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I am Swaran Singh and I am extremely delighted and honoured to be talking to Prof. G P Deshpande, career of three decades guiding research and teaching at Jawaharlal Nehru University, a renowned expert on China Studies, a Marxists critique. His is also nationally as well as internationally acclaimed Marathi playwright, having done a tremendous contribution to the literature. But today we will be talking to him about his lifelong contribution to China Studies, within JNU and beyond. Sir, we normally begin by asking what stage of your life you became familiar with China. 

There was a remote connection since my childhood. My father and my uncle were the politicians and they belonged to the Socialists bloc. They being socialists were the disciples of Lohia and Jayprakash Narayan and thereby were connected to the socialists’ countries of that time.  And it’s because of that there was always a reference to Soviet Union and China in my house. When i as doing my MA in 1958 the Indo-China relations were not deteriorated completely were heading towards the downfall. Later there was also an uprising in Tibet so these events attracted me towards China. But to be fair China was not the lone factor. I was fascinated by the East Asian civilization. I am very civilization oriented person and considered entire Sinic civilization as one. So I was willing to be admitted to any division of East Asian studies. But the Indian School of International Studies had only China and Japan. So I was placed in China division. 

I finished my MA in 1960 and applied for East Asian Studies in Indian School of International Studies. In those days we used have State government fellowship and also applied for Maharashtra Governments Fellowship and subsequently warded that. So I was admitted to East Asian Studies and Prof. V P Dutt persuaded me to join China division. But overall my interest was in entire East Asia. 

Your PhD topic was on Foreign Policy of China in Africa.  

Yes, but I had no alternative because if had work on domestic politics within China it was extremely difficult in 1960 onwards to visit China. In 1960 there was interview for language scholarships in Beijing and each year at least four students used to go. I applied for that scholarship and was selected and for some reason the Visa was denied. Fortunately one fine morning I got a letter from Ministry asking me to contact Chinese embassy. Surprisingly the embassy staff member received us with curtsey and did not show the cold vibes. But then he went inside and did not appear for next 20 minutes. Then he came back and said we are not aware of any such scheme. I told him that my government has asked me to contact you but there was no point of argument with him since the he was also following the executive orders. So that was the end of dream to go to China otherwise I would have definitely worked on the domestic issues within China. In fact few months after that I received another letter from the ministry saying that for certain unavoidable reasons the scheme has been suspended indefinitely but whenever it will be revived in future you would be informed. Unfortunately I had waited for half a century but never received a letter again. 

So you had focussed on other major engagement of China with Africa.... 

Well it was Africa, but I would like to call it a United Front against Imperialism and book which published was titled as China and Africa United Front against Imperialism.   

So it was not purely state to state relations?

No it was a study of various national movements and China’s stance and role in them. I won’t deny that it’s a book on foreign policy but certainly it’s not only about the foreign policy. Understandably it was my first endeavour of writing and I don’t think I will recommend it to readers. 
But I suppose various books that have appeared over time on state to state relations this would remains an enduring work as it discusses the cultural moorings, national movements and sociology of relationships. 

Well, I would certainly like to see that happening.     
Did you go to Africa on field trip? 
No, it was very difficult in those days to manage a field trip. At ISIS my career was divided in two stages. In 1960 I began my pre-PhD course work and then I received a Scholarship to study Chinese in Hong Kong. So there was a break at that time with ISIS. I did that course and came back. I had no money and no job to do. Then there was China Report and there I joined as an Assistant Editor. So there were two stages. I joined ISIS and did pre-PhD course work and then went to Hong Kong and then came back to start doing PhD. 
So during this difficult period was there a tendency to switch over? 

No, I faced difficulty and decided not to give up. That was the time when my column in EPW (Economic and Political Weekly) started and it led to my second book which came first. That book was the collection of columns from EPW on Cultural Revolution. I was interested in those ideological fights, quarrels. 

That was perhaps the first comprehensive book on Cultural Revolution from an Indian point of view....

It was titled so China’s Cultural Revolution: A View from India. It was an idea of a then editor of EPW to bring them together as a contemporary view of China from an Indian student. 
So when did you shift to JNU back? 

