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The Emergence of China in World Affairs

Roderick MacFarquhar(October 12, 1987)

Ⅰ.CHINA STANDS UP

It is a great honour for me to be asked to give the inaugural lectures that commemorate late Vice-President Kim Sung-Soo. As founder of the Dong A Ilbo almost 70 years ago, Kim Sung-Soo created a most powerful voice of Korean nationalism and democratisation. His seminal contribution to the modernisation of education in Korea was of course the development of Posung College and its eventual transformation into Korea University, a symbol of the determination of Koreans to shape their own destiny. In these and other activities, he was both entrepreneur and philanthropist, a tradition so generously continued by my good friend Dr.Kim Sang Man, whom I as a Britain citizen think of as Sir Sang Man Kim.

For Vice-President Kim Sung-Soo and Korea of his generation the prime struggle was for independence from Japanese colonial rule. By the early 1950s, when Kim Sung-Soo’s tremendous work on behalf of this nation was acknowledged by his elevation to the Vice-Presidency of the Republic of Korea, the country was threatened by a new force, a hostile North Korea backed by its, powerful allies, the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and the Soviet Union.

But while the Soviet Union supplied the modern weaponry, it was China that supplied the troops which surged down the Korean peninsula. All through its history, Korea has been a buffer state between two larger neighbours, and now China seemed to have replaced Japan as the main threat to Korea independence. I well remember discussing these issues with another Korean friend, your former president Professor Kim Jun-yop on my very first to Seoul in 1960.

Today, the international image and reality of the PRC has changed greatly. In consequence, the relationship between Beijing and Seoul has been considerably modified. I do not know the latest calculations here, but the most reliable western estimate is that in 1986, South Koreans did $1.65 billion worth of business with the PRC, more than double the figure for Sino-North Korean trade.

And yet worries remain among China’s neighbours and also further afield. China’s policies, both domestic and foreign, have been subjucted to a number of drastic and sudden reversals during the almost four decades of the PRC’s existence. How durable are the reforms initiated by Deng Xiaoping? What is their implication for the world in general and Asia in particular?

In my two lectures, I propose to discuss these and related issues under the general theme “The Emergence of China in World Affairs.” In my first lecture today, entitled “China Stands Up,” I will examine the historical context of China’s emergence in an effort to explain the objectives and actions of the PRC in the Maoist era ; in my second lecture, I will pursue my analysis into the 1980s and the Deng era under the title “China Comes Out.”
THETRADITIONAL CHINESE WORLD VIEW

No people are more historically conscious than the Chinese, perhaps because no people has so long, so continuous, and so detailed a historical record of statecraft to consult. Arguments over current policies are often masked in debates on historical events on the assumption that a literate audience will know enough about the past to understand its relevance to the present. The speeches of Mao Zedong were peppered with historical references and analogies.

Moreover, Mao was born and matured in the imperial era. He received elements of a traditional education and wrote poetry in traditional style. More importantly, from an early stage in hes revolutionary career, he clearly saw himself as the heir of the great emperors of the past, and indeed as their superior, as he demonstrated in his famous poem “Snow” written in 1936 :

This land so rich in beauty

Has made countless heroes bow in homage.

But alas! Qin Shin-huang and Han Wu-di

Were lacking in literary grace.

And Tang Tai-zong and Song Tai-zu

Had little peotry in their souls ;

And Genghis Khan,

Proud Son of Heaven for a day,

Knew only shooting eagles, bow outstretched.

All are past and gone!

For truly great men

Look to this age alone.

In this poem, Mao refers to the great dynastic founders of the most successful conquering emperors, men who united the Chinese people and spread their influence into North-East, Central and South-East Asia, creating over the centuries the self-image of Zhong-guo, the Middle Kingdom whose superior culture was the exemplar for discerning “tributary” peoples elsewhere. Separated by the central Asian deserts, the Himalayan mountains, and the southern oceans from direct contact with the other great creative centers of the human spirit, the Chinese acknowledged no equal. Indeed, Chinese civilisation was not merely superior, it was unique ; and because superior and unique, it was enduring. Nomads from the north like Genghis Khan might conquer China, but if they remained determinedly committed to their own traditions of “shooting eagles,” they would rule only “for a day.” Of course, this image of China’s pre-eminent role in what Chinese considered to be the civilized world, pre-mordern East Asia, reflected reality only during what are sometimes referred to as the Yang phases of Chinese foreign relations that is to say, periods of Chinese internal strength and external initatives. Chinese historians, like China’s neighbours, have been well aware that during periods of disunity and weakness, the Yinphases, China’s emperors and bureaucrats had to use all the traditional tools state against powerful neighbours, often without successes.

Characteristic of both Yang and Yin phases was an overriding concentration on the empire’s northern frontiers. Arab traders were importunate, Japanese pirates were a nuisance, but until the mid-19th century no threats to an imperial regime emerged from the southern oceans. Rather, it was what used to be called Manchuria, now known to the Chinese simply as the North-East, which was critical to the regional power balance. As the historian Gari Ledyard has pointed out, when the Liao and later the Jin dominate Manchuria, they became successively the strongest powers in East Asia, with their influence spreading across the Yalu River and into the North China plain ; and it was of course from Manchuria that the Manchus themselves emerged to conquer the whole Chinese empire and set up their 
Qing dynasty.

Perhaps it was because they originated from north of the Great Wall of China and were aware how in that zone on dominant people had replaced another over the centuries that the Qing were always particularly sensitive to dangers from central Asia. And as another American historian, the late Joseph Jletcher, has demonstrated, the 19th century witnessed massive Han Chinese immigration into the Qing’s inner Asian domains, knitting those areas more firmly to the Chinese heartland.

But unfortunately for the Qing, for the first time in Chinese imperial history a dynasty was faced with simultaneous threats from central Asia and the southern ocean ; not just with the expansion across Siberia of Tsarist Russia to whom they had to concede substantial territory, but also with incursions along the seacoast as British and French gunboats enforced their merchants’ demands for trade and their missionaries’ desires for converts with the notorious unequal treaties from the Opium War of 1839-42 onward.

As is well-known, it took well over half a century from the end of the Opium War before Qing rulers and bureaucrats appreciated the full dimensions of the challenge they faced. After two centuries of Qing rule, it was not unnatural for their first thought to be that defeats at foreign hands were due to dynastic decline, a familiar syndrome identified by Chinese historians. Thus self-strengthening, a re-invigoration of the polity’s traditional Confucian values was the first recourse, coupled with half-hearted attempts to adopt Western weaponry.

It was Japan’s humiliating defeat of China in 1895 and its annexation of Taiwan that began to bring to bring the Qing court to its senses. Conservative reformers urged the adoption of Western learning for practical use while retaining Chinese learning for essential principles, the famous motto zhong xue wei it, xi xue wei yong. Nor is it surprising that after 2,000 years of the Confucian-Legalist imperial system those conservatives found it difficult to grasp that it had to be abandoned.

But for the first time, radical reformers began to be heard. They recognised that China’s weakness lay not in some cyclical downturn, still less in human venality, but precisely in the ‘Chinese essence’ itself, the more fundamental deficiencies of an agrarian civilisation in the face of advancing industrial societies. When in a famous debate in January 1898, the Empress Dowager’s principal Manchu adviser stated : “The institutions of the ancestors cannot be changed,” the chief protagonist of reform Kang Youwei responded : “We cannot preserve the realm of the ancestors ; what is the use of their institutions?

It required the further humiliation of foreign suppression of the Boxer revolt in 1900 and a further demonstration of the advantages of industrialisation by Japan’s defeat of a Western imperialist power in the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-5 before China finally abandoned the Confucian bureaucratic examination system, symbol and substance of Chinese high civilisation for 1,500 years.

While such a development may be then have seemed to many as inevitable, this could not diminish the trauma of liquidating the Chinese “essence.” The problem for China’s political and intellectual leaders ever since has been to find something to put in its place. There is perhaps an analogy here with my own country, Great Britain. The late American Secretary of State Dean Acheson once perceptively remarked that after World War Ⅱ, Britain had lost an empire and was seeking for a role. In the case of China one might say that at the beginning of this century, China lost a civilisation and be gan a search for a new identity. Though the country has endured five “revolutions,” that search has not yet ended.

