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Wang Gungwu: Thank you very much.
Let me say how privileged | am to be here
to speak at the Sasakawa Peace Foundation
USA’s Asian Voices Seminar. |, of course,
don’t speak for my institute, or any govern-
ment, or anything like that, and | don’t
speak for the United States on the question
of U.S. grand strategy. What | simply
suggest is that from outside of the United
States, what the U.S. grand strategy might
look like, and what | understand it to look
like.

At any one time, what constitutes U.S.
grand strategy is not always clear, but we
assume it has been evolving, in one form or

another, for a couple hundred years, at least.

And in the course of evolution, we usually
hear about it through rather pithy phrases —
at least in the history books I’ve read words
like Monroe Doctrine, “manifest destiny 1,”
which was about the Alamo, and “manifest
destiny I1,” which was about the Caribbean
and the Philippines.

And then there was the Open Door, which
concerns the part of the world that 1 work
on, in China, and there were aspects of self-
determination under President Woodrow
Wilson and, of course, President Roosevelt,
probably once and for all taking the United
States out of its more isolationist tendencies
of the past — at least that’s my understand-

ing.

Now, since the end of the Second World
War, there have been other phrases, among
them one might mention “containment”
after 1947, and in the 1980s, at least for

those of us who thought it had something to
do with grand strategy, the question of
fighting the “evil empire.”

And more recently, and | assume very con-
troversial after 9/11 in particular, there have
been arguments for homeland security,
“interventionism,” especially against the
“axis of evil,” and even a new kind of
American empire. And there are a lot of
articles now about what sort of empire
you’ve got, whether you know it or not, and
SO on.

Entry of American Empire in the Pacific

But for us in Asia, the earliest one, certainly
in my part of the world, that was noticed,
was when you started your American em-
pire in the pacific with the colonization of
the Philippines. But at the time, because it
simply replaced another colonial power, the
Spanish, and seemed to be terribly peri-
pheral to the European empires, | think
most people in Asia didn’t think much of it,
certainly not as a grand strategy.

Perhaps those in China and Japan felt diff-
erently. The Japanese, certainly, had a fore-
taste of American’s manifest destiny when
the “black ships” arrived in Tokyo Bay in
1853. But in the eyes of Asian leaders and
scholars, this was mainly associated with
trading arrangements, and rarely thought of
in terms of any kind of grand strategy.

A little earlier, the Chinese might have had
a glimpse of at least keen U.S. interest in
our region when the U.S. followed the



British in getting its share of the spoils of
the Opium War by signing the Treaty of
Wanghsia in 1844 — pretty early, you must
admit. But the U.S. kept a low profile, and
for the most part the Chinese simply
blamed the British for everything that went
wrong, and they never blamed the Ameri-

cans for any kind of strategic planning there.

Now all this I think began to change, for
China anyway, when the United States
joined the eight-nation intervention to free
the besieged legations in Beijing in 1900.
And it received even more attention by all
those interested in China when the U.S.
formulated the Open Door policy that I
mentioned earlier on. In so far as this did
not allow any one power to make gains in
power by excluding any other power, this
was seen actually, by most Chinese, as a
positive contribution to China’s develop-
ment.

As a policy to support free trade for all, it
enabled a host of smaller countries also to
benefit. Foreign loans, investments, flowed
more easily into China—not as much as the
last twenty years or so, but at the time, it
was significant.

The dying regime of the Ching Dynasty and
the unstable republic that succeeded it were
in no position to assess what kind of stra-
tegy this represented. But compared to the
British and the French, and with more
aggressive newcomers like the Germans
and the Japanese at the time, the United
States seemed obviously far less greedy. In
particular, its willingness to return part of
the Boxer indemnity funds to support the
education of Chinese students in America,
in major colleges and universities, was
greatly appreciated. In fact, for decades that
was regarded as one of the most generous
things that the West ever did in China. In
any case, China was too weak, too divided

to think much about U.S. grand strategy, or
even to think of the U.S. as having such a
strategy toward China.

If anything, China seemed more to have
been the object of U.S. sympathy and care
under those circumstances. Certainly, many
intellectuals of the 1920s and 1930s saw the
United States in that light. In short, what-
ever strategy it had was directed against
China’s enemies rather than China itself.

Japanese First Felt the Sharp
Point of U.S. Strategy

The first Asians to feel the sharp point of
U.S. strategy were the Japanese. The Open
Door had limited Japan’s gains after its de-
feat of the Russians in 1905; this, of course,
did not stop the Japanese from colonizing
Korea and pushing into China’s Man-
churian provinces. And Japan’s emergence
as the great naval power in the Far East
during the First World War period led to
the Washington conference of 1922. And |
think this was certainly the first—you
might call it the first great leap forward of
Americans in Asia.

Thereafter, the United States was divided
between those who wanted to befriend the
powerful Japan, and those who feared a
long-term threat by the Japanese to U.S.
economic interests. The Japanese strategists
gambled on their ability to win other Asians
against the West in a kind of new co-
prosperity arrangement that Japan would
lead. And the Japanese leaders gained many
admirers in Asia, especially among the Chi-
nese, and this laid the foundation for two
opposing grand strategies to evolve against
each other, a kind of Japanese grand strate-
gy — which, if you can call it that, was
certainly disastrous and ended in 1945, dis-
astrous for Japan and others. In that con-
text, it was probably inevitable that Japan



would attack the U.S. sometime, and that
the U.S. would intensify its strategic plan-
ning for a future Asia that would meet its
interests. And | think that began the global
spread of U.S. power that would necessarily
demand a more comprehensive grand stra-
tegy than anything previously.

Where Southeast Asia is concerned, the
United States grand strategy surfaced really
only after the end of the Second World War,
and did so in three phases: the post-1945
phase of anti-colonialism, giving way grad-
ually to anti-communism. Now, this phase
had its ups and downs for Southeast Asia,
down to about 1990 — and then followed the
uncertain post-Cold War decade of the
1990s, during which some kind of new
grand strategy, we assume, was being
mapped.

And this was the time when the world
learned how to live with a single super-
power that was prepared to be intervention-
ist in unpredictable ways. Happily, South-
east Asia hardly featured in that scenario,
except when the region was seen as a future
bulwark against a rising China.

SE Asia Given Role to Play in Global
Response Against Terrorism

Now the third phase: since September 11,
2001, we are in the phase that promises a
global response against terrorism — one that
is confident, muscular, and in defense of
American interests everywhere. And for
better or worse, parts of Southeast Asia
have been given roles to play, we believe,
in this new phase.

Now in order to evaluate the implications of
this grand strategy during the third phase,
we will need to take into account some of
the changes that have occurred. For ex-
ample, Southeast Asian elites today under-

stand U.S. policies in Asia better than ever
before. They also know much more about
their Asia Pacific neighbors, including Aus-
tralia and the South Pacific.

And not least, Southeast Asia experimented
with several types of regional cooperation;
SEATO, ASEAN, APEC, and various en-
largements of the region have, | think,
sharpened all of us to a greater awareness
of the kind of zone where small- and me-
dium-size states have to take some initiative
in order to survive. They can no longer
afford to wait for help from the United
States, Japan, or any other great power.

Now that self-discovery has stimulated
some fresh thinking about what they have
to do for the region — especially during the
years since the financial crisis of 1997 — the
new grand strategy, as we see it, has come
at a time when Southeast Asian leaders are
more ready to face the dangers and oppor-
tunities of globalization.

Now they, too, have become sensitive to the
operations of non-state actors and other
transnational groups, and Southeast Asia is
beginning to experience what that means.
How the ten-nation states of ASEAN adapt-
ed to this half century of changes gives
some clue as to how they will respond to
the new grand strategy as they see it today.

American Activity in SE Asia Went
Mostly Un-noticed Before 1945

For that reason, | offer a brief summary of
the main features of the first two phases,
because | think it helps us understand the
third. For Southeast Asia before 1945, of
course, American activity mostly went un-
noticed. Most colonization was under var-
ious European empires anyway, and Euro-
pean masters imposed their grand strategies
on us. So it was only after the Americans



went to the Philippines that the Filipino
people were the first to bear the brunt in
major shifts in U.S. thinking about our part
of the world and the beginnings of the
American empire.

Thousands of Filipino patriots paid the
price of trying to resist America’s unex-
pected change of mind. But the idea of such
an empire did not register with Southeast
Asian elites. American ambitions were seen
either as peripheral or ambiguous. It was
peripheral, because it removed a decadent
Spanish empire on the very edge of Asia
and did not seem to be hungry for any more
action elsewhere.

But there was ambiguity, because the
United States protested vigorously about
not really wanting an empire, and proclaim-
ed that its mission was to teach the Filipino
people how to build a national Filipino state
for themselves. So, whether it was an em-
pire or not, there are some people who
would argue they were much more altruistic
than they looked.

Benign Image of U.S. Remained
Until the 1950s

So there was a relatively benign image of
the United States established at that time,
and this remained so, until the 1950s.
There’s no evidence that Southeast Asian
political leaders thought much about whe-
ther or not the Americans had any grand
strategy behind their actions.