In 1968 the post for lecturer was advertised. I applied for it and was appointed. That was virtually the beginning of setting up of the department. Prof. V P Dutt who was founder of Chinese Studies in SIS then moved to Delhi University and started new department there. My own impression is that he would have liked to see this department growing in a different way. But then he left the university but his wife Gargi Dutt continued. She was in fact my PhD guide.  
So you had started teaching?
Mrs Dutt decided that I should teach two courses. Since was very departmentally oriented there was really no exchange of what I wish to do and what can be done. But in any case it did not do much damage. She asked me to teach modern Chinese history, the opium wars to Cultural Revolution. I would have preferred the political system of China after the revolution and I suggested why we shouldn’t have a history of communists’ revolution and modern China will appear in that course. But she was not very enthusiastic about the idea. 
Once you came to JNU, other than teaching, you were involved in parallel activities of China Studies group, something that went on for many years.  

China Studies group started as an informal group. There was tendency amongst my Delhi University to make it appear as their group which is not factually correct. The kind of hospitality which K Subramanyam made available to us cannot be ignored. I attended several of their meetings seriously. I must say he (K Subramanyam) was the best analysts of power school. If there was anything wrong with Government of India’s policy regarding China, he would comment on it in such a clinical fashion as if the doctor is actually writing a prescription for patient. 
So when the war was beginning you were in Hong Kong or in India? 

No I was in India. 

So what was sense that time, were the experts who were studying China were engaged by government? 
As far I Know, Prof. V P Dutt was involved in some way but not others. His personality always had strong political dimensions. 

One has learned that Nehru was very perturbed by the fact we have very few experts on China...

True. In fact I went through a phase which was partially inherited from my family history but I was extremely suspicious of China. I find many Chinese positions less than reasonable on various issues including border dispute. They often talked of give and take policy but never clearly told what they want to take and what they want to give. 

Domestically speaking there were very few people talking about China; was there any coordinated effort to understand China.  

Well, the people we are talking about were very young at that time. We were students in fact not even PhD’s. China Study group was a later phenomenon. Prof. Dutt had a political position on China, which was essentially nationalistic or more subtly moderate nationalist position. 

How was the beginning of the China Report? 

Well, it has its peculiar history. China Report when began; it did not begin as an academic journal. When I joined as an Assistant Editor, it was not thought to be an academic journal. It started as providing information to Indian readers about what Chinese were doing. 
So did you find it comfortable? 

Well, the hints were clear that I had to find something alternative. I am not an apolitical scholar for that matter. I would to believe that my scholarship can be questioned but not my politics. The journal that time was financed by Congress on Cultural Freedom. It’s my sense that the journal turned more China friendly as the Soviet influence started to grew within India and some of my China Report colleagues were extremely anti-soviet. 
But despite any encouragement, patronage the group continued for long time to finally establish an Institute of Chinese Studies (ICS). 
Part of the reason it did not break was that we already had our primary priority and the group remain an informal domain to discuss. To it continued without any break up from any member. It was essential that the group of people should be talking to each other even with their differences. But I don’t think there was any doubt in Manu’s mind about my politics; in fact I told him we are two strongest political fellows in the group. But despite the political differences we kept our friendship alive and it helped in advancing the scholarship. 
So what kept that group alive? 
Well, there was an inevitable exchange of information and writings. Then there were interpretative exercises which were interesting. Through this forum we used to get immediate feedback on our writings without any malicious feeling. So there was strong sense of community in which everybody was entitled to keep their beliefs. 

So at what stage the decision was made to form Institute of Chinese Studies (ICS)?

It was much later in late 80’s and early 90’s. The CSDS was running China Report for some time and our friend CSR Rao was editor. There used to be one Gandhian Gentleman in CSDS those days who was also Jayprakash Narayan’s secretary, Mr. Mahavir Prasad Sinha, so these two used to run China Report. And there the journal became more academic in nature than what it was. Even to this date it’s not entirely academic it has its politico-ideological angle. But then we decided to form a institution. Girija Shankar was the link between this group and the CSDS. CSDs have also agreed to provide some kind of institutional support which actually made the ICS possible. But they left the editing part of it completely to us. 
Hong Kong was your first interface with Chinese people. Given that you have a very cultural and civilizational orientation of studying China what was your sense of being in Hong Kong? 

The actual years I spent in China were the 1963-1966. August 1963 I went there and January 1966 I returned. Towards the end of the course in Hong Kong, for one and half, I did East Asia. I went to for a month Japan, Korea South Vietnam, Cambodia, Thailand and so on. 
So was there any sense of alienation since it was immediately after war? 

