to each other in trying to enhance their security.

It must not be a constructivist approach – cooperative security.

Well, I’m not opposed to constructivist approach, and I think it… constructivists have made some very important contributions. And on, and with regards to the approach of cooperative security, I think the work, for example, of  Amitav Acharya and his work on the ASEAN – Association of Southeast Asian Nations – as, what he calls, a “nascent security community” is very, very important work. And then David Kang, and other constructivists, as I was saying yesterday, one does not want to read too much into the focus on norms and identity and so forth because I think that these aspects, and the influence on policy, of this particular approach, can be changed quite rapidly, especially in a crisis situation, and especially a crisis situation associated with a new leadership. But  it’s valuable approach. It’s useful.

One of the latest fads in international relations – and international relations is, unfortunately, full of fads and fashion, in my view. You can see in a department all of this. There’s a fad… well, when I was a graduate student, quantitative analysis and the  behavioral approach were the fad.  Now, the latest fad is constructivism.  I think that when these approaches can explain more than the earlier approaches, that’s wonderful. But often, it becomes, just high fashion. And PhD students who are always trying to understand, as best they can, what the preferences of their teachers are, get caught up in these fads. So virtually everybody at the ANU now, in the Department of International Relations, is a constructivist because that’s the current fashion. You know, the current fad. But, in my view, fashion and fads are not the best determinants of a better approach to understanding China. 

16 is the source of research funding over time.

Well, when I was a student, I was funded by the National Defense Language Program, and by fellowships from the China Center at Berkeley.  At Denver, Joe Korbel had major grants from the Ford Foundation, Rockefeller, Mellon, and others. The first post-doc was at the University of Michigan, and that was funded by the University of Michigan. I’ve also had money from the Social Science Research Council. I spent one year at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, in DC, supported by the Social Science Research Council and the Wilson Center. Oh, I’ve had two Fulbrights, to Japan. And then, substantial research money from ANU, where I’ve been a senior research fellow. 

And then, for our current work, we raise money wherever [laughs] wherever we can find it.  And sometimes just in bits and pieces. There are a couple funding programs. There’s one – I’ve almost forgotten the name of it – something like the Program for Excellence in Asia-Pacific Studies at the ANU.  I had money from them. For the conference in Seoul, we had money from their East Asia Foundation, and then support from the Institute for Far Eastern Studies. 

I’ve just heard on the email that we’ve gotten a small amount of money to bring a scholar, Victor Larin, from Russia. We’re very much interested in Russia.  Many people just ignore Russia in current events in East Asia, but I think that’s a big mistake. So we have worked with a number of Russians:  Andrei Lankov, Leonid Petrov, and now Victor Larin.  We always want to include Russians when we’re working on Northeast Asia, and, almost always, we have to pay all of their expense because, by and large, they don’t have much money. And so we have to hustle money to do that. 

But, I suppose one thing that I should make clear is that I never accepted money for classified research, that is, research that required a security clearance. I’ve never accepted a security clearance. And I wouldn’t, because I think that when private scholars accept security clearances, it constrains their ability to do serious work in ways that are  unconscionable. [32:40]

And 19. 19, you covered a bit, right? Involvement in debates. China, theoretical and practical, concerning… specific. 

For anybody who works on Chinese foreign relations, the debate about “China threat” is always one that you have to deal with. And, in my view, there isn’t a simple answer to the business about China threat.  In my view, one should look very carefully at the arguments that are raised about China constituting a potential threat to its neighbors and, in a sense, to the world.

But, at the same time, one should also look carefully at what the Chinese have done in trying to undermine this notion of China threat, and the policies that they’ve undertaken in trying to convince the world that China is not a security threat, and will not be a security threat, as it becomes more and more powerful.

I have some differences with my colleagues who focus on military and technical security issues regarding China’s strategic capacity in the world.  For example, people who work on Chinese military, of course, talk about their material power, the training of their military, the weaponry that they have, the modernization of the military, the expansion of their navy … and issues like seeking to build an aircraft carrier and so forth. But in my view, it’s also very important to look at unconventional aspects of China’s strategic capacity and I’ll cite two examples.

One is the very substantial Chinese holdings of American treasury bonds. Now, when I mention Chinese holdings of American treasury bonds as a source of Chinese power, some of my strategic studies friends say, “Oh, but if they sold the treasury bonds, the price of them would go down, and they would lose very substantially in their investment in America, so they would never do that.” But they miss the point. When China becomes such a huge part of American official debt, the way they can use that is not by selling all of their bonds, or even a quarter of their bonds, but just a tiny percentage if they’re trying to make a point.  For example, if there’s a very sensitive negotiation going on about an issue of difference between the US and China, the Chinese leadership, without saying anything about it, might sell, oh, you know, maybe two percent of their holdings of US treasury bonds. And immediately the market would kind of go [he makes a sound that symbolizes decline]. What’s going on here?   And then the American negotiator in the issue at hand might say, “What are you doing?” I’m sure the Chinese negotiator would say, “Oh, we’re not doing anything. Let’s keep talking about what we were talking about.”  But the influence would be tangible; the point would be made.

Another aspect of Chinese influence that is not given as much weight as it should be is Chinese cyberwarfare capability, which they are working on very, very diligently. And which has a huge potential. You’ve probably seen the book written by two PRC, I think they’re air force officers, called Chaoxian Zhan.  In that book, you’ll get a hint of the kinds of asymmetrical warfare, unconventional warfare, that they’re thinking about. 

And these aspects, I think, are even more important than aircraft carriers and missiles and so forth. [38:40]

Involvement in policy consisting of risk analysis in the public and private sectors.

I’m sorry?

Number 20. 

I’m never asked by governments to consult. So, I’m not a consultant. I’m not asked to engage… however, I don’t give interviews. I mean, I’m giving you an interview, but it’s because Shih Chih-yu asked me to do it, and I agreed. But, for people working in our field, once you’ve written a few papers and so forth, the phone is always ringing. And, you know, a couple times a week, the phone will ring, or I get an email from journalists in China, or BBC, or, of course, the Australian media. And I’m always willing to talk to journalists on background; that is, without attribution. And I’m happy to talk to them at length. But what they want, of course, is a quote that they can use. And I don’t give those interviews because once you’ve agreed to give those kinds of interviews, your phone is ringing all the time. All the time. And I simply don’t have the time and energy to keep doing that. 

But the University is not happy with that. The University would like to have its people always on the TV, always in the newspapers, always being quoted, and so forth. But I don’t do it at all, so they’re not happy about that.

20. 21 is your involvement in transnational research projects on China.

Well, the major one is the current one that we’re doing.

The current one – 

That is what we’ve been doing since ’06. And we have two websites on that which will provide most information about it. I’m going to close down the old website, and I’ve got to update the new one, but… and that’s very transnational. And we’ve been doing it for years, and we plan to do it for a longer time. And there, we’re involving people from China, Korea, Russia, Japan, US, Australia. 

And among other things, it’s a very interesting learning exercise. When you get, for example, in Seoul, when we were talking about security cooperation last year, we had Chu Shulong from Tsinghua, Li Bin from Tsinghua, Andrei Lankov from Russia, Takesada Hideshi – he is executive director at the National Institute for Defense Studies in Tokyo --- a dissident Japanese analysis, very bright, Tamamoto Masaru, Chung-in Moon from South Korea, Mark Valencia from Hawaii, Chen Mumin from Taiwan, Richard Tanter from Nautilus, Mel Gurtov, myself, and a number of scholars from the Institute for Far Eastern Studies in Seoul.

We have such a variety of people talking about a particular issue, such as, you know, does the DPRK have a separate uranium program for making nuclear weapons? If so, what are the implications? And then an absolutely fundamental issue: is there anything in the world that can convince the DPRK to give up the nuclear weapons that it already has? [43:41] And some people think so and some people don’t, but clearly the negotiations are very much shaped by those expectations.

But this is very transnational, indeed. 

And next is about your is about your connections with China.

Sorry?

Number 22.

Yeah.