THE SEARCH FOR WEALTH AND POWER

In the declining years of the Qing dynasty, the problem was not posed so starkly. For the moment, the focus was on the search for wealth and power, goals emphasised by a leading purveyor of Western ideas in China, Yan Fu, whose writings have been so ably analysed by my Harvard colleague Benjamin Schwartz. As the Japanese had demonstrated, diligent absorption and adaptation of Western science and institutions could enable a state originating in the East Asian, Confucian-impregnated world so to transform itself as to be able to rank alongside the great imperial powers. China, too, had to modernise if she wished to annul the unequal treaties, terminate foreign privilege on Chinese soil, and recover lost territories.

But because the Qing began modernising so late, they were unable to provide the focus given by the Meiji court in Japan. Indeed, although over the centuries the Manchu emperors had become almost more Chinese than the Chinese their alien origins were used by Han Chinese nationalists as grounds for alleging that they had “betrayed” the country and brought about its humiliation.

China’s first revolution, the 1911-12 overthrow of the last imperial dynasty, followed by the intellectual explosion of the May Fourth Movement, further liberated the thinking of Chinese patriots and encouraged them to ransack the storehouse of Western ideas to find a formula for the reconstruction of their nation.

Mao Zedong told his American biographer, Edgar Snow that when he left Changsha Normal School in 1918 at the age of 24, “my mind was a curious mixture of ideas of liberalism, democratic reformism, and utopian socialism. I had somewhat vague passions about “nineteenth-century democracy” utopianism and old-fashioned liberalism, and I was definitely anti-militarist and anti-imperialist.” Mao moved to Beijing, but, he later confessed, “I was still confused, looking for a road, as we say. I read some pamphlets on anarchy, and was much influenced by them.” Why was it that subsequently, within a period of only three years, this evidently confused young man had thrust aside his uncertainties, embraced Marxism-Leninism, and attended the 1st Congress of the Chinese Communist Party in Shanghai?

I believe that in the answer to that question lies some of the explanation for the behaviour of the PRC under Mao’s leadership. Let me briefly sum up here the views I have already expressed to a Korean audience in my contribution to the book Korea and Asia, the volume published in honour of Professor Kim Jun-yop’s 60th birthday a few years ago.

In that article on Sino-Soviet relations, I pinpointed what I called the “five togethers” to explain why patriotic young Chinese like Mao were drawn towards communism and why there were such strong links between Chinese and Soviet Communists for so many years.

First, the Bolshevik revolution in 1917 had demonstrated to impotent Chinese patriots how intellectuals could organise to seize power. Second, Lenin’s theory of imperialism suddenly seemed glaringly relevant to outraged Chinese when, in 1919, the Versailles Peace Conference awarded German concessions on Chinese soil to the Japanese. If non-communist partriots like Sun Yat-sen and Chiang Kai-she k could seek Soviet support for China’s second revolution, the Nationalist one of 1926-28, it was hardly surprising that other patriotic Chinese should go further and actually join the Communist Party.

The third “together” was the ideological tie, the shared faith in Marxism-Leninism. The fourth was the Chinese Communists’ acceptance of Soviet leadership in the struggle for world revolution. The fifth, which did not come into play until after China’s third revolution, the Communist one of 1949, was the desire of Mao and his colleagues to copy the Soviet model of economic development as the best route to the old goal of wealth and power.

Let me say a bit about the third link, the ideological tie. In my article in Korea and Asia, I commented that Marxism was a powerful ideological magnet and “had the additional advantage in that, like Confucianism, unlike other Western doctrines, it offered an overall account of society and man’s place in it ; it gave Chinese intellectuals the psychological security of leaping from one totalism to another.” If I was right to suggest a little earlier in this lecture that from the beginning of the 20th century, the Chinese, having lost a civilisation, were seeking for a new identity, here was something even better than that – nothing less than a new civilisation whose principles, like those of the old one, were said to be applicable throughout the known world. I want now to consider some further aspects of the content of that ideological tie.

If Marxism was intellectually comforting, Leninism must have seemed institutionally familiar. The new Soviet state rested upon a triadic framework just like the traditional Confucian one. At the apex was a ruler and teacher whose decisions, especially after Stalin replaced Lenin, could not be gainsaid, and whose words took on the attributes of holy scripture. The cults of the dead Lenin and the living Stalin, deployed with all the technology of modern communications and all the techniques of modern propaganda, would have been envied by Kang Xi or Qian Long.

The second element in the Soviet triad was the Communist Party, an elite bureaucracy which advised the ruler and carried out his decisions. Bolder offcials might dissent from the ruler’s view, but only at the risk of losing reputation, office or even life. So why endanger a powerful and privileged existence in command of one’s countrymen? Again, Confucian mandarins would certainly have recognised the dilemma, for their relationship to their ruler and his subjects was in many ways identical.

The most important similarity was that the mandarins’ right to rule, like that of Communist bureaucrats, was grounded in their training in the third element of the triad, the official state doctrine, knowledge of which enabled them to understand and entitled them to guide society.

For a communist well-versed in Chinese history like Mao Zedong, a man who implicitly compared himself to the great emperors of the past, the intellectual and institutional parameters of Marxism-Leninism must have been deeply satisfying. By 1943, he had arrogated to himself the title of “chairman,” one hitherto unknown within the international communist movement, but one perhaps more appropriate to a man with vision of imperial glory than the office of “general secretary.”
During the years in Yan’an, he fashioned a loyal and responsive bureaucracy, and after the Chinese Communist Party’s 7th Congress in 1945, “Mao Zedong Thought” was extolled by his followers as the brilliant adaptation of Marxism-Leninism to the Chinese scene. The cult of his personality grew and by the time of his death, his godlike aura would outshine even Stalin’s at the height of his power.

Thus when Mao inaugurated the People’s Republic on October 1, 1949-significantly he stood stop the gateway to the Forbidden City from where the emperors had ruled-there was much that was familiar about the new regime : a leader to inspire ; a bureaucracy to guide ; and a doctrine to consult. But these old instruments were to be dedicated to new golas : no longer the preservation of the hierarchical agrarian society, but its transformation who an egalitarian industrial stated.

CHINA STANDS UP

Addressing the assembled leaders of the new China at this time, Mao proclaimed that the Chinese people “had stood up.” His meaning was clear. A strong government had been installed. Lost territories would be recovered ; Mao under-standably assumed, rightly in the one case, wrongly in the other, that Tibet and Taiwan would soon fall to the victorious People’s Liberation Army. Reunited, China would deal with other nations as equals. The ear of humiliation was over.

In fact, that era was already past. The extra-territorial privileges exacted by the Western imperial powers had been given up as a gesture of wartime solidarity with the government of Chiang Kai-shek. Japan’s empire on Chinese soil had been liquidated with Tokyo’s surrender to General MacArthur in 1945. Indded, China was now “more equal” than most other nations, for at the insistence of the late president Roosevelt, it had been accorded a permanent seat on the United Nations Security Council, and thus formally ranked as one of the “Big Five” of the postwar international system.

Mao’s real achievement in 1949 was to begin to give content to this nominal status. By setting up a strong central government, in full control of the Chinese mainland for the first time in over a century, China’s image and reality were transformed.

Now historically, whenever a new dynasty like the Ming or the Qing had succeeded in reuniting the empire, China almost automatically became the most powerful nation in East Asia. The frontiers would be safeguarded ; external enemies would be suppressed. If the Chinese domestic government could be described as being in a Yang phase, then its external relations would also be in a Yang phase. Unfortunately for Mao, although he had certainly set up a Yang government, he could aspire only to Yin status in international affairs.

For only a powerful industrialised China could safeguard and indeed justify its new international status. The Chinese Communists now had to proceed more rapidly than hitherto possible with the task of modernisation. Until the new “Long March” to wealth and power had been completed, China’s international ambitions and behaviour would be severely constrained. Indeed, the lesson of the Maoist era is that although China had stood up it still needed the crutch of superpower support.

LEANING TO ONE SIDE

Some months before the proclamation of the PRC Mao had indicated that the incoming regime would seek an alliance with the Soviet Union. Non-communist sympathisers who had hoped for a more neutral stance between the two superpowers, partly on the basis of wartime collaboration between the Chinese Communists and the American military, partly because the US government had washed its hands of Chiang Kai-she k, were rudely disabused.

There were strong reasons why Moscow and Beijing should come together some of which I have already mentioned. Even though most of the vestiges of foreign imperialism had been eliminated from Chinese terriory, China’s leaders were strongly imbued with the anti-imperialist emotions which had been critical in their decisions to join the Communist Party. The US was the “would gendarme” of international imperialism, and its support for the Chinese Nationalists almost to the end made it a potential menace to the new regime.