Awareness of the United States wealth and
power, of course, had been growing,
especially after the end of the First World
War, particularly among the Chinese and
the Japanese. The Filipinos, of course, ex-
perienced this directly, and it impinged on
their lives. But for most others, the first
time they really paid attention was when the

United States obviously made great efforts
and sacrifices in the Pacific War of 1941
to ’45 to defeat the Japanese and present it-
self in support of anti-colonialism and self-
determination.

For at least a decade after the war, that
image was widely accepted. Certainly, the
independence of the Philippines confirmed
America’s intentions; the support for the
Indonesian struggle against the return of the
Dutch underlined the picture of Americans
as anti-empire, very clearly anti-empire.

So the first picture of U.S. grand strategy in
Asia emerged with this magnanimous
America reshaping Japan without a regime
change, and making great efforts to turn
that country into an ally. Now, consistent
with this were also its efforts to save the
nationalists in China from the Soviet com-
munism that had penetrated the Chinese
Communist Party.

From the start this grand strategy across the
Pacific was centered on Japan and China,
and Southeast Asian leaders recognized that
their countries were minor parts in this
broad sweep. What changed that perspec-
tive was when the United States thought
they lost China in 1949, and then saw
forces hostile to U.S. interests moving
south into French Indochina, and it led to a
reversal of its anti-empire stance when they
encouraged the French to stay on in
Vietnam.

Now this decision was strikingly discordant
with earlier protestations of being anti-
colonial, and thus doubt began to creep in
about the ultimate intentions of U.S. power
in Asia. In Southeast Asia these doubts led
to the division among the elites in the
region into largely two groups: those for
whom the U.S. commitment against a new
threat of international communism was in



their interest, and those who argued that the
U.S. was showing an appetite for neo-
colonialism, and seeking to dominate the
new nation-states.

The historic expression of this division can
be seen in the successful creation in 1967 of
the Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN), the five members which stood
together with the United States against the
four mainland states, those in Indochina,
plus the much more difficult to figure out
Burma that leaned toward the People’s
Republic of China and the Soviet Union.

This first phase had a dramatic midpoint—
the late 1970s, when America’s failures in
Indochina led the U.S. to retreat from the
region and to re-examine its place in Asia.
The change was welcome for those who felt
the U.S. had returned to their earlier benign
— if not necessarily benevolent — position of

respect for the developing new nation-states.

But it was also welcome among those who
were pleased to see that a superpower was
not omnipotent. A major shift in American
strategy in Asia had led to diplomatic re-
lations with China, and the making of a
Sino-American alliance — however tempo-
rary — against the Soviet Union.

To this, the ASEAN half of Southeast Asia
responded warmly. The normalization of
relations between the PRC and three mem-
bers of the group, Thailand, Malaysia, and
the Philippines, came very quickly, and
ASEAN proceeded to play an active role —
together with the U.S., Australia, and the
PRC - in sorting out the conflicts between
Vietnam and Cambodia. And what that suc-
cess did to enhance Southeast Asian con-
cerns in American grand strategy certainly
helped all the Southeast Asian leaders to
better understand the parts of that strategy
that applied to Asia.

U.S. Presence Key to Region’s Security

How do we assess the region’s perspective
on this first phase? Clearly, for the ASEAN
five who stood on the same side the active
presence of the United States was the key to
the region’s security. Now, with that se-
curity recognized, it is possible for intra-
ASEAN mechanisms to evolve to deal with
interstate problems, which they did peace-
fully. This proved to be a great advantage
for the development of the ASEAN states.
Most of their development could ride on the
economic growth in the United States and
its allies, notably Japan, South Korea, and
Taiwan, and also the British colony of
Hong Kong. In this way, whatever the
grand strategy was, ASEAN peoples were
assured that they would stand to benefit
from it.

At one level, the optimism that this gene-
rated among new generations of ASEAN
leaders was unprecedented. At another level,
the direct experience of American soft
power influenced many in the region’s
cities to absorb American ideals and hopes.
The opportunities to study in America and
about the United States were significant.
Although these did not always win devoted
fans for American culture, they did bring
forth new generations of elites who had a
deeper appreciation of America’s place as a
superpower.

However, this also, at the same time, deep-
ened the gap between the new elites and
more traditional and nationalistic elites in
each of these countries. Also significant,
the elites of the other four Southeast Asian
nations, on the mainland of Southeast Asia,
had become much poorer, materially, and
had suffered from decades of isolation. So
it was inevitable that the gap between two
sets of elites within ASEAN itself would
also grow.



Coming to the second phase, no one pre-
dicted the rapid disintegration of the Soviet
Union and the end of the Cold War. All the
same, some 15 years after defeat in Viet-
nam, this was clearly a victory for U.S.
grand strategy, at least so it appears to us.
Following this global triumph, and the clear
emergence now of a single superpower in
the world, there was nothing to suggest that
Southeast Asia should expect new strategies
from the Americans, nor could they have
predicted what kind of changes might be
likely.

With the ASEAN states, the United States
was now truly powerful, but in an un-
threatening way. They were content for it to
stay that way in the region, and press home
with what had proved to be a triumphant,
old strategy. Accordingly, ASEAN could
now persuade the remaining four states in
the region to join the organization and thus
complete the regionalization of Southeast
Asia.

There had been assessments within the re-
gion as to how American grand strategy
might change, now that it was the sole
superpower. But nothing really new or co-
herent had been agreed to by the elites in
the region - that we know of. Debates with-
in the United States, however, have been
followed very closely, followed with great
interest. But these debates have very little
to do with what Southeast Asian nations
were seeking to achieve — for example,
what the Southeast Asians did with the
ASEAN Regional Forum, the ARF, the
active support for the Asian Pacific Eco-
nomic cooperation (APEC). All that
seemed to be quite different from what the
Americans were thinking about as grand
strategy.

Nor did the new American thinking help
directly towards the accelerated growth in

the early 1990s for several Southeast Asian
economies. There was only one unexpected
discordant note, if 1 may call it that, that
made most ASEAN countries uncomfort-
able. This was when angry voices were
raised in the West, in response to the tragic
events of Tiananmen in Beijing in 1989,
which turned into calls for Southeast Asian
elites to practice and promote democracy,
to offer more freedom to their people, and
pay attention to their human rights record.

Now these voices began to replace the
earlier, reassuring pats on the back to which
some Asian elites had grown accustomed.
Was this part of a new grand strategy? No-
body really knew. But instead of being told
how well they had been learning from the
West, some of these leaders were now be-
ing reminded that they had not learned
enough to gain American respect.

And several of the leaders, notably in
Malaysia and Singapore, responded robust-
ly against these calls. They felt they were
doing well during the first seven years of
the 1990s. They were confident that their
use of American and other western values
and methods to deal with their own needs
had, so far, been effective.

U.S. Grand Strategy Was Difficult to
Read for SE Asians

Southeast Asian leaders soon learned that
this grand strategy, without a communist
threat, was something more difficult to read.
The ASEAN states had benefited greatly
from the tensions of the old central balance,
and all had been accustomed for decades to
make the right anti-communist noises
whenever required. Now that the United
States did not have an obvious enemy,
everything was harder to fathom, perhaps
even for the Americans themselves. But one
thing was obvious: the victory of liberal



capitalism in a globalized market economy
made clear that U.S. grand strategy was the
one strategy to keep a sharp eye on.

Thus it would appear that all Southeast
Asian leaders had to do was be alert to
America’s every move and adjust accord-
ingly, in order to maximize the benefits to
themselves. How far they actually distin-
guished between moves by the American
government that were merely reactive and
expedient, and the application of some kind
of grand strategy, is not easy to discern.
What was unmistakable, however, was the
increasing attention being given to the
United States’ relations with the PRC, with
China, now that America no longer needed
China to balance the ambitions of the
Soviet Union.

As a result, even as ASEAN expanded to
incorporate all ten nations of the region, the
ambivalent, even incongruent attitude to-
wards the PRC, towards China, among its
old and new members, became obvious,
both to American strategic thinkers as well
as to ASEAN leaders themselves. The pro-
minence of China in American grand strate-
gy, as well as in the calculations of South-
east Asian leaders, was heightened for the
next ten years, particularly by the low
growth in the Japanese economy, and even
more so by the so-called miracles of de-
velopment on the Chinese mainland.

No one could fail to notice that the reforms
introduced by Deng Xiaoping had led to
breathtaking changes. The fact that he look-
ed favorably towards Southeast Asia, and
especially towards the economic contribu-
tions of those nationals of Chinese dissent
in each of the Southeast Asian economies,
was duly noted. It was inevitable that
China’s successes in the 1990s would lead
to concerns among some of the region’s
leaders. ASEAN’s American, Australian,

and Japanese allies were equally attentive
towards the implications of China’s new
wealth and power.

As Southeast Asia looked more northward,
it had to face increasing tensions between
the U.S. and the People’s Republic. They
could see how the active efforts by Taiwan
to seek more international space for itself
would intensify those tensions further. But
there was still great confidence that eco-
nomic growth within ASEAN itself would
keep the region’s own problems to a mini-
mum, and that American strategy concern-
ing Asia would support that growth.