Is about your connections, your relations with China scholars, professionals, government, and other connections. 

Well, I don’t have any connections with the Chinese government, but we do have people who work on our projects who do have government connections. For example, in the ANU workshop in ’06, Kokubun Ryosei from Keio University in Japan participated, and he is very much a consultant to the Japanese government on issues having to do with China.  And then at the Seoul workshop, Takesada Hideshi is, indeed, a government official. He’s the executive director of their most important defense ministry research institute.  But our projects do not have direct government relations.

But then, with regard to scholars in China, once again, it depends on the subject that we’re addressing. For example, when we wanted somebody from the PRC when we were talking about reconciliation between China and Japan, I especially wanted to invite Professor Shi Yinhong, from RenDa, because he had been one of the main movers in what was called the “new thinking” about Japan and had almost lost his job when policy moved against that initiative.   I wanted to hear his position on reconciliation with Japan. So it isn’t a matter of a sustained working arrangement with one person or something. 

Take the case of Shen Dingli. We invited him to this workshop here in Taiwan, and then he pulled out at the last minute, which made me very unhappy. But, for example, I had worked with Shen Dingli much earlier, when ISA had a big meeting in Hong Kong and we had a panel on missile defense. And Shen Dingli is a physicist by training and knows a lot of about missile technology and so forth. And so, I wanted him to participate, and he did. 

So it kind of depends on their expertise and what kind of problem we’re looking at.

Now, number 25. When and why professor begin interest in politics of consciousness and political prisoners?

I don’t know what Shih Chih-yu means by “politics of consciousness”.

Is it “politics of conscience”? 

Oh. Yeah. Well, I got interested, as I mentioned yesterday, in issues of political prisoners and human rights issues after June 4. We’ve talked about that. 

And the next one is about how, how to relate China studies with Asian studies.

Again, I don’t know what Shih means by that. I mean, obviously China studies is part of Asian studies. It’s all interconnected. I make one comment, though. And that is: I’m astounded that many China specialists don’t know anything about Japan, and visa versa. In my view, this is an example of excessive specialization because, in so many ways, it’s important just for the understanding of China and Chinese history to know something about Japan.  To know something about Japanese imperialism, to know something about the Japanese economic model that was begun in the ‘20s and ‘30s in Japan, and then developed in a different way after World War Two, and obviously that model has been tremendously influential here in Taiwan, Hong Kong, Singapore, South Korea, but also in China. 

In many other ways as well.  In international relations.  I think I told you, I’ve just written a paper called “Japan has the Indispensable Power in Northeast Asia”. If you want to understand US relations with China, you simply can’t leave out Japan.  Just like you can’t leave out Russia. 

And then the next one is, how will, will you view reform and openness to the outside world on human rights?

Well, I view it very positively. I think it’s an excellent thing for China. It doesn’t seem to have much influence on civil and political rights in China.  We’ve talked before about what Hu Yaobang and Zhao Ziyang… the different vision of China’s future that they had that was rejected and suppressed, especially on June 4th, by Deng Xiaoping, and then subsequently by Jiang Zemin, Hu Jintao. 

But, with regard to social and economic rights and the “open policy,” Deng’s initiatives have had a lot of influence on human rights in China.  So many life choices that the people of the PRC now can make are so very, very different than during Mao’s rule, before the “open policy.”  I think that’s a huge achievement and very important. 

So you see the human rights has improved after the 开放zhegn ce
Well, social and economic rights have. I don’t think civil and political rights have very much.  For example, we have, thanks to your hospitality here in Taiwan, and particularly Academia Sinica, a student from the ANU, who is doing historical research and wanted to use the archives from Academia Sinica.  She is from the PRC. And so she’s participated in some of the activities of this workshop that we’ve just had, here at here at TaiDa.  She would not have been able to do something like this before the Deng reforms.

One thing that we did, a couple days ago, was to take everyone through the 二二八[228. Referring to the 228 Incident, which began on 28 February 1947.] museum, here in Taipei.  When we were going through the museum, I said to her, “when are we going to have a June 4th museum in China?” 

Does…
Of course not. [Laughter.] But, you know, the Guomindang government of Taiwan slaughtered more than 10,000 people and carried out the “white terror.”  Now there’s a museum in the middle of Taipei that documents that past history.  The government of the People’s Republic of China killed many fewer people on June 4th, it but carried out a terrible atrocity against the best and brightest of China’s students.  They still want to cover everything up. That’s what the Guomindang government did here in Taiwan for many years.  For example, when I first came to Taiwan in ’63, and when I came back in ’82, still 二二八 was something you did’t talk about.
Number 28. The frequency of going to China and reflection of China trip.

Recently, I haven’t gone to China. And, in fact, I turned down two or three opportunities to go to China recently. Part of it is health because, as I’ve said earlier, I have had asthma throughout my life.  I’ve found that when I visit Beijing, in particular, that the air pollution tended to make me very sick.  What I didn’t want to do was to end up in a hospital, just as a result of attending a conference in Beijing.  But maybe I’ve developed more resistance now.  I don’t know.  I’ll see.  But I will go to Hong Kong tomorrow, actually. 

In the past, I went more often to China.  As I mentioned, I went the first time in 1972. And as I also mentioned, one of my objectives earlier was to teach at BeiDa for a year. The Lisa Wichser case made that impossible at that particular time. I kind of gave up on that afterwards. [57:30]

…I have a lot to do with institutes in other countries. I’ve given you several examples. I’ve worked with the Institute for Far Eastern Studies, in Seoul. I’ve been hosted by the Nanyang Technological Institute in Singapore. I still have a good relationship with Keio University in Japan. I’ve given seminars at the National Institute for Defense Studies in Tokyo, Japan. And those contacts, for me, are very important.

Quite frankly, I use giving a lecture or a seminar as a research device.  In seminars that I give in other countries, I try to be quite controversial in the hope that saying controversial things will prompt the participants to talk more about their disagreements with what I’m saying.  I find those visits, those seminars, very useful. [59:23]

I think we can first finish this list of questions and then, like you said, …some more questions.

[Other speaker.] Yeah.

So – 

Number 38. I don’t have any relationship with any of those governments.

Oh, really. [Laughs.] 

I think part of that goes back to anti-Vietnam War period. I’m very skeptical about governments.

What?

Skeptical. But, also, there’s another aspect.  In my work, I often interview government officials. I mean, if you’re studying foreign policy, it’s worthwhile to go to talk to people in the Foreign Ministries of the different countries. And I do. But, I feel I don’t learn very much because what you tend to get is just the official line. And then, as I began to work more on reconciliation – for example, between China and Japan and issues of comfort women, the Rape of Nanjing, and contemporary issues like the East China Sea –  what I found was that government officials are not so interested in reconciliation, or reaching agreement, as they are in putting forth the strongest position they can of their government’s position.  Apparently, they want to show people at home and their supervisors in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs just how tough an advocate they are. That doesn’t help achieve conflict resolution, and, in my view, it doesn’t help in negotiating reconciliation and security cooperation.  So that’s another reason that I haven’t found it terribly useful to work with officials. [1:02:28]

…experiences, including interaction with the Communist Party before 1990.

I wonder what this question was about. How would publication experiences relate to the Communist Party. 

…
None of my publications have had anything to do with the Communist Party. I think some of these questions by Shih Chih-yu, he seems to be assuming that I’m a member of the Communist Party or something.

[Laughs.] 
Maybe he doesn’t understand the anti-War movement in the US, at all.

And the next set of questions is about your self-perception and your evaluation – 

I don’t think I really want to evaluate my contribution. That’s the job of other people.

Okay.
If they think I’ve achieved something, I’d be grateful for that. 

So you don’t want to answer this question.

Well, you know, I try. And other people can assess whether the… my attempts at producing have achieved anything.  I keep trying. And as I’ve said, I’m 76, I could have been playing golf for the past 11 years.  But I don’t know how to play golf. 

33. Perceived problems with past research. There’s always problems. Huge problems. 

Like an artist, always dis –

I’m sorry?