Even if the then-anticipated rapid conquest of Taiwan were to liquidate any danger of an American-supported counter-attack by Chiang Kai-she k, the United States remained in occupation of Japan and involved with the Republic of Korea. If the Japanese had been able to launch such devastating attacks first on Manchuria and then on the Han heartland from those territories, the nuclear-armed Americans must surely be an even greater menace.

The North-east, as Manchuria was now known, was thus not far removed from the front line of East-West Cold War confrontaion. Moreover, after the defeat of Japan, the Soviet Union had looted much of the industry set up in the North-east by the Japanese, and had got the Nationalist Government to agree to a restoration of some of the Tsarist privileges there which had been lost after the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-5. Thus this key strategic and economic area where the new communist government in Beijing wished to focus its industrialisation effort was potentially menaced by both superpowers.

Mao’s strategic sense was far too well developed for him to make the mistake made by the late Qing and allow China to be threatened by “barbarians” from the north and from the sea at the same time. So shortly after the founding of the People’s Republic, he went off the Moscow to conclude an alliance with his ideological breathren.

THE SINO-SOVIET ALLIANCE

The Stalin-Mao summit and the singing of the Sino-Soviet Tready on February 14, 1950, seemed to herald a new era in the East-West struggle in general and the East Asian power balance in particular. The adherence of the People’s Republic to the world communist movement represented an enormous accretion of power and influence. The psychological impact was as significant. With communism now controlling the Eurasian heartland from the Urals to the Yellow Sea, it seemed as if an irresistible tide would swamp the Third World in revolution. The eventual global triumph of the new civilization which the young Mao had embraced to take the place of the old Confucian world order appeared historically inevitable.

In East Asia, Russia and China had agreed on mutual support against any new threat from a “rebirth of Japanese imperialism an a repetition of aggression on the part of Japan or any other State [evidently the United States] which should unite in any form with Japan in acts of aggression.” The Chinese seemed to have obtained the protection of one superpower against the other. Beijing had transformed a yin international posture into a yang one.

It is now well-known that the Sino-Soviet relationship was troubled even before the signing of the treaty. Stalin had advised Mao during the Chinese Civil War not to cross the Yangtse River, possibly fearing that a united communist China might represent a powerful challenge to his authority. If Tito in little Yuhoslavia could defy him, how much more so Mao.

So when Mao came to Moscow, Stalin welcomed him cordially, but then forced him to hang around, apparently reluctant to respond to Mao’s publicly-declared interest in a treaty. When he finally realised that Mao would not go home empty-handed, he imposed humiliating conditions, forcing the Chinese to accept a continuing Soviet role on Chinese soil, in the North-east and the North-west. According to Mao’s later account, it was only when the Chinese had demonstrated their loyalty to the cause of international communism by expending blood and treasure in the Korean War, that Stalin’s attitude changed.

The Korean War solidified Sino-Soviet relations in another way : by leading to the PRC’s exclusion from the China seat at the United Nations, it forced Beijing to lean even more heavily on Moscow. Not until the death of Stalin in 1953, the Geneva Conference of 1954, and the Afro-Asian Bandung Conference of 1955, was Premier Zhou Enlai able to deploy his considerable diplomatic talents in the international arena, and China able to emerge from the Soviet shadow as an independent actor.

At this point, the Cold War was giving way to what the Soviet Union’s new leader, Nikita Khrushchev, called “peaceful coexistence,” what today is known as détente. Khrushchev believed in the existence of two camps, socialist and imperialist, much as Stalin had. But he did not artomatically write off newly emerging independent nations in the Third World as bourgeois “running dogs” of imperialism. He believed that “neutralists” like Nehru could he wooed and their countries won over to the socialist system. Moreover, in the post-Hiroshima world, it was too dangerous to promote revolutions that might suck the superpowers into nuclear confrontations.

Mao, and probably even more so Zhou Enlai, also saw advantages in a more nuanced approach to international relations. To have China feared in Asia as a military threat or a fount of revolution only facilitated US efforts to encircle the PRC, as with the creation of SEATO, the South-east Asia Treaty Organisation, in 1955, and the defence agreement with Taiwan. From the mid to the late 1950s, Premier Zhou worked hard, and by-and-large successfully, to change China’s image in South and South-east Asia.

Breaking out from diplomatic isolation also gave Beijing a chance to approach Washington directly, unmediated by Moscow. Zhou’s offer to talk, made at Bandung, resulted in ambassadorial talks in Geneva and later in Warsaw, the only direct channel between the two antagonists until the Kissinger visit to Beijing in 1971.

And yet China was still trapped by its bascially yin status into dependence on superpower priorities. The US government showed no signs of loosening its ties to Taiwan, let alone persuading the Nationalists to heed Communist pleas for reunification. When mainland batteries began to bombard the Nationalist-held offshore island of Quemoy [jinmen] in the late summer of 1958, the US 7th Fleet escorted relief convoys and Beijing had to back down. Even after the departure of Beijing’s most implacable foe, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, the prospects for winning back Taiwan seemed dim.

Indeed, in some ways the arrival of President John Kennedy in the White House in January 1961 seemed more threatening to Beijing’s hopes of eventually reuniting Taiwan with the motherland. Kennedy had long felt that the Nationalists should be persuaded to abandon the offshore islands – which Mao saw as an umbilical cord linking the two Chinese regimes – and indicated some sympathy for the idea of “two Chinas,” that is to say an independent Taiwan which would have been permanently lost to the motherland.

Mao’s frustration at the ability of the “imperialist” superpower to prevent him from restoring the old Chinese territories spilled over anger at the socialist superpower. Although Khrushchev liquidated Stalin’s crude attempt to place China in the role of client state, and he stepped up Soviet aid commitments, and made a genuine effort to treat China with fitting respect, differences of style and substance soon emerged to sour relations between the Soviet Communist Party first secretary and the Chinese Communist Party chairman.

In 1956, what Mao saw as Khrushchev’s incompetence in the handling of destalinisation had led to the Hungarian revolt and a massive setback to the world communist movement in general and the prestige of its vanguard,, the Soviet Union, in particular. Mao resented Soviet rejection of his theory of “contradictions among the people” and his “hundred flowers” policy in 1957 and criticism of the commune movement and the Great Leap Forward in 1958. More importantly, Khrushchev was unprepared to risk confrontation with the US despite the Soviet seizure of the lead in missile technology which the launching of the first Sputnik demonstrated. When the chips were down in the Taiwan Strait in 1958, Khrushchev witheld support for his ally until the danger had passed. A year later, evidently alarmed at Mao’s growing bellicosity under the banner of his motto “the east wind is prevailing over the west wind,” Khrushchev reneged on his undertaking to supply the Chinese with unclear weapons technology.

In 1960, when Mao publicly criticised Soviet abandonment of Lenin’s anti-imperialist norms and lobbied for his views within the world communist movement, Khrushchev abruptly withdrew Soviet technical advisers. The Moscow Conference at the end of the tear barely papered over the cracks. Moscow and Beijing allowed their treaty of “Friendship, Alliance and Mutual Assistance” to run its full term of 30 years, but after just a third of that period had elapsed, the agreement was dead letter.

CHINA GOES IT ALONE

The PRC now entered its most dangerous decade. In the 1950s, China had leaned to the side of the Soviet Union to obtain protection from the United States. In the 1960s, an impatient and self-confident Mao adopted a posture of defiance of both superpowers. By the end of the decade he was forced to realise that will alone could not transform yin into yang.

Let me pause here in my analysis of China’s emergence in world affairs to emphasize the crucial role of Mao. In talking of the actions of nations in international affairs, it is common to refer to them as if they were the sole reponsibility of the relevant heads of government. Thatcher rather than Britain does one thing ; Reagan rather than American does another. In no instance is this convention more appropriate than Mao’s China.

Disussions with Chinese officials and scholars have confirmed for me Mao’s total supremacy in formulating the theories, articulating the goals and devising the strategies of Chinese foreign policy. The only instance in which Mao actually allowed debate on a major foreign policy issue within the Politburo was apparently on the decision to enter the Korean War. After two days of discussion, the majority was clearly against entry, while Mao was in favour. South Koreans know only to well whose view prevailed.