In a paradoxical way, American assump-
tions that a potential China threat in the fu-
ture would need to be contained, may have
created a virtual balance that led many to
believe that Cold War strategies might still
be valid in the region. Indeed, the hope
placed in an East Asian growth model that
could help transform the Third World
blinded everyone in Asia to the fact that
American grand strategy had to change,
when it was now the world’s only super-
power.

U.S. Faced Heavy Duty to Be
World’s Policeman

The loss of a balancing power in Eastern
Europe and the Balkans, as well as in the
Middle East, destabilized those regions.
And the U.S. was drawn in to play its part
as the only power that could become a cre-
dible international policeman. That heavy
duty had to be faced by the first President
Bush and his successor, President Clinton,
but there was still uncertainty in Asia about
how far this grand strategy would actually
have to change. While no other U.S. armed
interventions during this period were as
successful as the Gulf War on behalf of
Kuwait, they all demonstrated the decisive,



global reach of American power. In South-
east Asia, to this could be added the re-
gion’s own achievements, its economic
boom, the expansion of ASEAN, the rela-
tive stability of its major members — so
everybody was feeling quite good. These
successes gave its leaders reason to be
confident that U.S. strategic thinking about
the region would remain steadfast and as re-
assuring as ever before.

But the region’s optimism was premature.
In 1997, Thailand devalued its currency, a
spiral of banking debt defaults and business
failures that the U.S. and its allies could do
little to help with. Of course, it could be
argued that the dramatic events in Southeast
Asia, including the fall of the Suharto re-
gime in Indonesia, the paralysis of leader-
ship in Thailand at the time, and the weak-
ening of this newly enlarged ASEAN were
not directly relevant to American strategy.
What was emerging was focused on some-
thing special to the United States, on issues
of absolute national security within the
United States.

Revamp of Strategic Thinking in Asia

When that was established, it would enable
the U.S. to exercise maximum flexibility
abroad whenever and wherever its help was
needed. Now this revamp of strategic think-
ing was taking place with the China threat
serving as a point of departure. There was
much talk about shifting the balance of U.S.
power toward the Pacific, and recognizing
the centrality of the United States in global
affairs—in other words, not just based,
leaning to one side in the Atlantic, but
equally weighted to the Pacific.

Now, insofar as China, with its fixation
with Taiwan, was increasingly in American
sights, U.S. strategy in eastern Asia would
have to be judged fresh. From that perspec-

tive, the eventual economic recovery of
Japan and Korea, and of ASEAN as well:
the viability of ASEAN’s diplomatic and
security networks, the role that these could
play in a new kind of regional integration —
all these gained significance.

Not all of the ASEAN states were comfort-
able to accept the underlying premise of a
China threat. The Chinese themselves had
been, after all, making friends and offering
their brand of reassurance, and all the states
in the region were doing their own calcu-
lations about the potential benefits and
challenges that the Chinese economy would
provide.

However, as long as this was uncertain, and
predictions about China are not always reli-
able, as we all know, most ASEAN coun-
tries were content to ride on any American
attention they could get. After all, they all
noted the glaring fact that China’s success
itself was directly linked to the great
American market. And this was the major
factor in U.S. grand strategy that went be-
yond matters of defense and national se-
curity. What is increasingly obvious was
that from the perspective of U.S. strategy,
ASEAN could make itself more important
than its many parts.

Asia Not Prepared for September 11

We come to the third phase now. Nothing
prepared the nation-states of the world for
what happened on September 11, 2001, and
Asia was no exception. Only the friends of
the al Qaeda network were aware of what
this meant, | guess. Other groups, of course,
had been turning to what people call “asym-
metric war” over the past few decades, and
they could probably understand that this
goes back a long way to earlier wars of
liberation, desperate acts of fanaticism,



hatred and revenge — all of these were there
before.

But for Asia, the elites were awakened to
the many dimensions of the disaster that
could impinge on their future, but most
immediately, the impact on U.S. grand stra-
tegy had to be, somehow, understood.

U.S. Government’s Response to 9/11
Provoked Different Reactions in SE Asia

The way 9/11 galvanized the American
people into action was impressive. Most
Southeast Asian elites shared the shock and
empathized with those who lost relatives
and friends. But the U.S. government’s re-
sponse provoked a range of quite different
reactions. All those states that faced terror-
ism themselves were quick to move along-
side, notably the Philippines and Singapore.
But states where the majority of the popu-
lation is of the Muslim faith — Indonesia,
Malaysia, and Brunei — have been careful
how much they needed to say or do.
Malaysia has been a bit exceptional, in that
the now former Prime Minister Dr. Maha-
thir found resonance in the American ex-
hortations to act against fanaticism, and he
lost no time in acting against his political
opponents. Thailand, too, joined the new
networks of active international surveill-
ance, and has reaped benefits by containing
the extremists among the Muslim separa-
tists in their own country.

It is not yet clear how much 9/11, the Bali
bombing and all the others that followed,
have given new life to the Indonesian mili-
tary, for example, in its operations against
the separatists in Aceh. However, the mu-
tant response around the world to the latest
campaign in Aceh suggest that the Indo-
nesian government has so far calculated the
consequences of American strategy quite
correctly. Some of you will recall the Aceh

movement had received a lot of sympathy
before this.

None of these early responses tell us much
about what Asian elites really think about
the new grand strategy that was used to
justify the war in lIrag. The overwhelming
power of the U.S. meant that, from the start,
the air and ground war would be won
quickly. The display of sophisticated fire-
power simply confirmed that the United
States was so overwhelmingly powerful
that no state in the world would be so fool-
ish that it would seek to challenge the
United States in any kind of conventional
war.

For the very weak states of the area, South-
east Asia in particular, they fully under-
stand that there is no future in any sort of
alliance to check a superpower, especially
when it is the sole superpower that has
steadily widened the military gap between
itself and the rest of the powers put together.

Sensitivity of Countries with Large
Muslim Populations

But two other factors that highlight this
understanding need further attention. I men-
tioned the first earlier, the sensitivity of
countries with large Muslim populations.
At least five countries in the region could
be said to have large Muslim populations,
although Muslims are in the majority in
only three of them. Unlike Muslims in the
Middle East, Muslims in Southeast Asia
have preserved their local cultures in a
Malay world framework. They’re not Arabs
or the Taliban. Their Malay-ness allows
most of them to adapt to the secular stand-
ards of modern society in their own dis-
tinctive ways. And this needs to be better
appreciated.



The second is the China factor, in the larger
Asian region. This has loomed large since
the end of the Cold War. How will the
sources of its economic power be featured
in the new grand strategy when set beside
that of an Islamic faith that increasingly
contains diffuse but simmering anti-Ameri-
canism?

Islam and China Are Not Unknown
Variables in SE Asia

For the region as a whole, Islam and China
are not unknown variables. China has al-
ways been seen as a major power, and Is-
lam had penetrated deeply into many parts
of the Malay world for over 700 years.
About a decade ago, Stephen Huntington
identified the two civilizational contenders
for power that required the United States to
strengthen its alliance with the Western
world in Europe and elsewhere. He was
quite wrong in describing Islam and Con-
fucianism as civilizations that could go to
war against the West, and his critics seized
upon that to decry his paradigm.

But this was not, | think, the central point of
what he was predicting. What he really was
talking about was a new great power poli-
tics being structured in terms of historic
civilizations rather than modern, secular
ideologies. And he thought that the great
powers would use their differences to
challenge the dominance of what was a
Judeo-Christian West led by the United
States.

Now as Asians see it, American grand stra-
tegy is not couched in these broad general-
izations about other civilizations. American
strategists, too, are aware that the last thing
they want is to provide reasons for any kind
of large groupings to organize themselves
against the United States. Nevertheless, the
new grand strategy reaffirms the mission of
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the United States as both the beacon of
liberal capitalism and “the city on the hill,”
destined to bring light to God’s children
everywhere.

Some would understand the affirmations as
distillations of the best in Judeo-Christian
values, especially those that could be
secularized to be modern and progressive,
and thus also universal. Now, these values
would serve, on the one hand, as a measure
for keeping American power honest in the
eyes of the more idealistic elements of the
American population, as well as among its
Western and some of its Westernized allies
in Asia.

On the other hand, the same values will
provide political guidance for identifying
those countries that are recalcitrant and un-
willing to accept the given standards of pro-
gress. Once these countries are so marked,
they would be seen as potential enemies of
humanity. Now, with that guidance, the
United States could better justify inter-
ventions in their internal affairs, if nece-
ssary, by the use of overwhelming force.

Now, where Southeast Asia is concerned,
what its dissatisfied Muslim extremists may
do is unlikely to lead to anything like the
massive U.S. interventions — for example,
the Vietnam War. American interests are
too peripheral to the region for them to be
so threatened. Also, ASEAN has succeeded
in minimizing local and intra-regional con-
flicts for some 35 years. However, the new
strategy would allow the American govern-
ment to pressure the national elite of each
country to crack down on groups that sup-
port enemies of the United States.