Well, my sense is that in Hong Kong there were groups who were looking at this as a problem between communists China and India and not the Chinese and India. It is during those years I wrote a letters to the editor of Foreign Economic Review which was highly nationalist and extremely suspicious of the Chinese claims. They carried all these letter and editors replies to it. At that time I became friend with a person who was a first secretary in our commission in Hong Kong in charge of press relations and so on. He was a journalist with The Hindu. And then he joined the publicity wing of the ministry of external Affairs. He became my good friend and introduced me to many Chinese Professors, journalists and so on. He even threw a farewell party when I left Hong Kong. These are coincidences of life. But it as great to be with Shiv Ramakrishnan, he is no more now. Then I came back in 1966 and joined China Report. Then in 1968 this vacancy came for lectureship and then came the second part of my suspended PhD.  So I did my PhD in two phases. And when I came back, I was reasonably good speaker in Chinese and used to say that most of student go to West for their first field visit but I went to East.     

So you started teaching in JNU and as you know in JNU there are research activities also other than teaching. All the current Chinese language as well as International Relations faculties is your students. 
Yes, Alka Acharya, Srikanth Kodapally, Varaprasad are all my students. Hemant is also my student. Madhu Bhalla did her MPhil with me and number of them. But it was sheer biological coincidences; I was born earlier than them. 

There is always a sense that one has left lots of good students to take care of China Studies behind. 

Fortunately except for one or two curious cases I always had very warm relationship with most of my students. 

I being a supervisor to many PhD students certainly understand that. Who was your first Student? 

My first student was purely accidental. She was an elderly Aasamese lady married to a Bengali Anthropologists.  
Why I asked this question is to know when you were assigned or decided a PhD theme and then you became a supervisor and you also came to an agreement on the theme of your PhD student. Was there any difference you tried to make? 

As I said my first student was purely accidental. She was a student of Central Asia and working on Tibet related issues and she developed some differences with Prof. Ram Rahul of Tibetan Studies. So Dean of School asked me to supervise her and it was difficult for me to say no since Tibet is a part of China. So after that incident I started taking deep interest in Student interaction. And what they are interested in working. I told them your choice will ultimately prevail but my interest in that theme is also equally important. So through usual discussion I used to know why the student is interested in that subject. Thought I had worked on Foreign Policy issues I used to suggest them to the extent possible do not take foreign policy issues. So the number of PhD’s that are done under my supervision used to on Anti-Confucian campaign, use of historiography or the comparison between the Propaganda techniques of Communists party of China and CPI(M) Telangana was done by Srikanth Kondapally. Varaprasad worked on Science and technology issues. Sabaree worked on politics and literature in China. There was one conference this Japanese Secretariat organized where Giri read the paper on China Studies in India in which he said SIS has worked only on external relations of China. So I immediately contested him there. So as a matter of fact our centre had produced more research on domestic and internal issues within China.   
Sir, I would slightly divert here; when did you first visit China in your career. 

I visited China very late but then of course I kept going several times. But for the first visit I had to wait for long years and in fact the first provocation was essentially political for my visit to China and that happened very curiously. I was very sympathetic to leftists’ ideology and knew few left leaders very closely. There was one CPM member of Parliament Mr. Jyotirmoy Bose who used to contest from diamond harbour area and was very vocal. He once asked me have you been to China. I said you comrades don’t permit me to go to China. He was familiar with my columns. I never met him before. We met at the house of another left leader. He said let me take to the higher levels. I said you must otherwise what is the use of running a China Studies department and not being able visit China. And you believe it or not after few months Chinese Embassy contacted me asking me what the problem is.
In the meantime North Korean Academy of Social Sciences decided to invite Social Scientists to Pyongyang. So I visited Pyongyang before China. I contacted the Chinese embassy official asking him to manage a brief trip to China. So out of that delegation, I and Utsa Patnaik went to China, curtsy to inter-party relationship. So we parted with our delegation at Pyongyang and took the train from Pyongyang to Beijing. 
So your first visit to China was by train and you must have landed at Beijing Central Station.....so what are the other places did you visit? 

Yes, then of course we went to Shanghai, Canton, commune in Wangtung province which produced litchi and had wonderful meeting with the party secretary there. Then we met several party people also. Since Utsa was an economists’, we also met several planning commission members. It was already a beginning of change in China. It was year 1983. The party member in planning commission referred to Economics of Mahalanobis and wrote about it in EPW. 
So did you visit universities there? 

Yes, all three Beijing, Shanghai and Canton and also Cheng Du where South Asia Institute is there. 

So after you returned to China, did you realize any change in your understanding of China? 

