U.S.-CHINA
RELATIONS:

Asian Perspectives

Edited By Douglas Spelman

(.
(.

Woodrow Wilson
nnnnnnnnnnn
Center

for Schola rs

*****

*****
# &

e



U.S.-CHINA
RELATIONS:

Asian Perspectives

Edited By Douglas Spelman

Woodrow Wilson
International
Center

for Scholars

Kissinger Institule
on China and the
United Stares



The Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars,
established by Congress in 1968 and headquartered in Washington, D.C.,
is a living national memorial to President Wilson. The Center’s mission is to
commemorate the ideals and concerns of Woodrow Wilson by providing a
link between the worlds of ideas and policy, while fostering research, study,
discussion, and collaboration among a broad spectrum of individuals concerned
with policy and scholarship in national and international affairs. Supported by
public and private funds, the Center is a nonpartisan institution engaged in the
study of national and world affairs. It establishes and maintains a neutral forum
for free, open, and informed dialogue. Conclusions or opinions expressed in
Center publications and programs are those of the authors and speakers and do
not necessarily reflect the views of the Center staff, fellows, trustees, advisory
groups, or any individuals or organizations that provide financial support to the

Centet.

The Center is the publisher of The Wilson Quarterly and home of Woodrow
Wilson Center Press, dialogue radio and television. For more information about
the Center’s activities and publications, please visit us on the web at www.

wilsoncenter.org.

Jane Harman, Director, President, and CEO

Board of Trustees
Joseph B. Gildenhorn, Chair

Sander R. Gerber, Vice Chair

Public Members:

Melody Barnes, designated appointee from within the Federal Government;
Hon. James H. Billington, Librarian of Congress; Hillary R. Clinton, Secretary,
U.S. Department of State; G. Wayne Clough, Secretary, Smithsonian Institution;
Arne Duncan, Secretary, US. Department of Education; David Ferriero,
Archivist of the United States; James Leach, Chairman, National Endowment
for the Humanities; Kathleen Sebelius, Secretary, U.S. Department of Health

and Human Services

Private Citizen Members:
Timothy Broas, John Casteen, Charles Cobb, Jr., Thelma Duggin, Carlos M.

Gutierrez, Susan Hutchison, Barry S. Jackson



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface 1
Summary 2

The Administration’s Perspective on U.S.-China Relations in Asia

James B. Steinberg 5

Reflections on U.S.-China Relations
Yuan Ming 15

Impact of U.S.-China Relations in Asia:
A Japanese Perspective

Seiichiro Takagi 21

Strategic Triangle in an Uncertain Environment:
U.S.-China Relations as Seen Through the Russian Prism

Fyodor Lukyanov 33

Southeast Asian Views of the U.S.-China Relationship:
Benefiting from Economic Cooperation, Suffering from

Geopolitical Competition

Simon Tay 47

China’s Lengthening Shadow Over Asia and U.S. Policy
Brahma Chellaney 61

Contributors 79



Preface

Many say that the United States-China relationship is the most important
in the world. While others may dispute this, few if any would question the
assertion that the relationship is the predominant factor in Asian power
interactions. In the first instance, Beijing and Washington must pay close
attention to how their dealings with each other will affect other countries of
the region. That is, Beijing must calculate how its dealings with Washington
will affect its links with Tokyo, New Delhi, Moscow, etc. And vice-versa.
Moreover, to look at the same landscape from another angle, all Asian
capitals keep a very close eye on bilateral dealings between these two giants,

in particular to see how they will affect their own relations with them.

This latter set of issues was the focus of a conference in September, 2010,
organized by the Kissinger Institute and co-sponsored by the Wilson Center’s
Asia Program and Kennan Institute. Then Deputy Secretary of State James
Steinberg led off with the administration’s view of how U.S. relations with
China fit into its general Asian policy. Then specialists from China, Russia,
Japan, Southeast Asia and India presented their views on the impact on Asia,
and in particular on their countries, of developments in U.S.-China relations.
Specifics of course differed, but a prominent common theme was the high
importance all these countries and regions attached to the regional impact
of U.S.-China relations. We trust you will find the papers resulting from this

event collected here as insightful and as significant as we have.

Michael Dalesio and Sandy Pho of the Kissinger Institute provided
essential assistance for the conference, Michael adroitly handling all the
logistics and Sandy playing a key role—drafting the summary and helping to
edit the papers—for this publication.