Like an artist, always dissatisfied with his past work. 

No. I think some things I’ve done are more successful than others, but there’s always problems. I mean, you’d always like more evidence. And you’d like…  just little things, for example, in these workshops we’ve been running.  For the one here in Taiwan, as I’ve mentioned, we wanted to include as one of the case studies relations between China and Taiwan.   We invited as many as six people from the PRC, and at least three of them accepted.  Chen Mumin worked very, very hard to get all of the required clearances here in Taiwan for them to come.  But then the PRC people pulled out. That’s a big problem.  I mean, how can you talk about PRC, Taiwan without PRC people participating. 

But you run into problems like this all the time. Another thing with our project is that we have not been successful so far in getting participation from the DPRK, from North Korea. [1:06:46]  I worked and I worked and I worked to get people from North Korea to participate. And that’s one reason that I am going to Hong Kong tomorrow because the World Council of Churches does have relations with the DPRK. I hope to have a chance to talk to people from the DPRK, encourage them to join in our projects.  But…  there’s always, always problems.

But in a sense, I mean, the problems create a challenge and it makes you think harder about exactly how to deal with them.

Now the evaluation. Number 34. In Chinese studies in the States and Australia, and the future prospects.

I think China studies in the US and Australia are pretty good.

Pretty good. How about in Taiwan?

I just don’t know enough about Taiwan.

Oh.

I mean, when I used to live here in Taiwan, China studies was terrible because you couldn’t even get materials from China to study. When I was at the Stanford Center, we came from America in 1963 to learn Chinese so that we could study the PRC.  So we got here, and the Chinese materials that we were given to work on had nothing to do with the PRC.  We wanted to read PRC materials. “Oh, no, that’s forbidden.”  So finally, at the Stanford Center, they had a special locked room with the People’s Daily and other materials from China, and you could get the key to go in and work in the locked room. But then, you had to give the key back. It was terrible.

A couple things about China studies. Are you familiar with this internet listserv called Chinapol? 

China Poll? No.

You should be.

Oh, okay.

A number of years ago – maybe, by this time, 10 years ago – Rick Baum – B-A-U-M – he’s a professor at UCLA, set up, on the internet, a discussion forum on contemporary China.  Once you were admitted – he keeps the gate as to who can participate – but once you are past the gate and you are part of Chinapol, then you can send an email, to everyone who is a part of Chinapol, discussing your views about China.  You can send documents, you can send opinions, but they want you to be brief.  So this began, essentially, with a group of American political scientists who were specialists on China. Rick Baum was careful to only let professional specialists on China become members. 

It’s now become huge. I think there are 600 members. Something like that.  And earlier there was a big issue about whether people from the PRC should be admitted or not. [1:11:00] Finally, Baum realized it was impossible to exclude them. So there are PRC, American scholars – are the main groups – but also scholars from around the world, from Australia, form Europe, Singapore, who are interested in China, who have become members.  Then journalists who are specializing on China, and particularly the journalists who are posted in China, became members. 

And so it’s very, very active in discussing every issue that comes up:  the recent demonstrations in Tibet, for example.  Much discussion of that.  There’s the discussion of what this ECFA between China and the Mainland will be and the pros and cons of that. So when I turn on my email each day, I get maybe 40 emails from Chinapol, people discussing different issues. I get so many that I can’t even read them all and it jams up my email – 

Chinapol is “p-o-l-e”?

No, it’s China “p-o-l”. One word.

P-o-l. One word. Oh, okay. Okay.

Actually, I should, I should show you. We have time right?

[[Sounds of agreement.]] 

Because you should all know about Chinapol.

[[At this point, I think that they all move to a computer and away from the microphone, because the level and clarity of sound decreases.]]

I think that it’s ridiculous for the Grand Hotel to charge for the internet. Any other hotel in the world simply connects you. 

Chinapol.

It’ll take a minute [bringing up Chinapol on the computer]

…
[[Another speaker.]] How much? How much it is?

It is completely free. No charge.

No charge in the Grand Hotel?

Oh. The Grand Hotel charges me to connect to the internet, but Chinapol has no charge.

[[Laughter.]]

I’m just getting connected, so it’ll take a minute.

Oh, okay.

That is, if I’m successful. [1:14:40]

It might take a couple minutes.

…It’s like a… or – 

Sorry?

Chinapol, like a forum. Forum or – 

A forum? Yeah. 

Like a search engine.

Sorry? 

A search engine.

No, not a search engine. It’s a, a free-of-charge, I think the technical term is a “listserv”. But it’s simply a vehicle for… okay, here we okay. So, today, when I turn on the email. See all these marked ‘Chinapol’? So this is from this an activist organization. This is from Chinapol. This is from my university. This is about my seminar. Chinapol again. This is… but let’s look at a couple Chinapol’s. 

So, here, this is Jim Seymour, who among other things is a specialist on Tibet. And they’re talking about Obama and, apparently, a previous discussion about Mao Zedong. So he makes this comment, “I agree with [ X]”, or whoever it was that made the earlier comment: “this is not about Mao” blah blah blah.  And then, in his email, there’s some of the earlier discussion. Okay. So.

Let’s go to the next one. Okay. Discussion. Rural land reform. So there’s a couple comments on rural land reform.  There’s three on rural land reform. China human rights briefing. China’s economic recovery. Again, rural land reform, rural land reform. The Frankfurt Book Fair. In Frankfurt, Germany, they’re holding the largest book fair in the world. And the book fair has, particularly, a wealth of titles on China.  Then activists in support of the Uigher minority and Tibet have protested at the fair, so there’s a big discussion about the Frankfurt Book Fair.

And on and on. But… so, here, in just this first 20 or so of my emails, just for this one day, I have, one, two, three, four, five, six, about 20 already from Chinapol.  Let’s see how many more. A whole stack more. And, for me, this is, as you can see, I mean, it jams up my email. But it’s very, very helpful, very, very useful for staying in touch with the best and the brightest of specialists who are working in English.  Often there’s Chinese text as well. But not all of the people can read Chinese. So most of the discussion is in English. But, you know, the very best people at Harvard and at Berkeley, and at Tsinghua, and BeiDa, and all over the world, are contributing to these discussions. 

[[The clarity and volume of speech increases again, so they either move back toward the microphone or bring the microphone closer to them.]]

[talking about the use of the internet]  It’s extremely useful. But, in my view, one shouldn’t just be… pardon me, I talked earlier about how I thought that, often, Chinese studies is too specialized, too focused.  I think that one has always got to be thinking about putting China in the context of Asia – what’s happening in Korea, Japan, and so forth – and, again, the internet is wonderful because there’s all kinds of free services. Once you… all you have to say is, “I would like to receive this service.” 

So, for example, there’s GetUp!, which is a activist organization.  They write to me, “Dear Peter”, whatever they’re posting. They’re talking about the climate change meeting in Copenhagen coming in December. Or, for me, a very valuable one is so-called ‘Truthout’. Where is truthout? [1:21:44] Have to go to the next one. 

And here’s the ANU’s Korea Institute that is sending me things. Then, here’s a good one. NGOs provide, again, free services that everyone should be using. This one is the Northeast Asia Peace and Security Network, that is put out by this organization, Nautilus, that Richard Tanter, who participated in our workshop, belongs to. And each, usually five says a week, they do a press survey of what’s being discussed in the different countries in Northeast Asia. So, here’s one on the DPRK nuclear program, again, on the nuclear program. US relations with the DPRK, so forth and so on. Immensely useful press information, and it just comes up… I don’t even have to look for it. I don’t have to go on Google and bring up Yonhap news service or something like that.  It’s right there and translated for me. And this sort of thing is very, very important. Very useful.

This is a student organization, at the ANU, on China. Peace Forum, another outfit from Korea. And so these different organizations have learned how to use the internet. And they’ve learned that their information is well-received.

Okay, here’s one on Taiwan. This is a weekly news service on Taiwan, that was begun by – I’ve forgotten his name – a professor at TaiDa.  He’s now joined the government.  But anyway, I think that the person doing it now is also at TaiDa.  He does this press survey, a weekly press survey, of issues having to do with Taiwan. 