For the ASEAN nations that have benefited
from American aid for decades, this is
nothing new. But for them to single out
their own Muslim nationals, or to dis-



courage cross-border linkages that might
foster rebellion, subversion, or terrorist
attacks, they will have to respond with great
care. As for the four new ASEAN members,
relations with the United States would not
be affected at all.

Unlike Islam, a global religion, China is
still struggling with its own structures of a
latent but presumably still viable tradition.
That struggle provides a different dimen-
sion about which both the United States and
China’s neighbors may well be concerned.
The heritage of values drawn from Confu-
cianism and Daoism, as well as Buddhism,
does not match Islam in its capacity to offer
alternatives to other faiths that have univer-
salist claims.

The wide range of Chinese values has all
been essentially agrarian and land-locked,
and limited by bureaucratic institutions that
have never traveled well. But the fact that
China’s territorial and population size is
backed by an ancient lineage with strong
ideals of unity and cultural superiority has
given it considerable capacity to resist the
Western universalist claims that have been
offered to its people.

Thus, although the Chinese seem unable
now to mount any challenge to modern
values, they can, as long as they can stay
united, always provide a critical mass to
absorb and digest whatever they wish to
take from other cultures. And as long as
China is not so foolish as to embark on an
arms race with the United States, which it
cannot hope to win, nor to follow on the
aggressive empires of the 19" and 20™ cen-
turies—people use these analogies far too
often, it seems to me, of Nazi Germany and
militarist Japan, very doubtful analogies in
my mind—but as long as China doesn’t do
that, there’s no reason why American grand
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strategy need go beyond acting as a long-
term deterrence where China is concerned.

China Is Close to Home for
SE Asian Countries

For Southeast Asian states, however, the
PRC, China, is close to home. It is the
northern neighbor of three of the states of
the Southeast Asian mainland: Vietnam,
Laos, and Burma. And it is very close to
two others, also on the mainland, Thailand
and Cambodia. Historically, it had been
relatively easy for China to exert pressure
across the land borders, in times of disorder,
whether they were rebellions or local rival-
ries. Although the preference had always
been for trade and peace, relations were, in
the past, personal and feudal, and always
bilateral. Will future relations remain bi-
lateral, but now, of course, based on ideals
of state equality? Is this part of a new
Chinese strategy?

And in response, to what extent will Ameri-
can grand strategy continue to encourage
multilateral relations through ASEAN re-
gionalism? China has been conscious of
this strategy for decades, and has sought to
transform its potentially hostile nature by
engaging ASEAN more and more as an
economic entity. It is even prepared to use
ASEAN to help overcome the barriers to a
larger East Asian regionalism that includes
Japan and South Korea. Would this be con-
trary to American long-term interests, and
therefore have to be countered by this new,
grand strategy?

The Southeast Asian nations may wish to
have inputs into future dialogues to ensure
that both bilateral and multilateral efforts
with China are not seen as mutually exclu-
sive, and that progress in the larger region-
alism does not become some kind of a trip
wire in American strategy.



At another level, China is a fast-growing
economy that competes with Southeast Asia
for foreign investments and markets, and
this could become a severe test of regional
cooperation in the decades to come. Fur-
thermore, most of the descendants of Chi-
nese immigrants have settled in Southeast
Asia and still maintain links with the great-
er China of China, Taiwan, Hong Kong,
and Macau. Their entrepreneurial skills,
family networks and language networks
could serve both their adopted countries,
and whatever parts of China they choose to
work with. It is expected that these local
citizens of Chinese descent will provide
some of the bridges that ASEAN and great-
er China might want to have in the future.

But if closer relations fail to ameliorate the
economic discrepancies that may arise,
what economic levers will the government
in Beijing use? Southeast Asian leaders
may want assurances that multilateral link-
ages prevail, not only between ASEAN and
China in the larger region, but also that
these links will be extended to the larger
Asia-Pacific and other major economic
groupings. Then it may be easier to achieve
this freedom of action, if American grand
strategy takes these Southeast Asian inter-
ests into account.

I began by noting that current debates about
grand strategy include arguments for home-
land security, justification for intervention-
ism, and even defense for a new kind of
Anglo-American empire, or what | call a
virtual empire that had learnt from Britain’s
old mistakes. But none of these are directly
helpful to Southeast Asia.

SE Asia’s Greatest Dilemma
In any case, Southeast Asia does not have

strong cards to play with. As long as
ASEAN is perceived as ineffectual, and
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possibly vulnerable to Muslim extremists
and blandishments from China, the United
States is likely itself to rely more on bi-
lateral links to support its interests in the
region. Here is the region’s greatest di-
lemma: If it is to depend on a distant but
overwhelmingly powerful presence as pro-
vided by the United States, it risks internal
divisions between those who prefer Asian
compromises, and those who want Ameri-
can guarantees. With grand strategy fo-
cused on China and an unstable Muslim
world, the fact that both targets impinge on
different parts of Southeast Asian society
and politics would render any dependence
on America increasingly uncertain, if not
precarious.

Southeast Asian leaders do realize that
American strategy must place American
national interests ahead of all others. But
the new strategy looks and feels different,
at least to us. In the past, the U.S. could al-
ways be favorably compared with the Euro-
pean empires. Most Southeast Asian leaders
thought that the United States believed in
what they said. They saw the United States
policies as firmly grounded in multiple glo-
bal alliances that supported one another to
maintain a peaceful world together. Many
Southeast Asian leaders admired American
ideals. For decades, they trusted American
intentions better than they did those of other
powers, whether these were European or
Asian. But not having these old empires to
kick around any more, how are they to
assess their future in the new strategy?

The region now sees that there has been a
shift in major emphasis to a strategy that
would provide absolute security for the
world’s sole superpower, one that would
ensure that the superpower would remain
the sole superpower as long as possible,
hopefully supporting a virtual empire that
would last forever. To that end, the United



States will reserve the right to act unilater-
ally to preserve its supremacy.

America, then, is seen as less inclined to
hide its iron fist in the velvet glove of “the
city on the hill.” It is more open about its
civilizing mission being one where its
approach to peace—now more strident and
aggressive—prevails, at the expense of all
other approaches.

If that is firmed up as the new grand stra-
tegy, the choices of Southeast Asia and
other countries in Asia—with or without
the ASEAN structure, their choices are
limited. Should the region dare not to
accept a vision that appears so self-serving,
its only alternative, at least for Southeast
Asia, is to join with other interested groups
to try and persuade the United States not to
depend on military might, but to return to a
world where peace is won by showing re-
spect for every country’s right to live by its
own values. Thank you.

David Shambaugh: Well, thank you,
Gungwu, very, very much for a most
thoughtful and thought-provoking lecture
this evening. And a most eloguent one, too,
I must say, you speak as well as you write.

I think you’ve demonstrated tonight in your
comments a lifetime, really, of cross-disci-
plinary work that ranges far beyond history
into the social sciences, theology, sociology,
and other areas. You’ve also demonstrated,
I think, your residence in many different
Asian countries, and in the West. Few
people could have given the lecture you just
did. So I think it’s been a lot of food for
thought.

Richard Solomon: Thank you David, and
the Sasakawa Peace Foundation USA. | was
attracted to accept your invitation because
of my great admiration for Professor Wang
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and his elegant presentation today has
amply indicated the value of this event.

I initially thought it would be easy to take
five minutes or so and comment on Pro-
fessor Wang’s remarks, because the notion
of grand strategy doesn’t easily appeal or sit
well with American perceptions of itself in
the world. However, the longer | thought
about it and got into this subject, the more |
could see it was going to be difficult to
limit my remarks. But | will try to do so,
and pick up on many of the themes that
were commented on, and then Dr. Xiang
will have his turn.

Grand Strategy Evolves Largely in
Response to Security Concerns

Let me begin by saying that Professor
Wang’s presentation seems to slide between
the notion of grand strategy and the search
for empire. 1 would separate those ideas.
Grand strategy, in my experience, seems to
evolve largely in response to security con-
cerns. In the case of the United States, I
think our national culture begins with
George Washington’s statement that we
shouldn’t entangle ourselves in alliances,
and should avoid involvements in the
machinations of other powers — initially the
European powers — as they maneuver
against one another.

A desire to hold back from involvement in
the world has been a constant element in
American thinking about foreign relations,
from our founding era to the isolationism of
the 1930s, to the rapid reduction in defense
spending after the end of the Cold War, to
the Clinton administration’s adjustment of
our foreign policy, and even to the thinking
of our current president before 9/11.

A reluctance to see ourselves as having
some grand scheme to control the world is,



I think, a consistent factor in American for-
eign policy. On the other hand, if we look
back to the turn of the century and the ex-
ample of Admiral Mahan, we see evidence
of a certain structure to American foreign
and security policy, and we’ve heard in
Professor Wang’s presentation much of that.
What | would like to do is talk a little bit
about end strategy, or the process of devel-
oping a strategy, and then comment a little
bit about recent developments, where one
can see some elements of grand strategy. |
would just make two overview comments,
and I’ll give you my punch line at the end.