Moreover, all important foreign policy moves had to be checked with Mao. In the 1960s, Zhou Enlai sent important foreign policy papers to head of state Liu Shaoqi, party general secretary Deng Xiaoping, and Beijing party boss Peng Zhen, but only for information. The Chinese realised that, unlike in domestic affairs, where the party had in principle the possibility of reversing itself, in international affairs, once a step had been taken, all sorts of factors over which they had no control would come into play. Mao alone had the authority to sanction potentially disastrous initiatives.

As a theoretician, Mao had to find explanations and justifications for the international situation in which China now found itself. He moved gradually from the simplistic two camps theory of global polarisation which he had accepted from Stalin to a theory of two camps and two intermediate zones. The two intermediate zones inclueded, on the one hand, industrialised countries willing to flout a superpower’s wishes, like France when it recognized the PRC in 1964 in defiance of the US, and on the other, neutralist countries like Sukarno’s Indonesia which were pro-communist.

The theory of the two camps and the two zones represented a transetional phase in Mao’s thinking. He still clung to the idea of a world communist movement, and in the early 1960s, Chinese propagandists struggled for its soul and Chinese officials schemed for its leadership. Hence the persistence of the two camps. But Mao was taking account of the complex world which Zhou Enlai had found on his foreign tours and of patterns of foreign behaviour which did not fit with a stark black and white characterisation. Hence the evolution of the idea of the two zones.

But as the Sino-Soviet dispute worsened in the 1960s, Mao began to believe that Moscow had effectively deserted the path of Marxism-Leninism. In the last of the nine massive polemics with which Mao anathematised Khrushchev and his colleagues in 1963-64, the chairman actually accused them of having engineered a capitalist restoration in the homeland of the October revolution. Since a socialist camp without the Soviet Union was not credible, Mao dropped the notion of camps.

In its place he introduced the theory of the three worlds, which he first articulated in the mid-1970s, but which began to inform Chinese foreign policy in the late 1960s. With the Sino-Soviet dispute worsening as a result of the cultural revolution – China’s fourth revolution according to my analysis – the Soviet Union began to play a role in Chinese demonology similar to that of the United States. Mao consigned them both to the same “world,” that of the superpowers, the malignant nations which preyed on all others.

The other two worlds were the former two intermediate zones. In the second world, he placed the developed countries other than the superpowers ; these were nations which nationally disliked being dominated by the superpowers and were potentially defiant of them. For the third world, Mao adopted the conventional usage of the term to denote all developing countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America. China was described as being a member of the third world. Mao had abandoned proletarian internationalism for poverty internationalism.

It is important to grasp the significance of this change in Mao’s thinking, because it began a process of liberation of thought among Chinese communists which continues to this day. I shall return to this point in my second lecture. For the moment let me remain with the foreign relations implications of the three worlds theory. As a way of analysing the structure of world power, it had certain attractions for the third world statesmen who came in large numbers to pay their respects to the Chinese oracle, Chairman Mao. They were doubtless impressed with the lofty tone in which he condemned both Moscow and Washington. But problems arose when the Chinese began to act on Mao’s theory.

MAO TURNS WEST

It was the Warsaw Pact invasions of Czechoslovakia in the summer of 1968 to suppress the Prague “spring” that led Mao to coin the term “social imperialism.” It was his characterisation of Soviet willingness to use brute force against communist governments of which it disapproved, a willingness which was justified by Moscow in the notorious Brezhnev doctrine.

In principle, this meant that the Soviet first secretary could order troops or even his missiles into action against China in the light of Beijing’s anti-Soviet stance. In practice, it meant that when the Chinese foolhardily strained Soviet patience, they suffered massive retaliation.

To this day, the full story of the Sino-Soviet conflict along the Ussuri River border in the spring of 1969 is not known. For some time, there had been clashes over the ownership of small islands in the middle of the river. Some of these had involved only the gosing down of Chinese fishermen by Soviet soldiers. But in 1969 it appears that Chinese troops ambushed a Soviet unit.

The reasons for this action are unclear, though it has been plausibly argued that Defence Minister Marshal Lin Biao may have ordered a military confrontation on the eve of the Communist Party’s 9th Congress, to justify his imminent elevation to the position of Mao’s anointed heir. Whatever the motives this Chinese initiative provoked a devastating response. Local Chinese forces were apparently hit very hard.

Then during the summer of 1969, the Russians began to spread rumours that they were about to larnch a “surgical” strike against China’s nuclear weapons facilities in order to pre-empt a possible attack on the Soviet Union. China’s reactions made it plain that Beijing really did fear that Soviet “social imperialism” might unleash its enormous military superiority against China. The dangers of Mao’s simultaneous defiance of both superpowers was exposed. China decided to lean to other side.

Fortunately for Mao, China’s hour of maximum danger coincided with the election of Richard Nixon who had his own reasons for seeking an accomodation with China. The story of how it was reached in the Shanghai communique of February 1972 is too well known for me to have to elaborate it here. But I do want to underline some of the implications.

First, it underlined the continuing yin nature of China’s foreign policy position. The People’s Republic was simply not militarily capable of taking on either of the superpowers, let alone both. Mao’s overweening self-confidence had led him to forget the accurate strategic appraisal he had made back in 1949. He had challenged both oceanborne and land-based barbarians at the same time. China could no longer afford this dangerous arrogance ; and since the main danger no longer to the American “imperialists” he was forced to turn to redress the balance. China still needed a superpower as a crutch.

Second, this was a radical change in China’s foreign policy posture. For two decades, the United States had been excoriated in China as the world gendarme, bent on oppressing the “wretched of the earth.” Now suddenly, Mao was seeking the friendship and support of this imperialist superpower. This was justified within the party by comparing it to the Chinese communists’ temporary wartime collaboration with American and British imperialists against the greater danger of Japanese imperialism. The insistence on this point suggested that many found the analogy unconvincing, probably including Marshal Lin Biao, whose defection and death occurred a couple of months after Scretary of State Kissinger’s first visit to Beijing. Abroad too, many radicals who had accepted China’s claim to have replaced the Soviet Union as the fount of revolutionary zeal reacted with horror.

Thirdly, this U-turn had Mao’s personal seal of approval. A picture of Mao shaking hands with Nixon appeared on the front page of the official party paper, the People’s Daily, an endorsement of the American tie that could be exploited by Mao’s successors, perhaps in ways of which the Chairman would have disapproved.

This meant, fourthly, that this foreign policy change could have profound implications for Chinese domestic policy. This was disguised at the time of the Nixon visit by the fact that it occurred during the cultural revolution. Despite Lin Biao’s demise, the so-called Gang of Four still fiercely protected the ultra-leftist gains of the cultural revolution. Such policies were more easily pursued at a time of isolation. An opening to the capitalist West, however narrow at its inception, was a potential channel for ‘bourgeois poisons.’
I will explore this topic further in my second lecture. But before closing, let me just sum up what I think those two foreign policy U-turns, at the end of the 1950s and the 1960s, tell us about Chivese foreign policy.

Cleary, in the last analysis, China’s leaders put Chinese national interests, especially national security, above all else, including loyalty to the cause of world revolution. This is perhaps unsurprising since national survival should be the first priority of any national leaders, but it does suggest that Chinese foreign policy has not been fundamentally irrational, albeit from time to time afflited by Mao’s grandiose sense of the role he could play in world affairs.

It is particularly interesting to note how Mao’s perceptions of the degree of threat to China’s national security mirrored those of his imperial predecessors. New data has revealed that the Chairman was intensely concerned about the increasing involvement of the US in the Vietnam War in the mid-1960s, so much so that he initiated plans for an evacuation into the interior much as Chiang Kai-she k had done against the Japanese. These measures caused considerable economic disruption.

Yet despite the danger, Mao was prepared to plunge China into the turmoil of the cultural revolution, making the internally chaotic country a far more tempting target for a potential aggressor. He took the menace from sea and air-borne barbarians very seriously, but not as regime-threatening.

On the other hand, when the frontiers, Mao acted immediately and radically. This was historically the area from which regime-threatening and indeed regime-changing challenges had arisen.

But deeper even than these concerns regarding national security, Mao’s U-turns remind us that the original aims of the Mao and his fellow revolutionaries when they joined the Chinese Communist Party over 65 years ago were to save their country form foreign peril by means of domestic modernisation. Marxism-Leninism was to be a means to that end, not an end in itself. I will explore the implications of  that conclusion in my second lecture.