So it’s truly amazing. I mean, it’s changed the study of China, it’s changed the study of international relations. It’s fantastic. And then, for example, for critical stuff on the US there is “TomDispatch.” This fellow goes back to the anti-Vietnam period, and he publishes a series of commentaries on the US in Iraq and the US in Afghanistan.  And then, for example, there is the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and the Carnegie Non-Proliferation project. Again, all you have to do is sign up – you don’t pay anything – and they send you their recent materials, including very extensive documents on different topics.

So it’s changed, changed everything. 

So, where I can find this forum?

Sorry?

Where I can find this forum, Chinapol.

Well, I think you –

Just Google it?

I think you can Google it and see. But the best way, if you want to join, would be to write directly to Rick Baum at UCLA. 

At UCLA?

University of California Los Angeles. Let’s see if there’s – 

When I Google it, it’s… website.

So here’s, here’s the site. Chinapol@weber2. But to become a member, you have to get the agreement of Rick Baum at UCLA. But let’s see. I think I can get you his email address fairly quickly, if we can get out of here. [[In this last comment, he’s referring to getting out of an application or website of some sort on the internet.]] 

Oh, here it is, right here. You want to write it down?

Yeah. 

Richard Baum… here, sit here if you want. And there’s his email and everything.

So we can...

Yep. He was a classmate of mine at Berkeley a long time ago.

…Chinapol member?

Yep, I think so. Anybody who has completed their PhD and has a professional job working on China. And you’re a post-doc research fellow, right? 

Yes.

Just tell him your position. Tell him you would like to join Chinapol.

Tell him?

Sorry?

Tell him?

Yeah.

Okay.
Tell him that you’re working with Professor Shih Chih-yu.   I’m sure that he knows Shih Chih-yu’s work.  I don’t know if Shih Chih-yu is on Chinapol or not.  I can’t remember seeing his name on any comments.

I can talk to him.

In the past, you’d have to go to the library, you’d have to subscribe to about 10 different periodicals, so forth and so on.  Almost all of it’s now online. And in our research project, everything we produce, from our workshops, we put online. So it’s immediately available, free of charge, to anybody who’s interested. And that’s what everybody else is doing. It’s changed, changed everything in regards to work on China, on Asia, and on international relations for that matter.

We have not finished number 34.

34?

Yeah.

Well, one reason that I suggested we look at Chinapol is that there’re many collaborative efforts now among people. You know, somebody might be in Germany and another person in Shanghai and the third person is in Tokyo. And they can work together on the internet, almost as if they were in the same room. And that sort of thing is, potentially, very productive. And, in some respects, that’s what we’re trying to do. 

And the future prospects are, I think, very good. And quite obviously, going way back, before ’78, it was almost impossible to work with colleagues from China, from the PRC. But then they began to participate – of course, they would come and write papers which would just argue the official line, which was very boring – but now, their papers are much more independent. Their analyses are much deeper and better. And then, of course, we’ve had so many of their students.  So many PRC people have gotten PhDs in the West. And it’s just changed everything. And I think it’s just very, very fruitful and excellent. 

Denver’s a good example. To have [forgotten who we were talking about here] doing what he’s doing is a very good example of that. So I think the prospects are excellent.

I mean, one of the problems – take 35 – I mean, one of the problems with Chih-yu’s project, in my view, is that he tends to assume that there’s a national perspective on China studies.  There’s not, in my opinion. For example, this question, 35, evaluation of China pedagogy in the US and Australia and its future prospects. There is no characteristic China pedagogy in the US or Australia in my opinion. Each teacher is teaching differently.   For example, no one at the ANU teaches their course like I teach mine.  So, am I using an Australian pedagogy, or an American pedagogy? What I’m using is my pedagogy. 

How about number 36?

I’m not a student of Chinese education. But, in terms of Chinese scholars who are analyzing China and China’s foreign relations, I think that their work gets better and better.  It seems to me that the more freedom they have, the better and better it gets. The better trained the scholars, the better their work. And as they’ve trained more and more PhDs abroad, that’s vastly improved their analysis.  Now, some of the programs in China are very good all by themselves. And so a lot of the domestically-trained people in the PRC are very good, too. So I think it’s gotten better and better. 

And then on 37, China studies communities. Again, I don’t know what Chih-yu means by that.   In Australia, do we have a China studies community? Well, there’s a Chinese Studies Association. I never go to their meetings. But even at the ANU, I think we have four different organizations on Chinese studies, and they each do their own thing. And sometimes we get together, and more often, we don’t. So is that a China studies community? Again, I don’t know what he means by that.

Could you talk about more detail about the four… in Australia? China studies groups.

Well, that’s not in Australia. That’s at the ANU.

ANU.

Just at one university.

Wow. So –

All right.  I’m a part of the Contemporary China Center at ANU:  Jon Unger, Anita Chan, people like that. And they essentially do political sociology of contemporary China. They publish a journal that is very widely read, called The China Journal. And The China Journal is essentially a journal of contemporary political sociology. 

But there’s also a Chinese studies department in the Faculties. And the Faculties is a separate part of the ANU: so the same university, but a different part.  This is essentially a teaching program. 

And then there’s a program on the Chinese economy, with people like Ross Garnaut and his colleagues. They publish a lot about the Chinese economy. They hold periodic so-called meetings on what they call “China Update.”  They apparently have a lot of connections with Australian government. 

Then, for example, in the Department of International Relations, there are several of us – Stuart Harris, Kathy Morton, and myself – who teach courses that relate to China. 

But then there’s another department called the Department of Political and Social Change, and they have China specialists, like Luigi Tomba and others. 

So, is that a Chinese studies community? I don’t know. And that’s just one university. 

So do you have any workshop or a conference at – regular conference – in, in ANU or in Australia?

Yeah. They have a Chinese Studies Association, and they have meetings once a year or something like that. But it’s not terribly well-attended. And then, at the University, all these parts give seminars, periodically, on China. And sometimes the China specialists from the other departments come, and sometimes they don’t. So they’re really quite autonomous units within the ANU. And as I say, that’s just one university. [1:40:30]

So, in Australia, ANU… does the ANU have specific their point, specific character in China studies compared with the other universities in Australia?

Well, Chih-yu thinks that, but I don’t. 

Oh, yeah. So, maybe it’s a bigger question. Do you think Australia itself has a specific character compared with the other country?

As I’ve said before, I don’t. 

Which one has their own characteristic?

Well, that’s what you guys keep telling me, but I don’t see it.

[Laughter.] I mean, each one unit.

Oh, each one… well, even within the units.  Take, for example the people who teach on China in the international relations department. Stuart Harris and I might share some views in common, but Kathy Morton does something entirely different. She works on NGOs, on the issue of Tibet and so forth. I don’t know anything about Tibet.

Yeah, of course. So, did you talk directly to Professor Shih? About you… any difference between Australia and the others?

Well, he has approached me more indirectly.  Some of your people came to Australia and he asked me to help in getting meetings with some of our specialists. And so I did my best to help out on that. And he’s told me about his project, and he said that he wanted me to come here and do these interviews with you.  I said fine if I can work it out.  But I couldn’t until this meeting in Hong Kong came up. So I had some extra time. So that’s why we’re doing it. 

But I think he’s aware that I don’t think his hypotheses that there are these national characteristics of an approach to China will be confirmed.  I don’t think that he’s going to be able to confirm these hypotheses. 

…
But he’s a lively fellow and very energetic. And we’ll see what he does with it. 

Let’s go to the last one.
The future.
Yeah. On China’s future.
I was asked, recently, to write a piece about China… where are we here? 

…
[It sounds like Van Ness is using the computer.]

[[Speaking inaudible and very low Chinese.]] [1:45:10]

嗯．好. 
[[More inaudible Chinese.]] [1:45:50]

[1:46:40] You asked me about China’s future, and I’m trying to find a piece that I wrote for the journal called China Security on precisely that topic.  Maybe it’s at my webpage at… Try this one. 