J. Stapleton Roy, Director, Kissinger Institute
Robert Hathaway, Director, Asia Program

Blair Ruble, Director, Kennan Institute



Summary

In the keynote address, former U.S. Deputy Secretary of State James
Steinberg presented the view from Washington. In pursuing a strategy of
deeper engagement with China, the Obama administration is also attempting
to incorporate the relationship within the larger context of regional
cooperation. According to Secretary Steinberg, this yields two benefits.
First, it helps mitigate smaller countries’ anxiety of being sidelined; this in
turn, “deepens mutual engagement with the region.” Second, it is easier for
the United States and China to find common ground when working in the
context of multilateral institutions. The Secretary went on to highlight the
many strengths of the U.S.-China relationship, which are beneficial only if
pursued mindful of the important consequences of that relationship for all

neighboring countries.

Professor Yuan Ming from Peking University provided the Chinese
perspective. Compared to their American counterparts, the Chinese feel
more insecure and more defensive in the relationship. Yet in spite of
this complexity, the relationship is stable. Although the relationship has
progressed over the past two decades, opportunities exist for deeper
engagement at the ground level (people-to-people). With respect to the
relationship’s impact on the region, discussant Douglas Paal observed a trend
towards a balance-of-power pattern in Asia. This is due to a combination
of America’s reengagement with the region, as well as China’s newfound
self confidence and economic success. This has the major regional players
looking for a scenario in which U.S.-China relations do not become too hot

ot too cold.

The complex history and relationship Japan has with both the United
States and China makes it particularly sensitive to fluctuations in Sino-
U.S. relations. According to Professor Seiichiro Takagi of Aoyama Gakuin
University in Tokyo, America’s relationship with China has influenced
Japan’s foreign policymaking throughout the entire post-war period,
described as an “alliance dilemma.” There is a fear that closer ties between
the United States and China come at the expense of Japan. On the other

hand, as Japan’s only formal ally, there is also a fear of being entangled



in any future U.S.-China confrontation. According to discussant Gilbert
Rozman, Japan’s fluctuating responses to changes in Sino-U.S. relations
suggest a considerable degree of uncertainty in Japanese strategic thinking;
how Japan continues to react to this relationship in the future should be

followed closely.

Similar to the Japanese, the Russian perspective of U.S.-China relations is
colored by its complex relationship with each power. According to Fyodor
Lukyanov, editor of Russia in Global Affairs, the importance of the US.-
China relationship lies in the fact that both countries “lay out the whole
framework for Russian behavior.” Traditionally, modernization in Russia
has been linked to the West, (i.e., the United States and Europe), but a
shift in international focus towards Asia is taking place in the Kremlin
today. China’s growing economic influence in Russia’s so-called “eastern
front,” (the Asian part of Russia), raises an alarm in the Kremlin. It is
for this reason Moscow has both diversified its relations in the region,
and welcomes America’s presence in Asia. Although the recent “reset” in
Russia-U.S. relations was a success, a new agenda factoring in China must

be launched in order to maintain this momentum.

Singapore Institute of International Affairs Chairman Simon Tay
presented the view from Southeast Asia. With respect to the United
States, the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) states are
not only comfortable with, but desire an American presence in the region.
There is a perception among ASEAN states however, that U.S. power and
influence is on the decline globally. Accordingly, there is a concern that
domestic (“nativist”) politics will distract the United States from pursuing
a constructive engagement policy with the region. This concern results
in some ASEAN thinking “they (the United States) are not interested,
“so we’ll just go at it alone.” With respect to China, Southeast Asians do
not see China’s engagement as an attempt to dominate the region. As a
group, ASEAN states look to Washington for strategic leadership, but are
economically bound to Beijing. The last thing Southeast Asian states want

is to be placed in a situation where they have to choose between the two.

The Indian perspective was presented by Professor Brahma Chellaney
of the Center for Policy Research in New Delhi. According to Professor



Chellaney, the U.S.-China relationship cannot be understood without
“looking at the larger Asian landscape,” which faces many challenges.
Fervent ultra-nationalism is spreading throughout the region. This is fed
by harmful historical legacies that result in negative stereotyping of rival
nations, while at the same time inflaming territorial and maritime disputes.
Although Asian states have become more economically interdependent,
the region remains politically divided. This prevents them from being able
to fashion any sort of security community. U.S. policy towards China, its
security assurances to its partners, as well as how Asian states deal with the

above challenges will shape the region’s future security outlook.