Development of a National Strategy
Requires a Major Thinker

The first point 1I’d like to make is that the
development of a national strategy requires
a major thinker, like a Mahan, and a leader
willing to pick up on the conceptual ideas
and really apply them. The world environ-
ment, especially in regard to security threats,
has a major effect on the degree to which a
sense of strategy evolves. Also, the ques-
tion arises whether a strategy, when it’s
converted into policy, is ultimately sustain-
able.

A strategy may prove to be unsustainable
because it doesn’t have political support. |
recall National Security Advisor Tony
Lake’s articulation during the Clinton
period of a national strategy to replace our
Cold War doctrines of containment and
deterrence with democratization and the en-
couragement of open market systems as the
elements of U.S. strategy. That approach
fell like the proverbial lead balloon; it was
never picked up by anybody, and didn’t get
anywhere.

Economic issues, quite apart from political
factors, also play a major role in strategy.
For example, we are going to see whether
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the elements of the Bush administration’s
approach to the post-9/11 world are eco-
nomically sustainable. Will the costs of try-
ing to turn Iraq into a market-oriented
democracy be more than the American
public is prepared to bear? Will U.S. and
allied casualty rates echoing the traumatic
losses in Vietnam limit the conversion of
the current policies of the administration
into a long-term strategy?

Current U.S. Policy and Strategy
Are Evolving

The second overall point | would make is
that current U.S. policy and U.S. strategy
are still very much evolving. To my dis-
comfort, | keep hearing the phrases “single
superpower” and “pre-eminent military
power.” What we are now discovering, of
course, are the limits of that power; | think
that we will find that being a “single super-
power” often just acts to attract opposition
that is not easily countered by military
means. Elements of a strategy that are very
much under consideration right now are the
role that alliances and coalitions play, and
the role that the United Nations or other
international organizations might play in an
American grand strategy. Those issues are
very much up for grabs.

If those are my two key punch lines, let me
quickly provide some examples. Generally,
it takes a dominant leader to articulate a
nation’s grand strategy. I’m thinking of
Mao Tse-tung specifically, who formulated
an approach of alliance with the Soviet
Union in 1950, and then decided a decade
later that fighting revisionism and confront-
ing the Soviet Union — eventually forming
an alliance of convenience with the United
States — was the better course of action for
China. Mao had the authority to push
through those policies, even with the rever-



sal of the approach to the United States in
the late 60s.

Leaders Who Played a Role in
Conceptualizing Grand Strategies

To Americans of more recent vintage, there
are similar leaders and individuals who
played a major role in conceptualizing
grand strategies. Here, | would point out the
roles that President Nixon and Henry
Kissinger played. Nixon formulated the
policy of approaching and trying to normal-
ize relations with China as one component
of a greater containment and deterrence
policy towards the Soviet Union, as evi-
denced by Henry Kissinger’s famous,
world-shattering secret trip to China in the
summer of 1971. Was that a grand strategy?
If so, the China opening was certainly a part
of it.

The Reagan administration, in its own inter-
esting way, showed at least elements of a
grand strategy also. The president’s articu-
lation of the “evil empire,” combined with
the publicity of human rights violations, put
pressure on the Soviet Union. Then the
policy in the mid-80s shifted to very deci-
dedly trying to out-compete the Soviets in
an attempt to bankrupt them.

I’m thinking here of John Lehman’s 650-
ship Navy, of the Star Wars missile defense
system, designed very consciously during
the Reagan period to convince the Soviet
Union that they could not compete, and in-
deed, to hopefully bankrupt them, some-
thing that ultimately did occur. Those were
elements of an approach to dealing with
primary security threats of the time that
really had some effect.

I’ve already commented on the difficulty
faced by the Clinton administration in com-
ing up with a grand strategy in the absence
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of a major security threat after the collapse
of the Soviet Union. For example, the Tony
Lake effort I’ve already mentioned, and the
drop in defense spending. But let’s talk
about the current administration and what
its policies may say about the American
effort to develop a more coherent foreign
policy and national security strategy.

First, you have to remember that this ad-
ministration, much like the first Clinton
administration, with its “It’s the economy,
stupid,” bumper stickers, came in with an
overt aversion to the notion of a grand in-
ternational strategy — the derision of nation-
building, and the negative approach to
various international commitments and to
working with the United Nations — signal-
ing a very clear effort on the part of the
American people to avoid involvement. The
commitment of the administration during
the 2000 campaign to missile defense was a
very defensive posture; the view that we
would work to see that there was no major
strategic competitor, and the generally hos-
tile approach to China were, it seems to me,
notable as a kind of inward-looking and
defensive point of view.

If there were elements of a more offensive
policy, it was the commitment to bring
about regime change in Irag, something that,
of course, the Clinton administration had
articulated after the bombing of our em-
bassies in East Africa. And it was part of a
latent policy that has really only emerged in
the last year or so, to break the pattern of
failure in the Middle East to come to some
resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict,
and to deal with the other sources of grow-
ing concern about proliferation and stagnant
states in that region. Those were the latent
elements around which the Irag policy,
prior to 9/11, were part of the second Bush
administration’s strategic worldview.



9/11 Changed America’s Domestic
Political Environment

As has been pointed out — and as we’re all
highly conscious of, of course — 9/11
changed everything, and we now hear from
the Clinton people that they were hand-
cuffed in their ability to make a more
aggressive, robust response to the acts of
terrorism that escalated during the 1990s,
because of a lack of political will. And 9/11,
of course, was the catalyzing event that
totally changed the domestic political envi-
ronment, the sense of threat, and put into
high gear a whole series of measures that
had been talked about in the late 1990s, but
never really implemented.

There had been talk in a number of think
tank studies about the need for heightened
homeland security. Now post-9/11, we have
a Department of Homeland Security, and a
whole series of measures designed to im-
plement a strategy of homeland security
quite apart from the foreign policy and for-
eign affairs dimensions.

The fight against terrorism, again, we had
seen coming, but it was never part of our
national debate. The proliferation problem?
We were aware of it, but it was nothing like
our current awareness of Pakistan, North
Korea, Iran and other countries. Countering
proliferation as well as counter-terrorism
have now become essential components of
our national grand strategy for dealing with
these security threats.

I’ve already mentioned Irag. Of course, in
our public debate, we are now starting to
flagellate ourselves about the intersection,
if there is one, between lIraq, proliferation,
and terrorism. Yet we are now in the middle
of, above all things, nation building, even
though it’s not called that anymore. And we
are now testing the element of a national
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strategy: that is, to transform the Middle
East by finding a way to break the impasse,
the terrorism, and all the factors that were
immobilizing or led to the failure of Camp
David I, the Oslo process, and produced
this ongoing stalemate in terms of the
Middle East, and the failure of many of our
friendly governments there to get on the
road to modernization and to promote
domestic reforms.

Final Element of a National Strategy:
How to Deal with Issues of the
Muslim World

And the final element of a national strategy,
that is again very much at play now, is how
we and other non-Muslim countries deal
with the issues of the Muslim world; a
world that is very complex, a world that
stretches—as we say in our work at the
Institute—from Mali to Mindanao, incor-
porating, of course, the Middle East, South
Asia, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Central Asia,
and all that is going on in Southeast Asia,
as Professor Wang commented.

We are aware of our inability to effect in a
positive way the hearts and minds, the
cultural and attitudinal gap with the Muslim
world. We have not figured out a way of
dealing with that gap. And so our national
strategy, our grand strategy, catalyzed
substantially by 9/11, by a major security
threat, is still incomplete, still forming. If
we go back to our Cold War experience, it’s
quite consistent with what happened in the
late “40s, into the 1950s, when George
Cannon and those who formulated the poli-
cy of containing the Soviet Union and NSC
Document 68 (formulated in 1948)—it
really took well over a decade for the policy
and the institutions that gave reality to our
approach of the Cold War era of contain-
ment and deterrence, to really fall into place,



to acquire that institutional reality and poli-
tical support.

And | think we’re in a similar period now,
even though it’s two years after 9/11, |
think it’s going to take us probably the
better part of a decade to come up with
what | think will be a long-term strategy for
dealing with this nexus of issues: terrorism,
proliferation, and the turmoil in the Muslim
world that drives much of today’s insta-
bility. 1 hope that the Sasakawa Peace
Foundation USA will invite Professor
Wang back a decade from now, to do a re-
prise and see what’s happened after a
decade.

Chinese Strategic Thinking

My prediction of what we’ll be talking
about then is China and its grand strategy,
because | think the Chinese, unlike the
Americans, do think strategically. I think
they’ve shown a brilliance in their commit-
ment, since Deng Xiaoping initiated the re-
forms of the Third Plenum in 1978, to
understand what their long-term interests
were and are. Despite Tiananmen and all
the provocations that have come from a
number of directions, the Chinese have
stuck to a policy of stressing economic de-
velopment, and it’s really beginning to pay
off to convert China into a major regional —
and before long, world — power. So a
decade from now, we’re going to be talking
about China’s grand strategy. Thank you.

Lanxin Xiang: Thank you very much. I
think it’s a great opportunity for me to be
here in Washington again.

I think professor Wang’s speech was very
stimulating, an excellent historic survey of
what Asians have been perceiving—or mis-
perceiving sometimes—what the American
grand strategy is.
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With limited time, 1 would rather prefer to
look at the China side, because we know
enough about Southeast Asia—~Professor
Wang already discussed in detail the differ-
ent countries’ reactions to U.S. strategy.