[[More inaudible Chinese.]] 很确定. [“Very certain.”] 

Okay. Here we go. 

…
Okay, my answer to that question is this piece that I wrote called “Adapting to a Changing World”, published in China Security, sometime last year, volume four, number three. Let’s see if we can this to work. 

Professor, I just summarized this paper.

Oh, did you? So you read it?

Yeah. In Chinese. But I brought it yesterday, but I left it – 

So you have it –

-- in my relative’s house because it’s too heavy for me to carry it.

Well, you know the paper then, so…

Should I read it to you or – 

Sure.

You mentioned that an economist named Albert Keidel that prediction… outcome of China’s economic future is probably wrong because the world is changing. Because the oil price and the food price is soaring. It’s become more and more high. And because the climate change and failure of Doha negotiations –

[Other speaker.] Doha Round.

[First speaker.] Yeah. Doha Round failed. And in, in the aspect of climate change, China is biggest world’s greenhouse, greenhouse emitter state. And it is facing the pressure from the other countries asking the Chinese authorities to cut down their emissions. And, and the other aspect is that China’s emission affects surrounding countries, like Korea, Japan and even across the Pacific Ocean,  America. And the other things are like environment degradation and water shortage. This will become the hindrance of China’s economic growth. 

And for China’s economic development, the immediate need is to import more oil. And about China’s efficiency of oil usage, to compare with the other industrialized advanced countries, it will be much less efficient. And China has to compete for oil with America and Japan. 

And on other side, the food shortage is one of the big problems for China because they have used this food to make oil, bio-oil… biofuel. And it will make it more difficult for the control over food price because of the climate change. And it will make a big impact on the developing countries. And after the new liberalized trade agreement…, accordingly, the agricultural in developing countries will be much harder to compete with the big-scale agriculture in West, Western country like Europe and America. 

And despite that, China’s food can highly self-suffice, but the government’s protective policy has other impacts. But China and e India have to cooperate in Doha Round to … advance ta… 

Tariff?

Yes. Tariff... And you said that this is hard to predict this structural change… what will this structural change bring to China’s foreign policy? And David Kang, in his book, he thought that China, in its multilateral cooperation, has shown a strong commitment. And China thinks… China hopes to use the mutual benefitial way to meet with the changing world. Its high economic growth like 9% a year will probably not happen in the future. How do you think?
Well, thank you. The main point I was trying to make in that piece was that what the economists have typically have done, especially given the pattern of China’s economic growth over 30 years, is to project that same pattern into the future.  For a country to sustain an economic growth rate of 9% or better for more than 30 years is just absolutely astounding.  It’s impressed most economists to the point that, when they’re trying to forecast the future, they simply draw a strait line into the future based on China’s economic performance of the past thirty years. But what they‘re forgetting about are very important and very serious problems. Domestic problems, like pollution. China’s environmental degradation is horrendous. All of its rivers are polluted. And not just polluted with human waste, but with chemical waste – serious chemical waste. In northern China, it’s a combination of polluted existing water sources and then water shortage and drought. And, at the same time, they keep building more five-star hotels and golf courses.  By the way, the specialists on the Chinese environment expect  the next four or five years to look very, very bad for China. 

Then there is the corruption problem. And clearly the Chinese government is working harder and harder now to try to control the corruption problem. But as anybody who studies Chinese history knows, one of the most important sources of the breakdown of central governments is – in the history of China – is the corruption issue. And so, obviously, people trying to assess China’s future should be very sensitive to that.

And then another big problem in China is the issue with income inequality, with the rich getting richer and the poor getting not much better off.  The tensions between the rich and poor.  China has serious problems, and in my opinion, Albert Keidel, and the people who just draw these lines into the future, are not taking these into account to the extent that they should. 

But then, meanwhile, there’s the global aspects.  China’s growth requires natural resources, and especially energy resources, from all over the world. And the Chinese are doing what the Japanese did decades earlier. They’re studying nearby countries… not just nearby countries, but the entire world. Where is the oil? Where is the gas? Where are other mineral and other resources that they need? And they are trying to get access to them through state-owned corporations or investments or what have you. Or trade deals. And there’s just so much to be had  With regard to petroleum, analysts debate about when the world has reached so-called “peak oil”. That is, we’ve reached the point of being able to exploit as much petroleum as we can   At so-called peak oil, from that point forward, there will be new fields and so forth to exploit. But we would never be able to produce, globally, the same amount of petroleum. 

And all of these things are having international implications because China uses more and more. To sustain 9% growth rates, they’re going to have to use more and more in the future. 

And then the climate change thing is huge.  China is one of the two greatest polluting countries.  Chinese leaders make the case that China is a developing country and the existing global pollution was produced the major industrialized countries – hence, they’re the responsible ones. But in terms of today’s contribution to global pollution, China’s one of the main contributors. What’s it going to do about it? And what price is it going to pay in terms of economic growth rates and so forth? 

So that’s what I was trying to say in that piece. [2:00:16]

What, what is your most favorite book by yourself?

I’ve not done very many books. 

Or articles.

I don’t have a favorite.  When I write something – and I say the same thing to my students – when I write something, I try to, whatever the topic – when I wrote that piece for China Security, for example – I try to write the very best thing that I can write on that topic at that moment. But my assumption is that later on, I’ll understand more and I’ll be able to write a better piece.  In that sense, we might call each article that I have written a period piece. That is, it’s the best that I could do at that moment in history.  That’s the way I see my work. 

You asked me how successful it is. And as I say that I think other people have to make that judgment, but for my part, I try to do the very, very best that I can on that topic at that moment. And then, once it’s done, once it’s published, then I move on. 

But I think, it, it, it usually… maybe it always has some point you can keep until right now. Your former… or former book maybe have some meaning to you now.

Yeah, of course.  Take the Revolution and Chinese Foreign Policy book.  When I lectured at BeiDa one time, students came up with old tattered copies and asked me to sign them.   I’m flattered by that  …. 

I, I bring the book; can you sign it. [Laughter.] It’s in our library. I’ll bring it. [Laughter.]

I’m somebody who focuses on the present and tries to create a better future. I don’t look back very much.

Alright. But I think… we are all researchers, right?

Yeah.

So we think we always have some point. We discover something, we research something, and we publish that, what article we write, and we give it to the world.

I’m proud of almost everything I’ve written because, as I say, I try to do the best that I can at the time. 

Okay.

And there are particular things. Again, the Revolution and Chinese Foreign Policy book I wrote, in part, to refute one of my dissertation committee members, Robert Scalipino. I didn’t mention his name in the book, but his view of why China was supporting revolution was very different than mine. And so I wrote an analysis. I provided evidence and logic for my interpretation. And as I say, he never said anything about it; he just signed the dissertation. That amuses me. Especially since, when I first went to Berkeley, in my first meeting with him, he said, “How in the world did you ever get in here?” [Laughter.] So I find that amusing.

So the book is 1970s. 

It was published in ’70, yeah.

So how many times you… it? About five year, ten years–

Pardon me?

How many times you take this…? Is he in your PhD – 

It was my PhD thesis, which was accepted in ’67. And so, I began teaching full-time in ’66. So I didn’t have full-time to work on it, but I was revising it for publication for those years – at least three years. [2:05:30]

The student came yesterday… had a question. He wanted to ask you, why did you choose ANU in the end? I mean, he wants to know if it, it is because your work has not been respected much in the States… that much in America, so you choose Australia in the end. Is that so?

No. In Australia, I don’t think there’s much difference. It was mainly because of research opportunities that I chose the ANU. But a couple people at the ANU… not at the ANU, so much, but in Australia, who were connected with Labor Party politics have said that that book had something to do with the Labor Party, once it was elected in Australia, deciding to establish diplomatic relations with China, because what I’m arguing in that book is that what China is really worried about is not ideology but rather state-to-state relations. And so, according to these people, they felt that they could use the argument in that book in support of their decision, finally, to break relations with the Republic of China, here, and establish relations with the People’s Republic of China.