Definitely, I always had very contradictory attitude towards China. I found their economic performance as superb. But in many ways a pre-liberalization China exist in many ways. And the party was able to negotiate better was because of their discipline. So one has this attitude towards Chinese economic performance, which was welcoming if not recommendatory. The discipline has helped the state to remain together and without strong state you cannot negotiate with big powers. There can be debate about what can be negotiated but not about how to negotiate and I found that China is the only country in Asia with a strong sense of state. I attribute this strong sense of state to Confucianism. Had the same been the case in India I would have referred it to Arthashastra since Kautilya talks about strong state. So the Asian civilizations are very strong state oriented civilizations. But in India I get feeling that state is weakening Vis-a-Vis USA or China. There should not be a contradiction between strong state and an approachable state.  
But many people describe China as a regime rather than state.....

I don’t believe in that. I think China is a civilization state rather than a regime. It has its own autonomous state structures. 

Before you ask me further questions, one name must be remembered as far as Chinese Studies in India is concerned and that is Karunakar Gupta. He was a floating member of our group. Whenever he used to be in Delhi he used to attend our meetings. Frankly speaking his only interest was the border dispute. He was not a China expert per se but at one point border dispute dominated the bilateral relations to such an extent that brought in the light his interest. He was a vice-principle of a girl’s college in Calcutta and got some fellowship to Indian House Library and did some work. But he was an iconoclast and published few pieces in China Report. In a sense those who worked on border dispute knew him very well and took him in high regard. 
ICS now has very close relations with government and ministry of external affairs and good number of policy inputs directly or indirectly ICS provides. Would you at what stage it began and how it began. 

After the cooperative grants from CSDS, some money came from Ford Foundation but it was clear that if we have to give it a lasting institutional form then grants problems had to be solved. So we approached ministry and fortunately at that time there were two former DU students as secretaries. T C Rangachari and Vinod Khanna were there. They encouraged the idea and that was the beginning of a relationship. 

ICS also had some visible contribution for instance, Kunming initiative and trilateral summit etc. So do you see any sense of driving foreign policy there?

No that would be quite an overstatement. We first time when we decided to hold a trilateral we decided to make it as broad as possible. We invited scholars from large section of China Studies. The agenda was clearly to articulate certain things which government cannot think of or would not like to carry it out. 
In a sense government worldwide uses think tank as sounding boards for the initiatives they wish to take. So it could be government driven exercise through institution or institution driven exercise through government. 

Institution driven exercise through government would be more appropriate description for the government to start with it encouraged us to go ahead with trilateral, it was not very hopeful of the trilateral business and over the period this attitude seems to have changed. 
The two initiatives we are discussing the Kunming initiative and the trilateral, the later has gone far ahead in terms of its evolution and visibility, Kunming in my opinion has failed to take off on that scale.

You are right. It’s my personal opinion that government of India do not wish to promote discuss the issue of North Eastern state so openly and publicly. Trilateral is another matter because you are dealing with state as one actor. But in Kunming there are so many actors which made it difficult. So I was personally not very supportive of Kunming because I found it an unviable proposition and the government of India’s security concerns should not played down at any cost     

In ICS you had a major role which was increasingly becoming policy-centric and in JNU you are one of those teachers who clearly focussed on academic rigour, and not really focussing on state visits but on basis of what makes foreign policy, understanding a culture and politics of the country. How does one balance this two, policy research purpose and academic rigour?
I believe let your beginning in China Studies be purely China-centric. Without proper knowledge of culture, history and civilization then it purely becomes state to state analysis. But the driving factors states policies vary from state to state and at times are culture oriented. And China and India problem should not state to state centric. And the other argument is that in India the other branch that is Defence and Strategic Studies is quite prosperous. We have finest scholars on Strategic Analysis and they are doing good work. So I fell there ought to be two branched interacting with each other. One is the exclusive branch of K Subramanyam and Raja Mohan who analyse world politics from the power prism and the traditional China expert who brings out more cultural analysis on the basis of internal movements and so on. But that doesn’t happen. The people who understand weapon system should also try to know what Confucianism is or at least listen to those who know Confucianism. I believe China Studies or area studies in India cannot be so pure area studies as they are in the West. They have 16th Century China expert, 17th Century China expert and so on. We cannot have that. That can happen in Indian history. So I think we clearly need two interacting branches of studies and I am not quite sure if that is what is happening. 
That what makes me very curious of the group that remained cohesive for such a long time. The issue of coordination is always highlighted as a limitation between China Studies and Strategic Studies. This lack of coordination is always highlighted by many other scholars as well whom we spoke. So when you were a professor in JNU, what did you do to enhance this coordination? 
Well again I used to say this very comically. If someone is going too much into weapon system, I would say drag him back and in the same way if someone is going too much into Confucianism then I used to say drag him back. The point is an expert in China Studies must know the strategic studies. If one is not reading the James Wilsons translation of classical Chinese and only doing Chinese foreign policy then what is the use of it. 
I remember, I was lucky one have my chapter in your book “Crossing the Bridge on Trees” that was in year 2001 when I entered JNU and it was one of the balanced work and exercise of maintaining coordination. 
That book always gives me a satisfaction of having done some serious work. I mean if I were to ask myself what is that I achieved, I would say few good books and shall we say 8 or 9 PhD students and that’s enough for one life. 