China Is Formulating a Grand Strategy
to Respond to American Predominance

Now I think, again, | was also stimulated by
Dr. Solomon’s saying probably ten years
from now we will be discussing China’s
grand strategy. My sense is that we pro-
bably don’t need to wait that long. My
sense is China, at this particular moment, is
in the transition period, is formulating a
grand strategy as a part of Asian response
to American predominance.

Now here’s what | thought about this. The
first point | want to say is that as Professor
Wang mentioned: throughout the Cold War,
the United States was fighting an evil em-
pire; now it’s fighting an evil without an
empire. Therefore, what’s happening here is
that the United States is effectively turning
East Asia, in particular, from a strategic
theater—that used to be a concept of the
Cold War—into a front. A theater is multi-
lateral, probably more manageable, but
when you turn it into a front, especially
against an enemy where you don’t know
exactly who they are, it becomes quite un-
manageable.

And in this case I think, as indicated in Iraq,
the United States is more often in a solitary
position in fighting this anti-terrorist war.
So 1 think this actually provides an oppor-
tunity for China to formulate a grand stra-
tegy. That is to say, the first point would be
whether or not we still define China as
regional power. Or is China already on the
road to becoming a global player in inter-
national affairs?



I think the Cold War habit, as | mentioned,
to consider Asia as a fixed strategic theater
iIs no longer adequate as a foundation to
explain China’s foreign policy orientations.
And the very fact that China is not in the
physical position to challenge American
hard power, primarily military power, does
not necessarily prevent China from thinking
globally. And this is, | think, exactly what
China seems to be doing, at least since the
start of the Iraq war.

I think the anti-lrag War clique, what | call
entente active, which is not real entente—
and that means entente activated by a par-
ticular event—the so-called “gang of four,”
that is, France, Germany, Russia, and China,
is changing, in my judgment, in the long-
term, our global, strategic landscape. Now,
how much | exaggerate this—maybe I’ve
lived in Europe for too long, but I just want
to explain what I’ve been thinking about
this. I think for a long time since the end of
the Cold War, there was already the begin-
nings of this ground-shifting moment for at
least ten or twelve years—that is, a three-
way development. One set of relationships
is between the European Union and Russia.
Now remember, when the Soviet Union
collapsed, the Russians rediscovered
Russia; they lost the Soviet Union, but at
the same time, the Russians spent more
than ten years trying to redefine themselves,
because all of a sudden everything had
changed. Who is Russian, what is foreign,
what is our policy—all these questions they
could not answer.

The European Union took about ten years
to make a decision to finally integrate
Russia—not to integrate them in an EU way,
but to actively integrate Russia back into
the European system. This was reflected in
1999 in a common strategy which had
already been formulated by the EU through
the Treaty of Amsterdam, but they never
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really applied it until 1999, and the first
target, of course, was Russia. So the EU
made a strategic decision to integrate
Russia before Russians could stabilize
themselves. And that has been very signi-
ficant.

At the same time, we all know the China-
Russia relationship has improved a great
deal, and of some 7,000 border disputes,
there are now probably four or five left.
And that is quite a remarkable achievement,
plus many other bilateral relationships. But
more importantly, of course, is this organic
link also being established, initiated by
China, but also accepted by Russia: the
Shanghai Cooperation Organization—so,
another organic link was made.

EU-China Relations Progressed

The only one that was lacking in the past
ten years is the EU-China organic link, and
that is also somehow being established this
year—as we witnessed the EU common
statement on China for the first time, the
EU used language about treating China as a
global, strategic partner—especially if you
compare it with the previous four EU state-
ments. It’s quite fundamental, in my judg-
ment.

And, of course, the Chinese also responded
this time; the Chinese never responded in
the past, because the previous documents,
when the EU issued them concerning China,
somehow they were found to be conde-
scending in quite a typical western style,
patronizing: we are willing to engage China,
we are willing to help China, we are willing
to help China improve human rights. But
now the EU is adopting quite a different
approach.

So we are seeing what is emerging in the
Euro-Asian continent, the heartland, so to



speak, a new strategic landscape. De
Gaulle’s dream was to have a Eurasia
stretching from the Atlantic to the Urals;
now apparently that has been expanded
from the Atlantic to Beijing.

Now does this mean this is an anti-
American alliance? Certainly not. Nobody
wants to portray that anti-lraq war, entente
active, as particularly anti-American. But
what’s important here, | think, is that the
Chinese realized that—I think they realized
several things through recent experiences.
The first is that the zhoubian zhengce model
does not work.

I’m talking about unilateralism. You always
need to remember that China was, perhaps,
the most unilateral country in the world for
many decades. China knows everything
about unilateralism, zhoubian zhengce, or
the so-called periphery policy. That means
they overemphasize on this rather narrowly
defined sovereignty; China does whatever it
wants to do: no alliances, no multilateral
framework, because they realize that’s not
going to work anymore.

The second thing | think is even more im-
portant is China’s dealings with the EU.
Now they begin to realize that muddling
through is a much better model for conduct-
ing international or great power relations,
better than a clear-cut approach: good and
evil, you’re with me or against me. That
kind of approach I think China now realizes
isn’t good. Who is the best model for
muddling through? Of course the European
Union.

Now | must emphasize that only two years
ago, China was still hesitating: what is the
EU all about? I remember Le Figaro, the
French newspaper, used to say, | think
about two years ago, that the Chinese con-
sider EU as a political unit; non-existent.
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China always preferred bilateral negotia-
tions: German, French, and so on and so
forth. But now they begin to realize that this
is not just a good model, but an important
model for the 21 century.

China Realized Value of
Multilateral Organizations

Therefore, the third point would be, in my
judgment, that China began to emphasize
more of the multilateral organizations. That
is to say, multilateral or regional organiza-
tions are crucially important, simply for the
purpose of lessening the predictable, U.S.
strategic pressure on China. This is the
reason they go into all these organizations:
ASEAN Regional Forum, Shanghai, and so
on and so forth; I think they will be more
active in there.

Now, having said that China returned to the
Euro-Asian mainland, so to speak, the con-
tinental commitment, in my judgment, has
become more important in the future. Now,
does it mean China is going to neglect Asia
or Southeast Asia? | think probably they are
going to exercise, if this current trend con-
tinues, a certain benign neglect.

Now, this is what my judgment would be of
the neighborhood. Now remember, China
never had a serious role in so-called peri-
phery policies, because they always lived
under illusions. During the Cold War, the
Nixon/Kissinger period, as you all know,
China was discovered by the Americans as
being a very useful card; China was known
in those days as a card, the China card.

That gave China the illusion that it was a
greater power than China deserved. But the
reality began to dawn upon them when the
Cold War ended, and then China really had
to look at whether or not the economic and
many other factors of power really qualified



China as a global player. Because in those
days, of course, there was the grand triangle,
Moscow, Beijing, and Washington, that had
unrealistically promoted China into a pre-
mature position. But now | think they are
really into this debate about what is great
power?

Now, if you noticed last week, the Politburo,
under Hu Jintao, for the first time to my
knowledge, invited two historians to dis-
cuss the rise and the fall. This is not Paul
Kennedy’s thesis, of course, to discuss the
rise and fall since the fifteenth century.

China Must Grasp the Meaning of
Great Power

So there is very intense debate, not only
within the leadership, but also among the
think tank people, about what is great
power. So that itself has become an issue
now. My worry is that at this stage of
formulating a continental policy, my worry
is China may fall into the old trap of not
really grasping the meaning of great power,
because judging from the recent debate of
the Politburo’s meeting on that issue, what
they tried to do is to not model after the bad
ones—the Germans and Japanese—but to
learn some good lessons from the good
ones, presumably the British Empire.

I think that’s a fundamental misunderstand-
ing of China’s role in the world; China
would never be able to follow that, if Chi-
nese history is any mirror for China. So this
is an important moment for China. Thank
you very much.

Q&A

Shambaugh: Well, thank you Mr. Xiang,
for your comments and contributions. |
particularly appreciate you bringing the
EU-China dimension into the discussion
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tonight, because I, too, have followed this
for a long time. The October summit in Bei-
jing between the Chinese and the EU is of
significance, and the two documents that
emerged on the eve of the summit, one by
the commission in Brussels and the other by
the Chinese foreign ministry, were the first
time the Chinese foreign ministry issued a
white paper on its relations with any foreign
country, and I think it should be read by all.

Anyway, we’ve got about 20 minutes. I’'m
going to forego my prerogative to ask the
first question as the chair because of the
time, and we’ll simply throw it open to the
audience. There are microphones which
will be brought to you, and then if you can
simply identify yourself and then direct
your question.

Questioner: Professor Wang, the historical
overview of this evolving American grand
strategy—I’m curious that because com-
munism is gone today, now you talk about
anti-terrorism. But terrorism is not against
any particular region or country.