Ⅱ. CHINA COMES OUT

In my first lecture in honour of late Vice-President Kim Sung-Soo, I examined the historical context of China’s emergence in world affairs. I argued that this process involved a traumatic acknowledgement that China’s superb ancient civilisation no longer sufficed, that the Confucian imperial system had to be abandoned if China was to survive and prosper.

Mao and his comrades-in-arms joined the communist movement attracted by the promise of Lenin’s October revolution : a road to power and a struggle against imperialism. More profoundly, Marxism’s totalistic explanation of history and society seemed an appropriate substitute for Confucianism, while Leninism offered an institutional framework strongly reminiscent of the Confucian Legalist imperial state. Later, Stalin’s forced-draft programme of industrialisation seemed an ideal model of a rapid route to wealth as well as power.

When the communists came to power, Mao proclaimed China had stood up. But it was one on of my principal concerns to argue that during the Maoist ear, China looked stronger than she really was ; at critical moments when its national security seemed menaced, the People’s Republic had to seek the support of one superpower or the other.

I also suggested that the changing alignments of China in world affairs had considerable implications for China’s domestic development ; in particular, the opening to America contained the seeds of great changes, although this was disguised at its inception by the leftism of the cultural revolution.

I want in this second lecture to examine the consequences of some of these issues and arguments as they have played themselves out during the era of Deng Xiaoping. I hope to demonstrate why I describe what is happening now as China’s “fifth revolution,” and to explore the implications of that revolution for the wider world. In order to do that, I must first trace the course of Mao Zedong’s gradual disillusionment with the Soviet model.

MAO’S REJECTION OF STALINIST ECONOMICS

Curiously, Mao’s earliest post-1949 disillusionment with the Soviet model was in the field of economics. Mao knew enough about the history of Soviet economic development to want to avoid replicating Stalin’s disastrous collectivisation which had cost millions of lives and crippled agriculture. But that was a problem of how to mobilise and organise the peasantry, and Mao rightly felt confident that he knew a great deal more about that than any Soviet revolutionary leader. Land reform in China did involve blood-letting, but not anywhere on the scale of Soviet collectivisation, while Chinese collectivisation, after a slow build-up, was completed quite calmly in less than a year in the mid-1950s.

But Mao’s main concern after 1949 was industrialisation. He had proclaimed that the centre of gravity’s work must shift from the contryside to the cities. It was in the urban areas that China’s wealth and power would be created, and Mao admitted on a number of occasions to understanding little about the process. In this field, he was very ready to copy the Soviet “elder brother.” “The Soviet Union’s today is China’s tomorrow,” his propagandists proclaimed.

In the early 1950s, everything seemed set fair for China to copy the Stalinist pattern, with resources overwhelmingly allocated to the rapid development of heavy industry. A Soviet-style planning apparatus was created. After the death of Stalin, his heirs devoted more effort to helping China modernise. Over 200 enterprises were to be set up ; thousands of Soviet planners and technicians came to China to facilitate the process.

Yet by early 1956, only three years after the 1st Five-Year Plan had been launched and only six months after the document had actually been finalised and published, China’s leader started rethinking. As Mao put it later :

            In the early stages of Liveration we had no experience of manging

            the economy of the entire nation.

            So in the period of the 1st Five-Year Plan we could do no more than

            Copy the Soviet Union’s methos, although we never felt altogether

            Satisfied about it.

The first result of that dissatisfaction was Mao’s major speech “On the ten great relationships” delivered in April 1956. But it really involved only a tinkering with relativities within the Five-Year Plan framework, such as the proportions of investment as between haevy and light industry and between industry and agriculture. Mao’s real attempt to innovate only began with the attempt to chart a distinctly Chinese road in the Great Leap Forward of 1958-60.

A CHINESE ROAD TO WEALTH AND POWER

Having written a 470-page book on the Great Leap, it is perhaps more difficult for me to summarise its significance in a few sentences, but I will try. Let me remind you that the essence of the Leap was an attempt to speed up economic development by substituting the factor of production on which China had most-human labour-for the one of which it had least-capital. As such, the Leap reflected four of Mao’s deepest concerns and beliefs:

First, a desire for rapid progress on the Long March to wealth and power in order that China could take its rightful place among the great nations of the world. This translated into an impatience with the pace of Soviet-style development in the Chinese context. The Chinese had noticed that despite its industrial might, the Soviet economy was extremely ineficient. More importantly, with a far less favourable population/resource ratio than the Russians, and being unwilling deliberately to exploit their peasantry as Stalin had the Soviet kulaks, Mao and many of his colleagues felt that marching along this road would take far too long.

Second, a profound conviction on Mao’s part that man properly motivated and mobilised could literally move mountain. Indeed, one of his most read articles was entitled “The foolish old man who removed the mountains.” This belief in the ability of human will and spirit to overcome all obstacles doubtless sprang partly from Mao’s own psyche, but it had received powerful recommendation for all Chinese communists in their own history of struggle against overwhelming adds to final victory. The new peoples communes were to be the means of organising the peasantry.

Third, Mao had a strong distaste for bureaucracy. It confined and repressed the human spirit, preventing it from achieving its full potential. Bureaucracy routinised whereas Mao, as Richard Solomon has argued, revelled in luan or upheaval, the very antithesis of the mandarin ideal down the ages, as well as of Stalin’s methods. Bureaucrats specialised, whereas Mao believed in amateurism. The people’s commune ideal was the peasant equally at home in agriculture, industry, commerce, education and military affairs.

Mao distrusted bureaucrats also because they attempted to hamstring political leader. At this point, Mao’s hostility was directed against the state planners who wanted to stick to a modified Soviet model, but his attitude revealed an underlying ambivalence about bureaucrats in general which would eventually extend even to the Communist party.

Fourth, after the death of Stalin, Mao clearly considered himself the leading theoretician of the communist world. He had devised his own theory of revolution ; he had prescribed principles for the conduct of relations between communist states ; now he would set out a new model of economic and social development which might be emulated elsewhere in the Third World. In my view, with the Great Leap, Mao was beginning upon a project, dimly perceived as yet even in his own mind, to try to create a new civilisation to replace the vanguished Confucian order.

Even at the time, it was clear to the outside world that the Leap was a failure, though the extent of the disaster was not revealed until the 1980s, when Chinese population statistics revealed that something of the order 20 million extra people died during those grim years. The lesson was not lost on Mao ; he never again attempted an economic leap. But he did not give up on his plan to revolutionise Chinese society into a new civilsation with international implications. That project came to fruition in the cultural revolution.

THE CULTURAL REVOLUTION

Investigating the origins of the cultural revolution has been my project for two decades. Again, I will encapsulate my findings, setting aside some of the political factors and trying to pinpoint the deeper elements of this gigantic upheaval, not because the political factors were unimportant, but because they are less significant for analysing the impact of the cultural revolution upon China’s subsequent domestic and international policies.

In puzzling out why the Soviet Union had deserted Leninism, Mao hit upon the idea that the fault lay with its leaders. They had created a bureaucratic, repressive state-a system. They had created a bureaucratic, repressive state – a system earlier chracterised by another Marxist theoretician, the Yugoslav excommunist Milovan Djilas as the “new class” – and they were converting it back from socialism to capitalism. Unlike Djilas, but very characteristically, Mao put greater stress on the motives and actions of Soviet leaders than on the implications of the bureaucratic structures which they had created. But he did argue that in such a situation, both leaders and structures had to be changed. This was what the cultural revolution was about.

Again, I do not need here to recount the events of the cultural revolution with which many of you will be very familiar. What I want to do is to consider the impact of the unleashing of the Red Guards, the purge of the Communist Party, and the attempt to instill a new egalitarian ethic in Chinese society

In some ways, Mao’s cultural revolution achieved its aims, though not always as the Chairman would have wished. It is true that after his death and the purge of the Gang of Four, all the party bureaucrats whom he had tried to consign to what Marxists are fond of calling the “dustbin of history” were rehabilitated. Those who had survived the orgy of violence were restored to positions of honour if not always of influence. Ding Xiaoping, condemned as the “No, 2 capitalist roader” during the early Red Guard phase of the cultural revolution, purged again by the Gang of Four with Mao’s backing at the end of the cultural revolutions, has of course returned to power.