That’s more than enough. I was mentioning to you most of the China Scholars around are your students and I think that’s a tremendous legacy. But were there any other institutional arrangements like signing MOU with some Chinese universities or any such things? 
Most of the institutional arrangements falls within school of languages may it MOU with Korean Foundation and Japanese Academy or Chinese Studies Institutes. The China has now initiated Confucian Centres That is indicative of the return of civilization factor. Various institutional or semi-institutional arrangements can be worked out depending on the situation. 
How have you seen China, since you started visiting China? Everyone talks about transformation of China in terms of gadgets, skyscrapers and number of cars on roads. How do you see the evolution of China though interactions and from civilizational point of view? 

As a society they have a strong sense of history which in my opinion is their major strength. In India we have our history shorter and shorter but In China they have made longer and longer. An average Indian does not know more than two hundred years of history. Only epics have survived but how many students studying political science know Bhisma’s analysis of state in Shantiparva? I don’t think anybody would know it because it’s not been taught. There is far greater respect for Confucian texts in China than we have for passages like Shantiparva in India. 
I recall I once offered JNU SIS department that I am willing to give few lectures to your theory students if you are interested in this sections of Mahabharata and its connection with Arthashastra.  But as happens and particularly in Delhi everybody says yeas and nobody says no and later nothing happens. I once offered in School of languages that I will offer you some lectures on Principles of Indian Ethics by various thinkers and I know enough Sanskrit to be able to do that; again everybody agreed but nothing happened. 

But to come back to your experience, you have been in the field of China Studies for more than three decades; how have China Studies moved? Have they at all moved or they are declining or they are changing? And how does differ from China Studies of 60’s and 70’s and so on? 

Well, in a fundamental sense they are declining and the reason why they are declining is people are losing their interest in China Studies as China Studies. They are interested only in strategy and foreign policy matters related to China. I referred to this little while ago that it is important to connect the two rather than focusing on only one. Scholars are only interested in studying China as a power and only that kind of study has expanded. The rise of China as an emerging power is certainly dominating the international relations agenda and do not negate the fact that the other kind of China studies are declining. We predominantly have the western view of China which is often taken for granted. 

In Delhi University and also in SIS various studies like rural employment and other kinds of studies are being undertaken.  
Well, I am not entirely ruling them out but the fact that their space has shrunk. There is growing distance between those who are working on China’s domestic matter and general populace. There is not enough of interventionists writings. Suppose if there is a major policy decision being taken within China it is not being commented upon here in India. We have plethora of commentaries being written only on foreign policy decisions. There is no tendency of questioning and contesting the policy formulations of China. 
But what do you think is the reason behind this change or decline? Is it the common malice of entire education system or is it specific to China Studies? 

It partly happens because of inadequate language training and expertise. A language actually helps you to enter inside the country and in its culture. There is also a lack of introduction to Chinese civilization and those who are studying China must do it. 
Is there a dichotomy because we have scholars full time doing language and culture? 

Well the language scholars focus more on linguistics rather than the ideas that language carries. I have not come across substantial writings from them. It can be presented in simple forms for ex. straightforward history Chinese communists’ movement or communists’ literature etc. In spite of being so many language scholars there is no simple book 20th Century Chinese literature. In fact China report has a long history of Chinese literature that is done by me. It may be good or bad but there work being done why the full time language scholars can’t do something like this. There was an article in Chinese on centenary book on grammar in China. Sabaree and Hemant had translated it and I wrote an introduction to it which appeared in China Report. In that introduction I made few remarks which are even of relevance to those studying Chinese Strategy.  
You described China civilizational orientation as one of the strong state. Does that also mean very powerful state? Strong state can be institutionally powerful but does it yield power?  