North Korea is challenging the United
States—in a way, confronting—so that the
only country in the world that may be
challenging the U.S.” supreme power or
military power looks like North Korea.
How, in the region—of course the U.S. has
a multilateral approach to resolve the issue,
but in Singapore and Malaysia, how do
these people know the American strategy,
whether it’s going to be unilateralist or
maybe a multilateral approach to resolve
the issues? How do Singapore and other
countries, as you see, in your area, partici-
pate or contribute to the resolution of the
particular issues in that region? But I still
think that American strategy no longer
works, because it’s no longer nation-to-
nation or region-to-region, it’s all over the
world. That’s just my concern.



Chinese Do Not Understand
War Against Terrorism

Wang: Thank you. I’m not sure that the
Chinese actually buy this strategy about
terrorism. | think they are just going along
to support the U.S. for specific reasons of
their own; | don’t think they understand
what this war against terrorism is about. Or
if they do, they don’t want to have any part
of it, but as long as Americans want it that
badly, they’re willing to offer their support
for their own reasons.

I think much more difficult would be a
question like North Korea. | don’t see that
North Korea is threatening the United
States in any way, or wanting to give the
United States much of a problem. In my
part of the world, anyway, the question of
North Korea is how can the present regime
in North Korea survive? And they’re play-
ing this game in order to survive, because
they really fear a decision by the United
States to “take it out,” as it were.

Whether the U.S. will do it or not is a
separate matter, but that’s how the North
Koreans see it, and they’re playing to the
limit the only card they have—not much of
a card, in our view, but presumably some-
thing that has to be sorted out. And I think
the Americans’ method of bringing in as
many countries as possible, like China,
Japan, Russia, and so on, is very, very
sensible—it’s absolutely correct. Certainly
there shouldn’t be any attempt to do an Iraq
on North Korea, and North Koreans need to
be assured that this won’t happen.

So to that extent, | think that makes sense.
But I don’t think the Chinese have any feel-
ing about this war against terrorism at all.
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Chinese Are Worried About Terrorism

Solomon: Let me give some contrasting
views. | think while they probably have not
thought it fully through, as we have not, the
Chinese are much more worried about
terrorism, for the following two reasons.
The word “terrorism” masks critical issues:
one is that the Chinese have now dramatic-
ally shifted their position on proliferation
issues. Back in the ‘60s and ‘70s, the Chi-
nese helped the Pakistanis develop their
nuclear capability, because they wanted a
counter-weight to India.

In recent years, the Chinese have seen that
that support has hurt them badly, because
the Pakistanis helped the North Koreans,
and the North Koreans are now a major
source of proliferation, as is Pakistan. The
Chinese are desperate to avoid a nuclear
war on the subcontinent, so much so that
they have played a major role in the last
year or two in brokering what is now a very
interesting cease-fire agreement between
India and Pakistan. I think the issue of how
China will deal with the global, non-
proliferation regime is critical to changes in
their policy.

China Desires Good Relations with
Oil Producing Countries

Secondly, terrorism masks this issue of tur-
moil in the Muslim world. Why is this tur-
moil important for China? To some degree,
because of their own Muslim minority, and
fears of separatism and unrest in other parts
of the country where there are Muslim mi-
norities. But in some ways, the big issue is
access to oil. The Chinese maintain a popu-
lation growth rate of 7 or 8 percent a year,
and that’s going to require a heck of a lot of
energy, which means petroleum. The Chi-
nese have been working for quite a few
years to develop good relations with Saudi



Arabia, Iran, Irag, and other countries that
are major oil producers. They are as deeply
affected by turmoil in the Islamic world as
anyone else, and maybe in many ways more
S0.

They are extremely worried about what is
going on in Indonesia, in Southeast Asia.
And they will be trying to figure out how to
work with us and others to stabilize the
Muslim world, because it is also a source of
the energy that they require to keep their
economy growing.

Questioner: Is it fair to conclude, after
your remarks, that at least in one respect,
Asian states, including Russia and the EU,
have support for the U.S. grand strategy of
unilateralism, focusing on terrorism and the
evil states of Iran, North Korea and Iraq?
And for three reasons: one, it allows them a
great deal of freedom, a great, long leash.
Because as long as they cooperate with the
United States—and with the United States
having such a very narrow focus—they can
pursue their own policies, whether it’s en-
largement of their markets, or contacts, or
more independence.

And secondly, because it bleeds the United
States; it’s a very expensive grand strategy
that’s unsustainable. And that’s a third rea-
son: because it’s unsustainable, unilateral-
ism is just a passing fancy, and eventually
the United States will have to adopt a more
cooperative, multilateral policy. | talk to
Russians and Chinese about this, and there
is that underlying notion that if you let the
United States go off on their own, we will
operate on our interests, and what they’re
doing will eventually be unsustainable.

Shambaugh: Anyone want to pick up on
that?
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Xiang: Just quickly to say I’m inclined to
that understanding, although 1I’m very inter-
ested to hear what Dick just said about
China’s deeper concerns with proliferation;
I think that is also true. |1 hadn’t mentioned
it, only because | didn’t associate those
fears about proliferation directly with the
terrorism. You now point out that there’s a
connection, and | certainly want to think
about that. But | actually go along with
what | previously said; that was my under-
standing of what the Chinese would think
about the American focus on terrorism.

Questioner: I’'m not sure | understood,
perhaps my note-taking was disturbed. Did
you say that the U.S. is peripheral to
ASEAN and the reverse? My note says:
“The U.S. is peripheral to ASEAN and the
same is true for the United States?”

Wang: | think what I mean is that ASEAN
is peripheral to U.S. interests, but I’m not
sure how | gave that impression.

Questioner: In any case, | think that’s true.
Our interest has really been episodic, and
that being the case, | think a part of what
has happened since 1997 has been a kind of
ASEAN self-discovery. That it had interests
that were broader—obviously the Chinese
were very helpful in maintaining the
stability of their currency, but it’s also
after "97 that the APT really takes off.

And I’ll make my question short. It seems
to me with China interacting as broadly and
in as many directions as deeply as it is with
ASEAN now, and with APT there seems to
have been a decision on the part of China,
notwithstanding long-term neglect, that for
the time being and into the future it is to
China’s advantage to help countries in
ASEAN develop themselves to become
more stable. And as a consequence, China



has an interest in stamping down terrorism
in the area as well.

In short, China has rediscovered its south,
and | would just end by saying China is
practicing the diplomacy that Americans
used to practice much better than we are
today.

China’s Status as the Middle Kingdom

Wang: Let me say that | actually share
Professor Xiang’s view—he didn’t say it,
but let me say it for him. China is actually
central, the middle kingdom in a very
different way from what people think. It’s
not just self-centered alone, but it is a
middle kingdom in so far as it sees itself as
needing to defend all around it. It’s got po-

tential enemies in trouble areas all around it.

And if you look right around, they’ve got
east, west, south—problems everywhere if
you look around. So I think the Chinese
must conclude that Southeast Asia is the
nicest area in the neighborhood, and pro-
bably the easiest to befriend. And it won’t
cost a great deal to make friends in South-
east Asia, as compared with Northeast Asia.
And the kind of really serious difficulties in
Northeast Asia, with Japan and so on, and
Russia in Central Asia, with energy, of
course, very much on their minds, are much
more important than anything to do with
Southeast Asia, in my view.

So the centrality of China—I said this just
now about the centrality of the United
States, discovering that they are in the
middle of both oceans—but the centrality
of China has been a 2,000-year old ob-
session. And this centrality is the most vul-
nerable part, not the other side, not South-
east Asia. Southeast Asia only became
vulnerable in the 19™ century when the
British came through, but it had never been
vulnerable before.
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There was always peace in Southeast Asia,
so when they rediscovered Southeast Asia,
they discovered that this is actually the
most peaceful area, if they could just handle
it right. And the really dangerous areas are
still the old areas, and then Northeast Asia
with Japan as a new factor, and North
Korea, and so on. But those are the really
difficult and unpleasant areas that they’ve
got to concentrate on. So in the meantime,
if they can get Southeast Asia right, at least
that’s one problem solved.

Questioner: | wonder if either speaker
would care to comment on possible preci-
pitous tendencies in China coming either
from minorities or, more likely, from within
the Chinese body politic itself? It seems to
me that much of the discussion on China
more or less assumes that China has been a
great power and is about to assume its
rightful status.

But it seems to me that China is headed in a
vastly bigger direction, that it has never had
the kind of wealth it has today, its people
have never been as numerous as they are,
there has never been a proportion as well
educated and well off as now, and at the
same time, you have poor people at the
bottom. And all of those sort of domestic
concerns, it seems to me, could engender
some kind of going off in new directions,
which China has not done up until now.
I’m interested in the speculation on this.

Questioner: For more than four decades,
the United States had a grand strategy,
which is John Kennedy’s strategy for peace,
and pax Americana, and multilateralism,
and the space industries. These days
China’s grand strategy is exactly like John
Kennedy’s.

I traveled in many, many countries before |
came to the United States, and | realized the



mistake of this administration is the lack of
understanding of Asia. This administration
must understand the different religions and
cultures. So the grand strategy must include
all kinds of ideas, including Asian ones.

Shambaugh: I’'m going to invite the last
two questions.