No one should underestimate the resilience of a bureaucracy with roots in a 1,500-year-old tradition. On my first visit to the People’s Republic in 1972 when the cultural revolution was still under way, I gave a book I had edited to a Chinese Foreign Ministry official. It included an article by Don Klein, the foremost American expert on Chinese communist personnel, detailing the dismantling of the Foreign Ministry during the cultural revolution.

This was the first article my contact read and he commented afterwards that the article was already out of date. Half the bureaux had been restored, and in another year or so the whole ministry would be back in business. I do not know how accurate his predicition was, but he himself is an archetype of the resilient bureaucrat. He is now the chief Foreign Ministry spokesman in Beijing.

But while individual reputations and even power may have been restored, there can be no question but that the prestige and authority of the Communist party as an institutions has suffered enormous damage. The humiliation of a whole generation of leaders ; the freezing of any real institutional life for a decade ; above all the spectacle of the party tearing itself apart, old comrades denouncing each other for unbelievable crimes often allegedly committed decades earlier : all this has transformed the Chinese Communist party from a respected elite to be followed because it was right, to a tarnished elite which has to be obeyed because it has power.

It is interesting to note that conservative survivors of the cultural revolution have now managed to ban the publication of any serious analyses of it. They have realised that while accounts of individual hardships might excite compassion, the cumulative effect of all these memoirs has been to expose the vicious infighting that characterised the party at that time.

Perceptive communist survivors have realised that the often spontaneous violence unleashed upon them by the Red Guards and others resulted from a pent-up resentment at their misuse of power and privilege in earlier years. But the very tentative moves towards a legal system reflect not just an effort to mitigate such abuses in the future, but also a realisation that party members themselves need protection in case future leaders run amok like Mao.

Deng and his colleagues are attempting to safeguard against a new Mao not just with a person emerging. During the cultural revolution, as Mao freely admitted to Edgar Snow, the Chairman used the cult of his personality as a weapon of war. Today, while stories about individual leaders appear in the papers, not even Deng has attempted to build up a cult of personality. On institutional device in this connection has been the abolition of the party chairmanship, and the attempt to make the party general secretary more a manager and a convenor than a supreme leader.

But in China, posts are still less significant than persons, as Deng’s dismissal of general secretary Hu Yaobang earlier this year proved. Perhaps more important in the long run will be the self-restraint exercised by dominant leaders like Deng Xiaoping. He clearly had strong support for dropping Hu and it is significant that he has make no attempt to purge his conservative opponents in the top leadership despite the roadblocks they set up for his reform programme.

But perhaps the greatest threat to the long-term institutional health of the Communist party has been the erosion of its doctrinal underpinning. During the cultural revolution, the cult of Mao Zedong Thought reached absurd heights, with Lin Biao saying that sentences of the Chairman’s were worth volumes by the originators of Marxism. Such slavish adulation destroyed the credibility of doctrine in general, and this discrediting was accentuated by the ultra-leftist excesses of then followers of the Gang of Four.

Deng Xiaoping marched back to power in 1978 under the banners of “Seek truth from facts” and “Pracitce is the sole criterion of truth.” Clearly he wanted to reverse the cultural revolution practice of doing everything according to the often opaque sayings of Mao’s “Little Red Book.” While Deng’s slogans did not rule out doctrine – indeed “Seek truth from facts” was a Maoist motto – they clearly made it much less compelling. The proclamation by the party that the truth of Marxism-Leninism cannot be questioned points to its continuing need for legitimation, but underlines the feeble hold doctrine exerts over Chinese minds today.

Those of you who attended my first lecture will already have guessed the direction in which my argument is heading. The cultural revolution dealt severe if not yet mortal blows to the institutional triad of the Marxist-Leninist-Maoist state : leader, bureaucracy, and doctrine. I have suggested that one of the attractions of this institutional structure for early recruits to Chinese communism like Mao was its familiarity for anyone brought up under a Confucian-Legalist system. It follows that the undermining of state institutions during the cultural revolution hit at the most enduring elements of the Chinese political culture. These elements have been further undermined by Deng Xiaoping’s reform programme.

DENG AND CHINA’S “FIFTH REVOLUTION”
The reform programme has been the policy embodiment of Deng’s slogans about how to ascertain truth and the importance of practical experience. Those slogans have been used by Deng’s follows, led by Premier Zhao Ziyang and, until last January, Hu Yaobang, to radically alter the face of China. It is that reform programme that I characterise as China’s fifth revolution.

This is not the place to discuss that programme in detail. Let me just remind you of the more path-breaking changes it has included. Chinese agriculture has been de-collectivized. For the first time in a Communist atate, a socialist structure has been almost totally dismantled. The successive development of seasonal mutual aid teams, year-round mutual aid teams, lower-stage agricultural producers’ cooperatives, with their component brigades and teams, has effectively been declared a terrible mistake. The clock has been turned back to the early 1950s and peasants have got land again as at the time of land reform.

Throughout much of China, under the slogan “To get rich is glorious,” peasant families are growing new crops, developing new trades, without the bane of cadre interference or party egalitarianism, simply doing what they have always done better and with more enthusiasm, because they now have material incentives, and greater confidence that they will be able to hole on to their plots. As a result, rural incomes have doubled since Deng came back to power at the end of 1978.

I do not wish to give the impression that rural cadres have disappeared from the scene or are without power. On a tour of Sichuan, Hunan and Guangdong provinces last year, I was impressed again by the resilience of the bureaucratic structure. Old cadres who had survived the cultural revolution were still in roughly the same places they had always been. The difference is that now, instead of telling peasants which crops to grow they are more likely to be facilitating their acquisition of better seed of more fertiliser. And they, too are benefiting from rural prosperity, because they simply pay themselves higher wages.

But even in the short run, this has meant an erosion of the old ascetism which was meant to characterise cadre bahaviour. And in the long run, as rich peasants are recruited into the basic levels of the Communist party, the ethos of the organisation will be fundamentally changed.

In the towns and cities, the unemployed, the underemployed and the entrepreneurial are moving into commerce and even industry. Plants are still on a small scale, but they are getting larger. Officially, seven workers is the limit put on the size of privately run firms ; but already companies with two or three hundred workers exist. If they prove successful, the limits of official tolerance will undoubtedly be extended. After all, “practice is the sole criterion of truth.”
In state-run industry, efforts are being made to free managers from bureaucratic control and the “iron rice-bowl” system, which means that no one ever gets sacked, and indeed that minimally qualified sons and daughters can inherit their parents’ jobs. There is strong resistance from both bureaucrats, who do not wish to relinquish their power, and workers, who fear lessened job security and tougher work demands. That struggle will be central to the 13th party congress later this month, when Zhao Ziyang will present further proposals for political reform, which in this context means greater separation between government and the economy.

Even on the assumption that his reforms will be rubber-stamped, the struggle will certainly continue, for the stakes are very high. It is not simply a question of structural reforms, however thoroughgiong. In my view what the reforms are about is a total transformation of fundamental Chinese attitudes towards industry and commerce that predate by many centuries the assumption of power by the Chinese. Communist party. Bureaucratic control of the commanding heights of the economy has been assumed since the debates on salt on and iron in the Han dynasty. The low status placed on business activity as compared with government office is basic to Confucianism.

AN EAST ASIAN MODEL

Since Deng Xiaoping is both a Chinese and a life-long Communist, one might well ask why he is promoting this “fifth revolution.” To answer this, think one has to go back to the original motives of those early recrutis to Marxism-Leninism and the Chinese Communist party. These were seen as instruments for the rebirth of China, means for transforming a nation that, in Mao’s later characterisation, was “poor and black” into a modern industrial state that would no longer have to suffer humiliations imposed by foreign powers.

Mao, himself, was in large part responsible for the abandonment of the Soviet model. Considerable rethinking on the structure of the economy was already in progress on the eve of the cultural revolution. Indeed, some of the post-Mao reforms were visible in embryo at that time. The cultural revolution temporarily reversed that process, but its very destructiveness liberated the minds of its survivors. If after a quarter century of Communist rule, the outcome was political anarchy, mob vilolence, near civil war, and economic inefficiency, then there had to be a better way to do things.

In addition, the outside world looked a lot different in the late 1970s when Deng returned to power from the world he remembered when he was purged in the mid-1960s. Before the cultural revolution, even the Japanese miracle was only dimly discerned by a few far-sighted commentators. By the time of the 3rd planum of the 11th central committee in December 1978 when Deng eclipsed the then party chairman and premier, Hua Guofeng, even the most short-sighted observers could see that miracles had occurred throughout East Asia – in Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Singapore, and Hong Kong.