The Administration’s Perspective on U.S.-
China Relations in Asia

James B. Steinberg
(Transcript)

I am back to talk about Asia. I’'m always happy to do so, because it is
enormously important to our future and to the future of our partners, not

only in Asia but around the world.

I applaud you for this discussion today because I think one of the things
that is very clear is that it is important to understand our relationship with
China in the context of developments in Asia as a whole. The range of
countries you have represented here and the scope of the geography, 1
think, is particularly important because—as I will touch on in a minute—
with the impending expansion of the Fast Asia Summit, I think we’re
beginning to have a sense of the kind of political geography of Asia, which

is nicely represented among a number of the voices that you will hear today.

It’s also important to have such a conference because it is impossible to
understand the trajectory and the objectives of our bilateral relationship
with China without understanding the regional context. Because, as we’ve
made clear in a number of contexts, including most recently in Secretary
Clinton’s speech at the Council on Foreign Relations two weeks ago and my
own talk to the IISS two days after that—we see this as part of a broader
strategy of engagement by the United States as we try to deal with what
we see as the fundamental strategic challenge of our time: which is how to
generate enhanced global cooperation to deal with the increasingly common
sets of challenges that we face where most of the countries of the world
share common interests. But we still lack the capacity to generate the kind
of common and collective action that we need to address these problems—
whether it is the global economic crisis, whether it’s terrorism, proliferation,
pandemic disease or climate change. These are all issues where many of the

interests are in common but we need to find better ways to work together.

As Secretary Clinton laid out we have a three-part strategy to build that

strengthened international cooperation.



The first part is to build on and strengthen and adapt our traditional
alliances, which remain essential to our overall strategy—the starting point
of our strategy. No where is that clearer than in Hast Asia where we have
long-standing treaty partnerships with five countries in the region and they
continue to remain as important today as they did during the Cold War,
even though they have a very different tenor and a very different set of
objectives. As the Secretary and I have both pointed out we’ve been working
very hard with Japan, with South Korea, with Australia, Thailand, and the
Philippines to sustain those relationships: with Japan, our commitment to
our alliance remains strong and we are looking forward to working with
Prime Minister Kan—the president will be meeting with him in New York;
our remarkable, I think, strengthening of our ties with South Korea, under
the extraordinary leadership from President Lee Myung-bak; and our
continued good relations with our partners in Australia who are back to
work with their new government; we look forward to working with them,
as well as with the Philippines and Thailand—rvery critical ASEAN partners

for us.

At the same time, as the Secretary pointed out, although this is the
starting point, we recognize that with the emergence of new powers in Asia
and around the world we need to make sure that they are an important part
of that; they represent a significant enhancement of the capacity of the
international community to meet the kinds of challenges that we’re talking
about. We don’t see their rise as a zero-sum game that necessarily diminishes
U.S. interests or inevitably leads to a rivalry or competition. Though we
recognize that there are risks in that direction—and that’s why we have to
work very hard not just with China and India and Russia, but also some of
the other critical emerging powers like Indonesia—a critically important

power and an increasingly close friend of the United States in East Asia.

That’s why we focused very much during this administration on strengthening
dialogue between these partners. We recognize that in order to get the
positive-sum benefits and enhance the prospects of a good result over
time we need to deepen dialogue. We all know here about the Strategic
and Economic dialogue that was launched last year, chaired by Secretaries
Clinton and Geithner on our side, and Dai Bingguo and Wang Qishan on
the Chinese side.



But it’s also important to stress the enhanced strategic dialogue that we
now have with India, which has taken place in two rounds, and which will
very much be on display when the president visits India in a few months time.
As well as our enhanced strategic dialogue with Indonesia—we had a meeting
just last week with the Secretary here in Washington and her counterparts to
show the breadth of that relationship and the increasing importance that we

attach to that “comprehensive partnership,” as we call it.

But even there, with the first two pillars—that is, the bilateral relationships
with our allies and the increased bilateral ties with the emerging powers—
there is still a third component, which is that we recognize to really have
these bilateral relationships achieve all that is possible and to maximize
their chance of leading to successful results, we need to embed these

relationships in broader regional and global cooperation.

A major focus of our efforts since coming into office has been to
strengthen our regional engagement particularly in Asia, although we are
also working very hard in other regions as well. You can see this through
the decision of the president to host the first US.-ASEAN Summit at the
leaders’ level; by our participation in critical regional fora, like the ASEAN
Regional Forum; by Secretary Gates’ upcoming participation in the Defense
Ministers” Meeting in Hanoi; and by the Secretary’s participation in the East
Asia Summit this year with our anticipation that the president will join next

year at the leaders’ level.