But another problem that I think maybe Chih-yu has talked about is that, for about eight or nine years, I only spent every other year at Denver.  My relationship with Denver during those years – no surprise – got less and less firm.  I have good friends and colleagues at Denver, but my relations with the administration were not all that great. They weren’t very happy about my being away every other year. And if I had been in their shoes, I probably would not have been that happy about it either.  By contrast, the ANU has always been more supportive of what I was doing. So that might have been part of it. [2:08:25]

And I want to ask a questions about… works. It’s about the… ideology of America. According to Shih Chih-yu, he says that he thinks that some of America’s academic world has an ideology of imperialism. So, do you agree with this kind of assumption or...?

Well, presumably what he’s getting at is that many American scholars in international relations – but also Chinese studies – tend to assume that the American role in the world is benevolent.  That American foreign policy isn’t just a matter of American self-interest, but rather that America is really trying to bring about…  to make a better world. And that it’s trying to encourage democracy and human rights and so forth.

Jim Peck, among other people, has argued that America, like any other country, carries out its foreign relations for its own interests.   Some people, Peck included, would, in effect, say that American foreign policy should be more accurately characterized as imperialist. And I can buy some of that. Probably wouldn’t buy all of it, but… 

I think, again, this has to do with the way that American academics tend to be co-opted by the government, and especially this business of serving in the government, going back to university, serving in the government, going back to university. And so, there’re incentives especially for China scholars and people in international relations, to have a positive view of the American government, and to be a part of the American propaganda effort. 

How to see America? ---  for example, the case of Afghanistan today. Why is America in Afghanistan? American policy says to “protect” the people of Afghanistan. Well, I think the everyday people in Afghanistan would find that an incredible argument.  We’re spending billions of dollars sending these soldiers with all of their equipment just to protect the people of Afghanistan? Get serious!

So, yes, I take a much more skeptical view. And again, I think this goes back to the Vietnam War.  I’ll give you an example.  After studying Chinese here in Taiwan, I then went to Hong Kong to do work on my dissertation --- by that time it was 1965.  In 1965, the United States committed large numbers of conventional military forces to the support of the Saigon government. So it was a terribly important commitment --- finally up to half a million military. And so the Vietnam conflict came very much to the fore. 

When I began writing for publication – and the first thing that I published was in that weekly journal, the Far Eastern Economic Review – at one point, the Far Eastern Economic Review published a very critical piece written by a Vietnamese writer about the American role.  I responded very much in the way that I think many American scholars typically did; that America was there to help some people of Vietnam. This was not imperialism. We were there to do good. We are, you know, on the side of the angels sort-of-thing.  And so I drafted a letter to the editor of the Far Eastern Economic Review, and Joe Esherick co-signed it, and we tried to get Mike Oksenberg to co-sign it, but he was afraid to have his name in print.  We sent it to the Far Eastern Economic Review. 

I keep that letter because, in the evolution in my thinking about China and US foreign policy, it’s a watershed in how I came to change my understanding of the American role in the world. [2:14:20] At that time, I was part of the American propaganda effort.  I was saying, “Oh, America’s here to do good, and to support, and to help, and to bring democracy, and so forth. What do you mean ‘This is imperialism’?” But a year or two later – by that time I’d began working in the anti-Vietnam War campaign – from that time, my views had changed considerably.

I have fun with Joe Esherick about that because Joe Esherick, very soon after that, became quite radical on American foreign policy. And at one point I showed him the letter [laughing], and he wanted to burn every copy because he was so embarrassed that he ever said anything in print like that. But times change.

You mentioned Joe, Joe –

Esherick, e-s-h-e-r-i-c-k. He a famous professor at University of California San Diego. Historian of China. 

And professor, another question is, did… and your... 

[[??]]

Yeah. Yeah... They worked some kind of...

Ed Friedman I find quite amusing. I was together with Ed Friedman in Hong Kong in ’64, ’65, and I’ve known Ed Friedman ever since then, for all these years. So we were, kind of… he was at Harvard, I was at Berkeley, and we got our PhDs at about the same time.  Ed Friedman was very pro-China.   I think one could say Ed Friedman was very much influenced by Maoism.  But then, later on, he did a complete flop. He did an 180 degree turn, to become anti-Mao. And to make a big point about his views … about Mao Zedong.  Since then, has become a very tough critic, especially about the Maoist period.   I’m still friends with Ed, but I find that change rather amusing.

Bruce Cummings. I think I’ve only met Bruce Cummings once. And I’ve always found Bruce Cummings’ work a little bit too accommodating on North Korea. I mean, some of his arguments, about North Korea, I can’t buy.  The North Korean invasion that began the the Korean War, in June of 1950, I think is very clearly an invasion by North Korea, that had been negotiated with both Mao Zedong and Stalin. And Bruce Cummings always seems to want to kind of waffle that issue. I don’t agree with that.

Mel Gurtov.  Mel was just here, in our workshop.  I’ve been working with Mel  now for a number of years, and he’s a good friend.  In terms of our analysis of American foreign policy, I think we have a very similar position. Mel has a very interesting background in that when I first met him, he worked for the RAND Corporation, which is, as you know, is a research institute which essentially works for the US government – set up originally by the US Air Force, I think.  I met Mel there in, probably, 1970, ’71, and later Mel worked with Daniel Ellsberg … actually, before that time, he had been working Daniel Ellsberg, and they wrote what became the Pentagon Papers” which is very famous.  If you don’t know about the Pentagon Papers, you should look it up. 

Pentagon Papers were a study commissioned, within the Defense Department, about what really happened in America’s relations with Vietnam. The reason it was commissioned was that there had been so much propaganda and so much spin and public relations in official statements about US relations with Vietnam, that even within the Defense Department, they wanted to get the facts straight. So they commissioned RAND to write this study, and it became quite famous because the principle author, Daniel Ellsberg, at one point, he became a protestor against the Vietnam War.  He decided to leak the entire text of the Pentagon Papers to the newspapers, to the New York Times and Washington Post, as I remember it. And they began to publish it. And, so that was a very serious attack on the official American view of the Vietnam War, because here was an internal paper written by their own people that criticized the policy. 

Mel Gurtov was a co-author with Daniel Ellsberg of the Pentagon Papers. Later on, he left RAND Corporation and became a professor at University of California Riverside and at Portland State, and now at the University of Oregon. He has published, maybe, 20 books, and he is an excellent analyst of China’s security policy.  His most recent book on Bush is Superpower on Crusade (Lynne Rienner, 2006).  I read it, I reviewed, I wrote commentaries on it – I think it’s excellent. I think he does great work. 

So, yes, he does influence me.  As you know, we have done the edited book together:  Confronting the Bush Doctrine .  He remains very productive. [2:22:30]

And, maybe, my next question is about [laughter]… too many?

No, it’s alright. You asked me to be available for two days, so I’m here. So go ahead.

About redressing history.

Yes.

And I heard you said that you have a different opinion with your wife, that... And did you really.., especially a long time ago, the… can be… to make everybody satisfied and to make everyone reconcile?

Not quite to the extent that you have described. Okay. We began this project, again, after I got interested in human rights because I – this was after June 4 – because I could see many different cases around the world of terrible situations, even genocides.  I was very much interested in how the governments of those countries today dealt with that past history, the atrocities of their past --- including the United States and the American genocide against the Native American Indians. 

And so, we began to commission some papers for a planned, edited book on the subject of what I was calling “redressing history.”  My wife is a historian and I’m not. And she’s a very serious intellectual person, and she never agreed with this project.  I think her disagreement… I mean, we could get her on the telephone and you could ask her [laughter]… but I think she disagrees not so much that it’s impossible to get the facts straight about what happened. I think she would agree that with careful research, you can, if you’re lucky, you can develop the evidence and get the facts about what happened in the past pretty well established. But it’s the “redress” part that bothers her. That is, she’s very skeptical that you could ever get people to agree on an interpretation of those events. And so, she kept making jokes about our project, saying, “You can re-dress – put different clothes on it – but you can never get a sense of redress” --- in English, which means to deal appropriately, even morally, with what has happened. So that was our disagreement.