Questioner: Most people think that really
grand strategies require great powers, and
great powers have three parts: they’re great
economic powers, great military powers,
and then, in the sense that there’s an ideo-
logy or a motivating idea. | was especially
struck by Professor Xiang’s identifying
muddling: we’re going to have a China in
ten years that’s going to be a great eco-
nomic power, great military power, and
they’ll imitate the Europeans and muddle
through on the intellectual side.

I’d really like to ask all of you: How is
China going to develop? Will they develop
in the sense that there’s a positive idea, that
they get involved with proliferation, that
they send troops off to Liberia, as they did
in Cambodia? Is there a positive drive that
the Chinese are going to have an intel-
lectual construct that makes them engage in
the world in a positive way and act like a
big power? Or is it perhaps more likely that
they’ll engage in the world in a negative
way, in identifying their own security and
the threat of the United States as the intel-
lectual construct that’s gong to make them a
great power in ten years?

Questioner: Professor Wang, early on in
your presentation, | believe you said that
Southeast Asians had a sophisticated under-
standing of the United States, which leads
me to the question: To what extent do
Southeast Asians, in particular, really see
the United States as having a grand strategy,
and to what extent do Southeast Asian
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leaders look at the United States and figure
out what sorts of policies they can take that
are in their own self interest?

If you look at modern Southeast Asian his-
tory, you see numerous examples of South-
east Asian leaders listening, in a sense, to
what the latest obsession of the United
States is, and then, in a sense, catering to
that. One example is that recently, Prime
Minister Thaksin came to Washington,
D.C., and right before he came here was
when an al Qaeda operative was arrested in
Thailand. At the same time, that was when
Thaksin’s government was killing perhaps
2,000 supposed drug dealers within Thai-
land. So what he did, in essence, is he pla-
cated the Americans by arresting this al
Qaeda person, which gave him the space to
just carry out his own domestic policies that
he wanted to do anyhow. This kind of
action seems to have happened repeatedly
in Southeast Asian history, showing a soph-
istication, and perhaps an understanding,
that there isn’t always a grand strategy on
the part of Americans.

Shambaugh: Okay, quite a full plate. Why
don’t we start in reverse with Professor
Xiang and move down.

U.S. Grand Strategy Is Anti-Terrorism
Through Regime Change

Xiang: Just a quick answer about domestic
policy: I think it is, of course, very impor-
tant. | think primarily the Chinese are think-
ing continentally, in my judgment, because
of domestic reasons. If | understand U.S.
grand strategy now as anti-terrorism, essen-
tially through regime change, perhaps even
nation-building, then this for China will
always be a constant factor: the regime
change vis-a-vis China. Now, this is what
the neoconservatives think — that’s their
obsession, anyway.



Now, we should refrain from the con-
ception that with China’s economic rise, the
so-called democratization of China, the glo-
balization of China, that with China’s eco-
nomic rise it will remain at the receiving
end of that democratization. China will dic-
tate some terms, in my judgment, before it
fully is integrated into an international sys-
tem. The EU happens to be one channel
where they can integrate more peacefully
and easily, so the Russians think the same
way.

This is where the national strategies on the
Eurasian continent converge, and the EU
happened to be willing to accommodate
part of China’s tradition. The most impor-
tant thing happening in China is that they’re
rediscovering their own history, their own
traditions. It used to be that traditions were
against modernity; that notion is at least
partially gone now.

Religion and Politics

Solomon: Well, just three very quick com-
ments. The point that was made about reli-
gion and politics is something that will
resonate with our president who, as you
know, puts a lot of emphasis on religion.
Whether being a Christian will constrain his
approach to building international coali-
tions or understanding cultures that have
very different religious traditions presents a
very interesting question.

Secondly, in regard to Professor Wang’s
point about being in the center of things:
We tend to think, if you’re in the center,
you’re the big guy, but remember that the
Chinese character for “center” is the target
that people are shooting at. We have now
discovered that being the bull’s eye puts
you in a very vulnerable position, and |
think we all remember that image very
vividly.
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Wang: I’ll just try to finish up very quickly.
I think the point about possible precipitous
questions for China is certainly a real one; |
don’t think the Chinese leaders have any
illusions about how easy it’s going to be.
In fact, all this concentration of effort on
economic development is to try and deal
with what is potentially a very dangerous
thing for China.

So as | understand it, the question of the
moment, the only way they can face this
problem is through good management. Be-
cause they have no intention of giving up
the monopoly of power of the Chinese
communist party, by whatever name you
call it, that system, they want to keep it as
long as possible. But in order to keep that,
they have to manage the complexities and
the precipitous tendencies of China well
enough to survive, and that’s engaging
them as fully as possible.

Whether they can go on indefinitely, whe-
ther any single one party power can ever
stay in power for long, and however well
they manage is a different question. But |
think that’s the only way they can do it, and
the last thing they want is to open them-
selves up to the kind of democratic choices
that the United States and European models
offer.

About Southeast Asians and religion, too,
that’s an interesting thing for me. One of
the things that’s always struck me is how
the Chinese showed no interest whatsoever
in the new religions offered them either by
Islam or by Christianity. The last religion
they took seriously was Buddhism; it was a
long, long time ago, and they swallowed
and digested it and spit it out in a different
way.

But the thing is that they’ve never accepted
religion from anybody else, but all the time



they were very tolerant of religion. They
didn’t think it was important, nor was it
particularly worrisome to them.

China Has Become Anti-Religion

But the last few decades have seen China
do something which | find extremely inter-
esting. They have been absolutely antireli-
gion. Now, that is something new for China,
and that’s probably a mistake, and they will
try to remedy that. Because it’s one thing to
show benign neglect and a sort of tolerance;
it’s another thing to be actually hostile. And
this really only started in the 1920s or so,
when they decided that science was every-
thing, and science meant that everything
that had to do with religion was superstition.

And once they did it as a kind of black-and-
white thing between science and super-
stition, they created a kind of tension in
China, which actually, maybe in the long
run, was quite destructive. And among the
things you have to bear in mind is that the
spiritual needs of the people have to find
some response from the state or the nation
as a whole, and 1 think they are starting to
realize that. They talk about spiritual social-
ism, but I’m not sure that will satisfy the
people. So that is something I think the Chi-
nese leaders will have to take up seriously
if they want to avoid the kind of spiritual
frustration and demoralization that is bound
to take place.

About Southeast Asians’ sophistication, |
didn’t actually mean that they were that
sophisticated, but simply that they’re more
sophisticated than they used to be. What |
said was that they knew nothing about the
United States, cared nothing about the
United States before the Second World
War; they paid no attention whatsoever.
But since then they’ve begun to learn, and
they actually know much more about the
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United States than they did in 1945 when
they first started. And they do know — and
you’re quite right, they respond, as | said,
they listen very alertly to what the U.S. says,
does, and so on, and they try to respond.

SE Asians Showing A More
Sophisticated Foreign Policy

But the subtler point you are making is
correct, that they then go and do their own
thing, and once they appease the Americans
they are free to do what they want to do
anyway. The best example is probably the
Indonesian military, even better than
Thaksin. The Indonesian military has been
actually trained by the Americans for a long,
long, time — under Suharto, anyway. They
went for training; they were trained to do
exactly what the Americans trained them to
do, at West Point and so on.

But they went back and did their own thing
in exactly their own way, and they got away
with it; the Americans put up with it for a
long time, never said a word. It’s only in
recent years, after the fall of Subarto, that
Congress has been paying attention to the
military being a nasty bunch of people. But
actually they’d been doing that right
through that whole period, while they were
trained by Americans, and learned to say all
the right things. But that is a kind of soph-
istication — | think you must admit, it’s an
understanding of the peripheral nature of
Southeast Asia in U.S. grand strategy, so to
speak.

Finally, 1 do want to say something about
the question of Europe. Maybe this is part
of Chinese grand strategy, it is all about the
multi-polar world — they have been saying
this for a long time. | don’t know exactly
what they have as a goal, whether the multi-
polar world is simply a means to put a
check on the United States and to include



China’s position. But as a multi-polar world
ideal, | think that is part of the Chinese
grand strategy. They want to produce that,
but | think partly because, at least it’s my
understanding, they don’t want to run the
world. They don’t want to be a soldier on
par with the United States — you’re wel-
come to it, take the target. | think China
doesn’t want to be that.

China Does Not Want to Be
Subordinate to the U.S. in Asia

But what China wants to be is not to be
subordinate to the United States in Asia it-
self. In Asia itself, it wants to be treated as
the big boy. And if they can create a multi-
polar world in which the U.S. will leave
Asia alone for China to operate fairly freely,

27

and for the neighboring parts of China to be
friendly to U.S., | think they’d be content
with that. And that is what the multi-polar
world can do for China. I don’t think they’d
be so stupid as to get into a big race with
the United States. | think they’re not that
stupid.

Shambaugh: Well on that note, we’ve run
a bit over time, but | think it’s been well
worth it. Join me in thanking our speakers
and discussants. Thank you very much, and
we look forward to seeing you at the next
Sasakawa Peace Foundation USA’s Asian
Voices seminar.

[End]
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