These all represent efforts to try to find ways to develop more effective
regional cooperation to deal with these challenges. But I think equally
important, it allows us to embed critical bilateral relationships into a broader

context that has two critical benefits.

First, it relieves the misplaced but sometimes expressed anxiety that
somehow there will be a condominium of the larger powers at the expense
of others. The so-called G2-type argument, which I think neither we nor
China have ever given much credit to as an idea but has caused some
discussion among circles in town and elsewhere. But the more we embed
our relationships in these, the more confidence we give to others that our
enhanced relationships with key powers like India and China or Russia will

not come at the expense of smaller powers.



But equally important, it makes clear that as we strengthen our ties, it is
done in a way that incorporates the perspectives of the others, which you
are going to be exploring today. And that is very important because we
need to make sure that in order to move forward that these are not seen
as competitions between powers for the friendship or support of other

countries in the region, but rather things we do together.

And that’s why we attach great importance and appreciation to the fact
that when the Secretary announced our participation and our engagement
in the East Asia Summit, it was welcomed not only by our ASEAN partners
and our traditional allies, but also by China. And I think that represents a
strong recognition by both of us that it’s in neither of our sides’ interest to
get into a bidding war—or the re-creation of dividing lines in Asia as we

move forward to try to manage our relationship.

In my view therefore, not only do these regional relationships enhance
the interests of the smaller countries but in the end, they will reduce the
risk of competition and rivalry between the larger powers. That’s why the
perspective that you're bringing today is so important and it’s in that context
that I will say a word or two more about the evolution of our relationship
with China.

I think it’s been very clear since the outset, the importance that President
Obama, and I believe President Hu, place on our bilateral relationship. They
got off to a fast start with a phone call, just a week or two after the beginning
of this administration, and have met frequently. Since then, beginning with
the first meeting at the G20 Summit in London, they met not only in direct
bilateral meetings but as part of a number of international, and increasingly
common it seems, regional and international meetings. That’s allowed us to
have a sustained level of engagement, complemented by relatively frequent

phone calls, exchange of letters, and the like.

That’s really critical to providing the context for which the rest of us
work to build a constructive and positive relationship with China. And that,
of course, at the next levels down include the two Strategic and Economic
Dialogues that have taken place since we launched that last year. As well as,

very frequent meetings on lower levels, including the recent visit by Vice



Foreign Minister Cui to Washington for a very open and broad ranging
dialogue. And that of course was followed up by the enormously successful
and important visit of Deputy National Security Adviser Donilon and

National Economic Advisor Summers to China the following week.

This, I think, reflects the fact that we recognize the opportunities to work
together on the big issues of our time to advance the relationship. And see
that we also recognize that through this dialogue and engagement we have
the kinds of ongoing opportunities to manage potential areas that could be

problematic and make sure that they don’t get out of control.

As is typically the case, I am not going to say too much on the economic
issues here today. But simply note that as our trade and investment relationship
has deepened. We not only have a stronger relationship with each other but
it actually deepens our mutual engagement with the region. As we know,
the increasingly internationalized and regionalized nature of the supply-
chain means that we are doing things in a regional context. Many of the
things we import from China originally have their sourcing throughout the
rest of the region, particularly Southeast Asia—Malaysia, Vietnam, and the
like. And similarly, the natural resources that have fueled China’s economic
growth and contribute to its export economy, often come from partners in

the region as well.

So building a relationship is important not only to our own economies, but
to all the economies of the region and we recognize that sound economic
policies by both us and China are important to the economic health and
growth of our partners in the region. So we need to pay attention to this not
only for our own sake—to make sure that we take the necessary steps—but
also to focus on China to ensure it too takes steps needed to rebalance its
growth towards domestic demand, and to advance and implement a more
flexible and market-determined exchange rate. It acknowledges it needs to
do and we share that view. Doing so will benefit all and will help sustain the

global recovery that we are all looking forward to.

I also want to just briefly highlight the importance of our continued
engagement on the energy side. This is an increasingly important issue not
only because it’s critical to our mutual economic growth and the economic

interest of the region as a whole, but it’s also an opportunity for us both to



look for ways to cooperate on our common interests in making sure that we
have robust, reliable, and secure sources of affordable energy. And to avoid
the potential for competition that might come from mercantilist policies

involved with China’s increasing need for foreign sources of energy.