But the book was never successful. We never got all the pieces we wanted, including a piece on 二二八. [228. Referring to the 228 Incident, which began on 28 February 1947.] There’s a Chinese scholar at ANU who said he’d do a piece on 二二八 for me and never did. And others, we didn’t get what we wanted. 

But what really ended the project was Bush’s invasion of Iraq, because once it became clear what the present-day president of America was doing – invading a country without any justification… I mean, all his justifications turned out to be completely false. That is, there were no weapons of mass destruction, there was no link between Saddam Hussein and Al-Qaeda – no operational link. And then he started talking about, “Oh, we invaded to bring democracy and to overthrow a dictator,” so forth and so on.  Then when all the business about torturing prisoners came out, I thought, how in the world can America ever redress what being done? --- just as we were trying to do in this project. So I finally gave it up. 

You state the question, do I believe that you can deal with these events of the past to the complete satisfaction of everyone, and everyone will agree? No, I don’t. But I think 二二八 is a good case in this sense:  the events have been documented here in Taiwan. I haven’t seen the monument, but monuments have been erected, victims families have been compensated. There’s the museum, which explains, in detail, what happened.  But, of course, there’s still disputes.  On the victim side, they think there’s not been enough. On the government side, especially, presumably, in the Guomindang Party, people feel too much may have been done.  I think those debates will go on for a long time. But what has been done, generally speaking, as far as I understand it anyway, is quite a successful exercise in a redress. And that’s one reason why I wanted a really good case study of this case, because I think it’s an example to the world.  But it’s not perfect. 

Another example that I would cite is that, in our workshop, we’re talking about these joint history projects. As you probably know, there has been a joint history project by historians from South Korea, Japan, and China, who published a single volume. And then there’s these projects that Professor Kawashima was talking about in the workshop.  These projects are finding real difficulties with the China-Japan textbook.  I understand that now what they’re going to do, rather than write a single textbook, they’re going to each write a textbook and then talk about places where they agree and disagree.  This is probably a better thing to do, because, in the end, they probably couldn’t write one textbook about what had happened. 

If they write parallel histories, and then point to the areas of agreement and disagreement, I think that would be a huge achievement --- and very important in terms of having a much better sense of the relationship between China and Japan. 

So I still believe in redress of history, despite my wife’s jokes and criticism. [2:31:08]

So, you ever involve in any dispute… dispute of China studies? In the US, Australia, or somewhere else?

Like what?

Like, like China threaten… threatening. Or is China… China and Russia will break the knot. Like that.

Well, I’ve written on a number of these things,  but I don’t see it so much as a dispute. On China threat, for example, some people emphasize the things that I think everybody should be thinking about in terms of China’s growing capability to constitute a threat. That is, a more modernized military, great cyber-war capability, it’s tremendous economic power – including the size of the official American debt that it controls – and so forth. And other people, like David Kang, talk about how accommodating China has been in its relations with its neighbors.

I think that both aspects are important.  So, when I write about these things, I try to do the best analysis that I can do of that. But I don’t see it as a big dispute or something.

Alright. I, I, I would like to focus on your personal  experience. Just like your, if you ever talk about the author you just mentioned. David, David?

Sorry?

The author you just mentioned. He said the Chinese is not a, not a threaten. 

Oh, David Kang.

Yeah. Just talk about… just talk email him, or just… talk him in person?

Well, in that case, I’ve never met David Kang. As far as I remember. But are you familiar with the National Bureau of Asian Research in Seattle? 

No. 

You should be. They do a lot of work on Asia. And they publish a lot… an annual study and a journal that’s called Asia Policy – something like that. And when they see a book that they think is especially important, they will ask not one, but several people, to review it. So, when David Kang’s book was published, they asked me and a number of other people to review the book.  So I reviewed the book, and then they also asked the author to respond….

Yes. Yes.

… to the reviewers. So you can find, in that journal, both my review of David Kang and David Kang’s answer. After that was published, I did get in touch with David Kang.  I asked him if he would like to join the project that we were doing on reconciliation and security cooperation, and he said he would be happy to. I haven’t followed up on it because we haven’t had the kind of workshop since that time that he would be an appropriate person to invite.  But I might well invite him in the future. [2:35:45]

Is there another case in your scholar, scholarly life?

Well, probably many cases. As you probably know, authors of books are very, very sensitive about the book reviews that they get.  For example, He Yinan, who participated in our workshop here a few days ago, has written what appears to be a truly excellent book on reconciliation that’s just been published by Cambridge University Press. I had read some of her articles before, and that’s the reason I invited her. I had not met her before, but I had been very, very eager to invite her to come to this meeting. And I was delighted that she came.   

When we were chatting after the workshop, I said, “Now that the book is out, I’ll get a copy and read it. And I think that it will be a very important book in this whole discussion of reconciliation.”   She replied, “Well, you know, I’m anxious waiting about the book reviews.” So every author is, especially when to write a good book, you spend a lot of time and energy.  As a result when you review a book, and I used to review lots of books, you’re aware that the authors are very, very sensitive about what you’re going to say.   I’m sure that some authors have been furious about what I’ve said about their books, and maybe other authors have been happy.  But I think it’s probably unlikely that authors are ever completely happy with any book review.

Of course.

You ask me about relations with other scholars – in terms of writing book reviews – I simply don’t know, because you never hear what people think about the review that you’ve written --- at least I never had.

So you think – 

I’ll give you an example, though.

Okay. 

Chalmers Johnson was the head of my – 

Johnson.

Chalmers Johnson. Do you know his work? You certainly should. He’s very, very famous. Both in regard to contemporary Japan and also China.

He, for many years, was a professor at Berkeley. Then he went to University of California San Diego. And now he’s retired. But he’s still writing very actively. He’s written three books very, very critical of US foreign policy. The first one, called Blowback, and then two others --- and books that have become bestsellers. But, before that, he was famous for his analysis of the Chinese Revolution, his first book, and many others.

In any event, as I mentioned, he was the head of my dissertation committee. And although I had almost no contact with him while I was writing my thesis, once he read it, he was very happy with it and encouraged its publication. And then, as professors often do, after the book came out, he recommended me to be in this conference and that place and what have you. So he was very supportive of my work.

Then, about his fourth or fifth book, he wrote, a little book called Autopsy on People’s War, which was an argument that, I think this was about 1975, the liberation struggles in the third world would fail.  And at the time he was still a consultant to the CIA and the State Department. Chalmers Johnson has changed his position since that time.  During the Vietnam War, he was very pro-US government policy on Vietnam. But then, later, he changed to a position of opposition. But, at this time, he was still very much in support of the US role in Vietnam, and he was making the argument that the US was trying to do good things in the world, etc.

And so he wrote this book called Autopsy on People’s War, and the China Journal, which was the leading English-language journal in the world on China, and probably still is, asked me to review the book. I reviewed it, and I attacked it very hard. [laughs] Chalmers Johnson is a very sensitive guy, and for 20 years after that, he never spoke to me:  for 20 years!
About 20 years later, when Johnson was retiring from teaching at the University of California, some of his students – former students – wanted to make a ---  in English we usually use the German word Festschrift --- a collection of papers to honor a professor. 

Okay. Yes. We also have this. 

So, they invited a lot of Chalmers’ former PhD students to come to a meeting, held in connection with the annual meeting of the Association for Asian Studies. They invited me, as well, and so I came. And in my presentation, I told the story about writing the review, and the fact that Chalmers didn’t speak to me for 20 years after that. 

[Laughter.]
By that time, it was more a story of amusement. I can’t remember if he had spoken to me before that meeting or not. But about that time, he was changing his views or had begun to change his views. Oh, he had! He had because he had published the first book in this trilogy that attacks American foreign policy. So he had changed his position quite a bit. 

Because of this review? No?

Of course not! [Laughs.] I think the review had nothing to do with it. [Laughs.]