Deng might well have reflected that when the Chinese Communists had come to power, Japan was an occupied nation who some experts feared would be permanent economic liability for the United States, and Taiwan was run by a beaten and demoralised Nationalist party. The British often look at Germany and ask : “Who really won World War Ⅱ?” Looking at Japan and Taiwan, Deng might well have asked who had really won the Sino-Japanese War and the Chinese Civil War.

Most importantly, what the Japanese had demonstrated for the second time since the Meiji Restoration, and what Koreans were demonstration, and Chinese, too, in environments other than the mainland, was that East Asia was a highly propitious environment for modernisation. Yet here, in the motherland of much of East Asain civilisation, Chinese had endured a century of upheaval and carried out four revolutions, and still the march to wealth and power was beset by misrouting, rerouting, halts and even retreats.

I do not wish to leave the wrong impression. In spite of all the problems, by the late 1970s China had made enviable economic progress by the standards of developing countries outside East Asia. As my Harvard colleague Dwight Perkins always emphasises, even during the cultural revolution, Chinese ecnommic growth only suffered a brief hiatus at the beginning.

But if inertia carried China forward – for the planners were not much in evidence – it was with increasing inefficiency, and in the face of two increasingly critical bottleneck, energy and transportation. Perhaps more importantly, it is unlikely that Deng or any other Chinese leader would be satisfied by favourable comparisons with, say, Nigeria of even India.

From the late 1950s to the mid 1970s, China had largely turned in on itself to work out its political, social and economic problems. Deep, self-inflicted scars were the result. Deng evidently decided that one way to prevent China going off the rails again was to open it up to the outside world, to liberate minds from the shackles of what the Chinese Communists call emulate Mao Zedong in mesmerising his countrymen into committing collecive harakiri.

As one senior Chinese scholar-bureaucrat told me at the end of the cultural revolution : “If we continue as we have been for another decade, then we will end up being a colony again. I do not know what form of colony or whose colony, but certainly a colony.” It was that mood of grim foreboding that impelled Deng Xiaoping to initiate his Kaifang or opening up policy.

KAIFANG

Deng, himself, recognises the historic nature of his decision. He has described it as a turning away from an isolationist posture pursued by Chinese government since the early Ming dynasty. This characterisation underplays the importance of the opening up represented by the May Fourth period, when Mao was experimenting with all sorts of Western doctrines, and Deng himself, along with Zhou Enlai, and other future communist leaders worked and studied in France.

But that period of Kaifang was not government-sponsored ; indeed it was the lack of central control during the warlord period that permitted it to take place. Deng is right in underlining that this time, a powerful central government has reversed the historic stance of the Qian Long emperor who sent the emissary of Britain’s King George Ⅲ packing, saying that China had no need of foreign ideas and manufactures.

It is not surprising that a historic decisions should arouse historical fears. Once again, warnings are being issued that the Chinese “essence” will be corrupted. Even conservatives acknowledge that Western technology and management techniques need to be studied ; but they want to prevent this from leading to “spiritual pollution” via “bourgeois liberalism.” Their attitude is the same as that of the conservative Qing reformers at the end of the 19th century, zhong xue wei ti, xi xue wei yong : western learning for partical use, Chinese learning for essential principles.

But at least the Qing consevatives knew what were the essential principles they were trying to safeguard : the elements of traditional Confucian civilization. Ever since the first Chinese revolution overthrew the Qing dynasty, Chinese intellectuals have been searching, as I argued in my first lecture, for a new identity. It has been their inability to establish one that causes uneasiness.

Part of the problem is that the Chinese elite has traditionally found its identity through the state structure, in imperial times in relationship to the emperor and within the Confucian bureaucracy. This was why the destruction of the traditional state system was so traumatic and why its resurrection in the People’s Republic in the trappings of Marxism-Leninism-Maoism was so providential. With that new structure now under threat the old fears are revived. Deng Xiaoping tries to appease them by claiming that all he is doing is “building socialism with Chinese characteristics.”
But some Chinese are examining this issue afresh. A scholar-administrator said to me a few years ago : “I have just came back form my first trip to India. There the elite don’t simply wear Western clothes ; they use the English langrage as their normal means of communication, they ensure that their children are educated in English and send them abroad to university. There are even relics of the old imperial rule-statues, street names – still around. And yet, those people are unquestionably, without the shadow of a doubt, Indians. What have we Chinese been worrying about for the past century? He might have added that in East Asia, where modernisation has gone deeper and spread wider than in India, Japanese are still Japanese, South Koreans are skill Koreans, and Taiwanese are still Chinese.

This is not the place for me to examine the deeper structures that give identity to societies and their members. Let me just suggest that the problem for the Chinese Communists is that they have not grasped that the Chinese essence perhaps lies not in the great tradition of the bureaucratic state but in the little traditions of the lives of their people, precisely what they were trying so hard to change during their first three decades of rule.

But even if that perception is correct, and even if an essential part of the fifth revolution is to turn back the clock by allowing the reemergence of traditional patterns of behaviour, there will, in my view, continue to be a concern about sending large numbers of China’s brightest young people abroad to study. When this was done in the period of the Sino-Soviet alliance, at least the students were going to a country that professed similar beliefs and pursued similar policies. Today, young Chinese men and women are spending long years in countries with different social, economic and political systems.

The kinds of influences to which they are subjected extend into China itself, as foreign experts and tourists flock in, and foreign advertisements tempt Chinese towards a better life via foreign ways. Perhaps some Chinese conservatives feel like the famous Tang dynasty scholar official Han Yu, who, in the year 819, remonstrated against the spread of Buddhism and its erosion of traditional Confucian beliefs in the following words :

    Now the Buddha was of barbarian origin. His language differed from Chinese speech ;

    His clothes were of a different cut ; his mouth did not pronounce the prescribed words 

    Of the former Kings, his body was not clad in the garments prescribed words of the 

    Garments prescribed by the Former Kings. He did not recognize the relationship between

    Prince and subject, nor the sentiments of father and son. Let us suppose him to be living

    Today, and that he came to court at the capital, as an emissary of his country. Your Majesty

    Would receive him courteously. But only one interview in the audience chamber, one banquet 

    In his honor, one gift of clothing, and he would be escorted under guard to the border that he

    Might not mislead the masses.

The attempts in China to restrict the contacts between Chinese and foreigners to the essential or the obligatory, the occasional arrests of Chinese who disobey those norms, the expulsions of foreigners who flout them, are, I think, just the tip of the iceberg. Below the surface, there is probably a mass of latter-day Han Yu’s who would like to escort all foreigners under guard to the border to protect the masses from “spiritual pollution.”
There is, perhaps, an interesting historical parallel here. Two great Chinese dynasties which were more open than most to foreign contacts through conquest, diplomacy and trade were the Han and the Tang. One result was the spread of Chinese influence, the Sinicisation of border territories, but another was what the Yale historian Yu Yingshi has called the “barbarianisation” of the court elite by the influx of foreign ideas and customs. Buddhism was of course the ultimate “barbarianisation.”
There were also potential political problems. Bringing barbarians within the empire could lead to its breakup or conquest, as in the case of Rome. Chinese conservatives, and even some reformers, may worry at what may seem to some as the revival of the treaty port system with the opening up of coastal cities and special economic zones to foreign investment. Foreigners once more have influence within the “empire,” even if this time the central government is far stronger and better able to control them.

This indeed may be the crucial point. At the height of its power, a dynasty self-confidently allowed an influx of foreigners and their ideas, unworried by “spiritual pollution” or the like. Barbarianisation was a way of invigorating the empire with new ideas. But at times of soul-searching, calls would be heard for a restoration of old values.

This analogy, if it holds, carries both a hope and a warning. The warning is that if Deng’s revolution falters, weaker successors may be forced to curtail foreign contacts. The hope is that the Deng revolution will wucceed sufficiently and sufficiently quickly for his heirs to maintain the Kaifang policy.

THE EXTERNAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE DENG REVOLUTION

I have spent some time on what I call Deng Xiaoping’s “fifth revolution” and in particular on his Kaifang policy. I hope that my argument has implicitly made clear the inter-relationship between these domestic policies and China’s external postures. I want now to make some of these points more explicitly and to tie them in with some of the issues raised in my first lecture, most importantly the constraint on Chinese foreign policy imposed by the attitudes of the superpowers.