That’s one of the reasons we’ve appreciated the opportunity and intend
to continue our efforts to enhance our dialogue with China on these issues,
both bilaterally and multilaterally. We recognize that China has a legitimate
role to play as part of the foreign and global investment environment,
but at the same time it needs to be done in a way that fosters a strong
market-based approaches, rather than “rivalrist” approaches. And also, this
environment must be built in a manner that is consistent with our common
climate objectives as well. We must work with China to phase out inefficient
fossil-fueled subsidies and reliance on carbon-intensive sources of energy.
And so as we have this dialogue, we want to see China as a partner as a
consuming nation but I think it’s critical that Chinese investments abroad,
in particular, are based on principles of openness and transparency in line

with best practices.

As I said, climate is an important part of our common challenge. We
both, like every other country, share in the common risks associated with
increased CO2 emissions and the concentration of CO2 in our atmosphere.
While I won’t pretend that it hasn’t been without its ups and downs, 1 do
think that in the end, the United States and China found some common
ground as we moved towards the adoption of the Copenhagen Protocol.
In our pragmatic attempt to move forward on the agenda it was recognized
that to have an effective regime we need important national commitments.
That in the end, as nation states, we are going to have to build these
strategies based on national policies, but also recognition that we have some
responsibility to each other on this shared planet to deal with the collective

challenge of reducing carbon emissions.

And so we want to build on the Copenhagen Protocol and particularly on
the elements of openness, transparency and accountability that are critical
to the success of the overall Copenhagen approach, which we both share.
We share special responsibilities, which we take seriously, as the principal

and largest emitters in the world. We will continue to work with China to



make sure that they are a strong partner in dealing with this issue.

As I noted above, we have had a good track record of beginning to build
an even stronger relationship of cooperation in all these areas, including, as
I mentioned to begin with, on dealing with the global economic crisis. But
there are also risks as we go forward and no area is more potentially fraught
with danger to a constructive, stable relationship, not only for us but for

everyone in the region, than the evolution of the Chinese military.

From the outset this administration has made clear that we understand that
with China’s growing economic growth, that there will be a modernization
of its military. That’s understandable and natural that as a country has more
capabilities and resources to devote to its own defense and security, and
every country is entitled to do that. There are ways in which China’s military
modernization can contribute to an enhanced regional and global security
and there are ways that can pose some risk to that. It is critical in order to
make sure that we have the positive consequences—Iike China’s ability to
contribute to the anti-piracy missions in the Gulf of Aden and contribute
to humanitarian relief and the like, all of which requires a more capable
Chinese navy—that those efforts don’t lead to competition, tivalry, and

tensions in the region.

While we can’t be certain that we will agree in every respect, one thing
we’re confident of is that if we don’t talk to each other, that the risk of
miscalculation or misunderstanding will be very high. And so we place
enormous importance on military-to-military dialogue, and a broader
security dialogue. We are encouraged, after a period of apparentinterruption,
that we seemed poised to move back in a more constructive direction to
begin reengagement on that front. I want to stress, as I have so many times
before, we don’t view the military-to-military dialogue on the part of China
somehow a favor to the United States. It’s a favor to everyone because it’s in
everyone’s interest that these things take place. And I think, again, dialogue
doesn’t guarantee agreement, but it’s pretty certain we have a much better
chance of finding common ground, and finding ways of surmounting our

disagreements, if we’re engaged in discussion.

On the security front, we obviously have a couple of issues that are very



front-and-center in our relationship and they are very much related to
our broader interests in global non-proliferation. This is something that
is an inherently united interest of China and the United States. We both
have an interest in making sure that weapons of mass destruction don’t
spread, either to countries which might not handle them responsibly, or
to even more dangerous non-state actors who could use them in ways that
would threaten the security of both of us. And so that core premise for
our cooperation is very strong, but we also have to turn that basic strategic

objective into common working efforts.

And I think over the past two years we’ve demonstrated—though it takes
time to work out the details—that in both dealing with the Korean nuclear
challenge and with Iran, that US.-China cooperation embedded in these
broader multilateral efforts really has produced important results. And
that’s why I stressed in the beginning the importance of these multilateral
frameworks, because I think it’s much easier for the United States and
China to find common ground when we’re working in the context of the
six-parties, or whether we’re working in the context of the Security Council.
It gives a greater sense that we’re not just doing this for narrow national
interests, but also for the broader global interests and stability and the
prevention of proliferation. And I think you all know the details of our

cooperation both with respect to North Korea and vis-a-vis Iran.