But he was angry – 

Yes.

… angry because of the review.

Well, I guess so. I mean, he didn’t speak to his former student for 20 years. That’s what...
So anyway, we chatted at that meeting. But I never contributed a paper to the Festschrift. I was going to do a review of his first volume, the Blowback one, about which I had mixed feelings, but in the end, I didn’t write a paper in the Festschrift. 

But, my relationship with Chalmers Johnson, now, is quite good. [Laughs.] If you notice, in the book Confronting the Bush Doctrine, that Mel Gurtov and I edited, on the back, the so-called “puffs,” endorsements by people, there’s one by Chalmers Johnson that’s supporting it. And he did. [2:45:30]

Should we take a short break?

[Other speaker] Last question. [Laughter.] Do you ever read Richard Madsen’s China and the American Dream? 

Yeah. Who were the authors? 

Richard Madsen. [Sounds like he’s saying “Madison”, but the author is Richard “Madsen”.]

Madsen. Oh, I’ve read at it. Yes. And this relates to… this is what Chih-yu’s presumably interested in:  a project that I never completed called “Civilizer States”.  I should have completed that book.  It was a comparison of the US and China, in terms of their foreign policies and certain commonalities. The problem was that, again, history got in the way of my project, because after the accommodation between Nixon and Mao Zedong, the basic policy of the two countries changed in ways that was not characteristic of what I was talking about, i.e. the “civilizer state” behavior.  It was essentially a different way of looking at the Cold War relationship between China and the United States. And, again, I thought that I could write it as a history piece, but I lost my interest in doing that.

But Chih-yu liked it. I mean, I wrote a couple papers… I never published a word about it, but I did produce a couple papers. And I remember Chih-yu liking some of those papers. In fact, he cited one of the papers, though they were never published.

And, so, do you… have you ever read it? His point is that… talked about the June 5th, June 4th in… when China, and his point is that America has a kind of ideologies that everyone in the world always, like Americans, they want to enjoy individual right, individual freedom, and market freedom, and democracies. And they also assume  that the Chinese students and a lot of people in Tiananmen Square want exactly what America want. And but he criticized that some of them, some of the students, don’t even know what they want exactly – clearly. And some of them who got killed were the workers who afraid that market reform will lose their job and make the, make the gap between rich and poor… making it bigger. 

And so do you agree with – 

Yes. I think he’s right.  I think it’s a very typical American view that we’re trying to do right for the world.  Of course, the soldiers that we sent to Iraq and Afghanistan are full of this stuff.  They are propagandized and socialized in their training, and none of them can speak – or almost none of them can speak – the languages of the countries they go to. So they are in their barracks, watching movies and so forth, and they’re fed this propaganda over and over again. So for them, it’s even more – what? – psychologically traumatic when they realize that here they and their fellow soldiers have come, they thought, to help these people, and these people think that they’re invaders and occupiers and imperialists. They think, “No, no, no. You don’t understand us.” And they’re getting killed doing it. So it’s a real shock. 

Could you kindly say a few words about your concept of justice? What do you think of justice? Do you have a specific belief about just world?

You ask very difficult questions.  Frankly, I have never thought explicitly about my concept of justice.  Now that you press me to think about it, the following comes to mind.  I hope this helps.

My father died when I was nine years old, and I was raised by two very strong women:  my mother, Elouise, and Anne Wist.  I lived on the Wist ranch near Prescott, Arizona, during my high school years.  Both of these women treated everyone with respect, rich or poor, powerful or weak.  They practiced a very egalitarian ethic, but they didn't make a point of it; it just came naturally to them.  They were not intimidated by powerful people, and they did not look down on the powerless.  For example, sometimes when we would go out for dinner when I lived at the Wist ranch, Anne would go into the kitchen at the restaurant to talk to people she knew in the kitchen before the meal was served.  In my life, I try to follow their example.

Then, when I began to study politics, I realized how important was rule of law and equality before the law.  I strongly believe that, in a good political system, it is important to defend the principle that everyone is equally responsible to the law, whether they are the president or the prime minister or a garbage collector.  This sense of equality, in my opinion, is the foundation of a good polity.  For example, that is why I was particularly angry at the legal arguments made by John Yoo to George Bush that, in war time, a president was not bound by the US Constitution.  Torture and violation of habeas corpus during the Bush administration are some of the most serious violations of US rule of law, and the US invasion of Iraq in March 2003 is one of the most serious violations of the UN Charter.  I identify very much with the Bill of Rights in the US Constitution.

The influence of China on my thinking.  Both the Confucian tradition in China and the present-day practice of meritocracy in Singapore, in my opinion, constitute violations of the principle of equality; but both make me think.  A viable meritocratic system presents important political advantages for its citizenry.  The examination system during some periods in China's dynastic history and contemporary Singaporean politics are good examples.  One problem is that without an effective rule of law, it is difficult to sustain a meritocratic system.

I was fascinated by China when I worked my way around the world in

1957-1958 because I couldn't go there --- Americans were forbidden.  The power of the revolution also attracted me.  As I worked my way around China in my travels, everyone was looking up to China.  It was only later that I began to get interested in some Maoist ideas.  India was never such an attraction for me.

If I am a Marxist, I am not a very good one.  I have never read all of /Capita/l, and some of what I have read, I don't understand.  Also, I don't buy Marx's economic determinism, and, by the way, neither did Mao.  Mao was not much of a Marxist; at most, he was a Leninist.  What I admired most about Mao was his strategic optimism --- from a Marxist perspective, his "volunarism."  He dared to attempt the impossible, and often he achieved it.  For example, when Mao wrote "On Protracted War" 

in 1938, no one imagined that his movement, at that time almost exterminated after the Long March, would win power only eleven years later --- but he did.  Obviously, however, his great weakness was his hubris.  Having won a revolutionary war by gaining popular support, he thought he could break all of the economic rules of development by, once again, mobilizing the population of China; and 30 million people died as a result.  If Mao had died in 1956, he would be a hero to the Chinese people probably forever.

I share that strategic optimism.  For example, in our Peace Builder work [http://asiapacific.anu.edu.au/blogs/peacebuilder/], right now, I am trying to organize a workshop of specialists from China, the US, with other interested people, to design an agreement to ban weapons in space (see the attached paper).  Most people would say:  "Get serious.  It will be difficult to get the right people together; they will never agree; and if they did agree on a design, no one would pay any attention to what you produce."  But we do it anyway.

In sum, much of what you have said about my notion of "justice" is accurate.  What I have tried to do is to give you some details.

Do you in any way combine some part of Marxism into your thought? Did other people ever consider you a Marxist?    
I don't think that my thought is a combination of Maoism and Liberalism, and I don't identify with any particular philosophy.   I have already talked about Marxism.  I don't identify as a Marxist.  If other people want to call me a Marxist, that is their business.

Do you think China Experts see China in ways that reflect their views of their own societies so that praises of China are meant to be critical of their own society and criticism of China is to assert their sense of superiority? In other words, China is an epistemological tool of self-conception.

China was not just a tool for me, and I didn't assume that everything was fine in Maoist China.  I have always had a continuing concern about maintaining viable democratic institutions in the US, and now Australia.  But, in the 1950s, I also read a lot about the suffering of the Chinese people before 1949 (and later, I read a lot about the suffering of the Chinese people during the Great Leap and the Cultural Revolution), and I identify very much with the courageous efforts of people like Liu Binyan, Wei Jingsheng, and Liu Xiaobo.  For a time, I was on the board of directors of Human Rights in China, and I support Liu Xiaobo's Charter '08 prescriptions for China.

What do you see the role of China in Korea?

China's role in the Korean War was not an attraction for me.  I have always accepted the argument that North Korea invaded the South to begin the conflict, and I supported the US intervention to support the South.  I knew people who fought the Chinese in the Korean War, and if I had been a couple years older, I might have had to fight them as well.

I think we have not missed anything.

Thank you.

Thank you.

Let’s go outside and have some lunch at a place not at the hotel.

[[END OF THIRD MP3]]
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