When Deng took over the reigns of power, he carried the logic of Mao’s opening to the United States to the ultimate degree. His barnstorming tour of the United States in January 1979 after normalisation bore some resemblance to that of Nikita Khrushchev 20 years earlier. But there was a fundamental difference : the Soviet leader’s rumbustiousness expressed only his own earthy personality, not any fellow-feeling with a people whose system he had vowed to buty.

Deng, on the other hand, was coming effectively as an “ally” in the global struggle against the soviet Union. On his first evening in Washington he was entertained at the home of President Carter’s National Security Adviser, Zbigniew Brzezinski, the man who had fought hardest for rapid normalisation and had defeated Secretary of State Cyrus Vance’s preferred policy of delating this step until some comparable advance ha been made with the Soviet Union. Both Deng and Brzezinski seem to have been happy with the idea of using each other’s country as a “card” in their respective struggles with the Soviet Union.

Deng Xiaoping had of course been Mao principal hatchet man in the Sino-Soviet conflict in the early 1960s. He had not written the propaganda polemics, but he was the main negotiator in the bitter intraparty meetings. Presumably some combination of that personal experience and a geostrategic analysis of China’s international situation and needs informed Deng’s policy posture. He informed Carter that he proposed to teach Moscow’s ally, the “Cuba of Asia” as the Chinese called Vietnam, a sharp lesson, and Chinese troops invaded the following month. Deng’s America card seemed to pay off, because the Soviet Union made on military moves in support of its ally, though this may have been in part because that battle-hardened Vietnamese army broadly held its own against China’s People’s Liberation Army.

But the exuberant honeymoon of Sino-American relations lasted no longer than the rest of the Carter presidency, another two years. President Reagan’s nostalgia for the Taiwan tie soured relations between him and Deng even while he was still a candidate. Reagan finally gave up any ideas he may have had of reviving some kind of more formal Washington-Taipei relationship, and Washington and Beijing were able, in August 1982, to sign an agreement on American arms sales to the Nationalist regime.

In a sense this was a triumph for Beijing since it effectively committed the most conservative president the American people were likely to elect to the implications of the Shanghai communique and normalisation. But though Reagan eventually made by the now obligatory trip to China and Premier Zhao visit the us, even Deng had realised that he should not build China’s international security primarity on a close relationship with the American. Since the original motivation for the opening to theUS the Soviet threat, if followed threat, if followed that threat would have to be blunted by other means. Since China was not strong enough to do this by virtue of its military might, détente in some form was inevitable, and since the early 1980s we have witnessed growing warmth between Beijing and Moscow.

The most prominent result of this has been the rapidly escalating estimates of the likely growth of Sino-Soviet trade. According to the University of Washington economist Nicholas Lardy, the figure for 1986 was around $2.6 billion, but a Soviet estimate suggests that the figure may be as high $7.5 billion by 1990, more than double the projection made only two years ago. Lardy points out that there are complementarities in the two economies likely to spur the growth.

From a broader perspective, the new relationship with Moscow may presage the achievement of that independence of the superpowers which eluded China under Mao. In the 1960s, Mao found it was too dangerous to go it alone in enmity with both superpowers. In the 1980s, Deng seems to be finding that a reasonable cordiality with both Moscow and Washington can permit Beijing to maintain a more equidistant relationship between the two. China stood up 40 year ago ; now perhaps it is able to throw away the crutch of superpower support.

I would not anticipate, however, a completely equilateral relationship between the three capitals. The Chinese leaders still want to have their students trained in the West, but particularly in America, both because its technology is advanced and because Americans speak a world language while Japanese do not. They therefore have to have some concern for American sensitivities. While the Beijing-Washington relationship is no longer predicated upon the assumption that China is an unofficial member of NATO, as General Haig used to call it, there might well be American official resistance to working out special deals for the Chinese to get advanced technology if there were a suspicion that it would simply leak through to the Russians. Sino-American relations are therefore likely to remain closer than Sino-Soviet ones for the next few years-though for safety’s sake, I should probably qualify that by adding : barring some major change in the domestic political climate in one of the three capitals!

CHINA AS A THIRD WORLD COUNTRY

Of course even at the height of Sino-American friendship at the end of the 1970s, China proclaimed itself a member of the Third World which, despite its size and nuclear weaponry, would never be a Superpower. Yet even apart from its size and military might, China is a very odd sort of Third World country, for it shows no intention of joining either of the Third World clubs, the Non-Aligned Movement and the Group of 77.

What the Chinese evidently mean by this formulation is that, unlike the US and the Soviet Union, China would never have foreign bases or bilateral military relations or, more generally, would never try to emulate them by exercising what they term “hegemony” over other countries.

Does this posture have credibility in the light of the Chinese attack on Vietnam in 1979? South Koreans who have felt the might of China perhaps need to know the answer more than most. There can be no certainty, but let me try to address this question.

In my view, the attack on Vietnam occurred as a result of Chinese frustration at being unable to rescue Campuchea, which had been a sort of protégé of Beijing. Perhaps underneath there may have been some visceral dislike of the way in which a strong Vietnam had emerged in continental South-east Asia which the Chinese had traditionally considered a tribute area. But more importantly, like the invasion of India’s North-east Frontier Agency in 1962, this was designed to be what the late American journalist Edgar Snow once characterised to me as a “spanking operation,” teaching a lesson, as Deng described it.

Of course, China’s neighbours may understandably fear and resent the idea that Beijing has the right to spank. Chinese leaders who have toured South-east Asia should have learned that. However much ASEAN nations share Beijing’s hostility towards Hanoi, they do not relish the possibility that next time it may be them that is taught a lesson.

My sense is that China has got that message. Since the war with Vietnam, the Deng reform programme has got under way, and with the rapid and hopeful transformation of China’s domestic scene since 1979, China needs a peaceful environment and no more foreign military adventures. The reunification of Taiwan with the mainland is still an important issue, but should not cause problems prvided Jiang Jingguo and his successors do not opt for an independent island state, sometimes known as the one China, two Singapore scenario.

In the case of the Korean peninsula, it is clear that none of the mafor powers in the areas-the Soviet Union, Japan, the US, and particularly China-has any desire to see fresh hostilities. Moreover, it does not seem to me likely, however many terrorist acts the North Korean regime may have been guilty of, that Kim Ilsung will be so foolhardy as to make another attempt to reunite the country under his banner without the support of either of his friendly neighbours.

CHINA IN A MULTI-POLAR WORLD

The deeper question, it seems to me is whether or not the Chinese have ridthemselves of the thraldom of the world civilisation viewpoint. To put it another way, do China’s leaders accept that the international system is plural, multi-polar, in which some nations are obviously more powerful, but all are in some sense equal? China’s espousal of Third World status suggests they have, but their concern to keep all nations – Third World, industrial world and superpowers-at arms length, might suggest an aloofness reminiscent of the old Middle Kingdom. And since a strong united China has never been part of any international system wider than East Asia until the PRC entered the UN in 1971, we have no evidence to go on. But my conclusion is that the Chinese have finally accepted that there is no one right way, no single world civilisation which they can embrace in place of their lost Confucian glory.

Mao Zedong was perhaps the prisoner of his own greatness. He was so successful at revolution that he began to mistake the means for the end, which was the achievement of national wealth and power. He adopted a new world civilisation, he adapted it to his own country, he fought for its international leadership, and then struggled to remould it domestically. In so doing, he undermined the peace, unity and slowly growing prosperity which was the fruit of the revolution, and perhaps dealt a mortal blow to the credibility of his revolutionary faith.

Unlike Mao, Deng does not dream dreams nor see visions. He is untramelled by Olympian designs for the reshaping of Chinese man, let alone the Communist or any other world. Once Mao’s favourite follower, he was liberated by the cultural revolution from any debts and delusions he might owe to his Chairman. He is no saint, but he is a patriot. He wants to achieve that original goal of wealth and power. I would describe his aim as “building China with socialist characteristics” rather than the other way around as the Chinese put it.

To do that he and his successors will need every kind of support from the outside world. After five revolutions and a century and a half of turmoil, the Chinese cannot afford to turn inwards and get it wrong again. When isolated, the Chinese lashed out, at home and abroad. Hopefully, the emergence of China in world affairs will ensure peace and stability in East Asia, and, as Beijing’s influence spreads in the decades ahead, in the wider global community.