I think are a powerful state and make it as their disclaimer. But by power I do not only mean tangible or intangible power but a conceptual understating of who we are and collective sense of identity and a strong state in all aspects to be able to deal with other powers. 
These themes are not actually the part of our regular China Studies...

Because we have not studied China as China..... In the book which you just mentioned I wrote an essay on semantics of foreign policy.  

The other sense of decline is that have we haven’t not evolved many institutions on China Studies and the institutions that exist are also in the state of decline. 

Yes, I would admit that. Even if want to study China as China in Delhi you would not get a right kind of assistance and somehow you have to link it to foreign policy issues. My submission is this there are enough institutions and departments to do China Studies and they should be encouraged to do serious work. But you must have certain enlighten view of what kind of studies to be encouraged which are useful next 50 years from now. 
You mentioned certain amount of Western influence on China Studies. Could you also see some Chinese influence on China Studies?

Not really or very limited in a way that there is a realization amongst the community of China scholars that there are number of complexities involved in deciphering the reality as far as Chinese state and its elite’s behaviour is concerned. 
I meant in the sense that Chinese are now increasingly publish in English. They facilitate discourse through Shanghai forum, Beijing forum and so on.  

Well, you have answered it. They are actually facilitating it. 
You had two decades of understanding of China before you actually visited China, Now students visit China during their MPhil and PhD’s and that’s a very different age of being exposed to China. 

But that exposure would result in either confirmation of prejudices or change of ideas and that totally depend upon the thought process of an individual. 
And now I see from you your daughter also has interest in China as well. I have seen her at India-China Institute and I suppose she straddles certain amount of China Studies. 
Of Course she remains more as a professional economists’. 

But anything that you noticed that could have changed your career in China Studies.....

Well, for ex. If I had actually gone to China when I was due to go, I would have landed in a very hostile China and I don’t know what would have happened to my way of looking at China. And by the time I actually went things had certainly changed. Later I approached a filmmaker in China to make a documentary in China on visit of Indian Prime Minister and another in India on visit of Chinese Prime Minister. So there was a Chinese television team which came to India and shot several things and we also with the cooperation of Chinese government went around several places in China. I wrote a part of the commentary, I don’t know how much actually the director used it, but I went as a China expert with the team and that was fascinating experience of going with television team and look at the things from their view. 
Given that your past three and half decades of experience in China Studies, in what direction the China Studies are going and what need to be rectified and how do you see the future of China?

If one has to think about improving the content of China Studies then the culture and literature part has to be enriched which have not been a part of China Studies as such. And the language expertise should be put into appropriate use. Secondly there I don’t see much interaction between those who study foreign policy and strategy and those who study China as China. And thirdly despite all being said and done I don’t see a community of China Scholars. 
Also about the future of China, a huge debate on which way it is going, regime is in danger and growth is too fast, all kinds of questions and it’s a big country to focus on. How do you look at it? 
Two observations can be made. First the Chinese state is not at all vulnerable. The ruling elites in China knows well that the current levels of prosperity cannot be maintained of the state were to go down. Secondly this whole debate of whether China will become democratic or not is futile. It’s a concern for those who think that it’s their natural business to make the world democratic. There is an inherent degree of arrogance on their part who thinks that China should become democratic. So in foreseeable future China is likely to remains an autocratic state ruled by a communists’ party and the party is communist just for the namesake. And this China when reach some kind of economic level would certainly undertake few changes and we have to wait till that happens. 

But even if regime transforms you see no threat to the state as such? 

No. Certainly not ....

Sir, final question... You have been teacher to all of us. When you look back nay message would like to give, any advice to your students... 

They are all competent scholars and at this stage I don’t to give them any advice. I would like to say that over a period of time some of them have actually emerged as friends and I Have benefited reading them as much as they have benefited reading me and it’s certainly pleasure knowing you also. 
Talking like this to you is certainly my learning experience. I must say some of you have done China Studies in very difficult times when it was not at all encouraged; it was difficult to get access to information...

The faxes from various news agencies, Subramanyam used to make us available although we were not the staff members of IDSA. We should be granting him his due credit because he kept our interest in China alive. If the same bonhomie is maintained between the China scholars, they will go far away. He helped us in building a collective and remained a silent a contributor to that process. All one can say is let there be so many collectives and let there be so many silent contributors that’s a good note on which to end. 

Thank you sir, thank you very much; it was my pleasure talking to you. 