Our common work on Iran is enormously important. I think the decision
to move forward on resolution 1929 is a very clear demonstration on the
part of the entire international community that Iran faces an unequivocal
choice and we believe that not only because of the direct impact of the
sanctions but the strong signal they send, that we may be in a better position
to move forward on the diplomatic track. Again, there are no guarantees of
success, but our cooperation with China, as well as, with the other members

of the P5 and the Security Council, was critical in achieving this result.

Similarly on the Korean Peninsula, we have a shared interest, both in
making sure that we reverse North Korea’s nuclear and missile programs
and also that we sustain peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula. Our
strong message to not only China but all of our friends in the region has

been that ultimately, we cannot have peace and stability on the Korean



Peninsula if we don’t address Korea’s nuclear program and we don’t see the
implementation of the 2005 Joint Declaration. It’s not a trade-off, you don’t

get peace and stability by ignoring the nuclear program, quite the opposite.

I think we’ve seen, as we’ve had to deal with the consequences of the
North Korean attack on the South Korean Cheonan, that without addressing
this very clearly, and the need to address the provocative actions of North
Korea, that there are risks to the Peninsula. And that’s why we’ve made
very clear to our friends in China that our efforts to strengthen our ties
with South Korea are critical if we don’t have a stronger and more effective
response to reduce the dangers that North Korea poses. I think the strong
actions we’ve taken in partnership with South Korea and Japan send a clear
signal that we will do what we need to do to ensure our own security and
that of our partners, but we’re also deeply engaged with China and Russia
to sustain the effort to keep a diplomatic track open. And we had very
productive discussions with the Chinese representative to the six-party
talks, Wu Dawei, just a few days ago and we look forward to continuing to

find common ground to move forward on that.

So I think what we have seen, across the board, is that whether it’s in
the economic sphere, whether it’s in energy and climate, whether it’s on
political and security issues, or broader issues of human welfare, that there’s
a tremendous opportunity for us to build a U.S.-China relationship, but the
great strengths of that relationship will come if we do it in the context and
mindful of the important consequences of that relationship for all of our
neighbors in Northeast and Southeast Asia and the increasingly important
role of India is a part of that.

The more we work together, the more we build bilateral ties in the context
of this regional and global cooperation, the more we really will have a
success for all the countries in the region, which I think is quite achievable.
There are tremendous strengths in this region, economic strengths, political
strengths, strengths of culture and tradition that we can build on and these
frameworks allow us to do this in a way that take advantage of the potentials
there as well as manage the difficulties of this important and challenging

transition that’s taking place in East Asia.






REFLECTIONS ON U.5.-CHINA
RELATIONS

Yuan Ming

Though it is too early to say that the most recent global financial crisis
is over, there are reasons to hold a cautiously optimistic view. Instead of
criticizing one another, the world’s major players, states and international
institutions have been working together. Leaders fully understand the
seriousness of the crisis, which brought to light the dark sides of on-going
globalization; there is also recognition that only by working together can the
crisis be overcome. This consensus in the wotld outlooks of leaders facing
the crisis is both a necessary and positive development because they are,
at the same time, dealing with their own respective domestic and internal

agendas. In these times, no leader has an easy job.

China today is undergoing the most profound changes in its thousands
of years of history. These changes are best illustrated by a spring 1999
visit to China, which my husband and I joined, by an American bi-partisan
congressional group organized by the Aspen Institute. It was an interesting
journey because most of the discussions were held on the Yangzi River.
We visited the Three Gorges, which was then a huge construction site.
Everybody was stunned by the scene at the site—thousands of people with
modern machines and equipment, all of which were imported from the
United States, Europe, and Japan. Few on the tour realized that background
blue prints of the Three Gorges project had been lying quietly in the
mountains of the Truman Library archives in Independence, Missouri
since the 1930s, which were left over from a project carried out by leading
American engineers of the time. Today, now that we can put these pieces
together, we have more space to reflect on the long sweep of U.S.-China

relations.

The eagerness for change is one of the fundamental forces which keeps

Chinese society moving forward. That is why the word “reform” has become



so popular among the people. On the other hand, reform cannot proceed
without a mentality of openness. A very traditional society, the Chinese are
now embracing foreign things at an amazing pace. For example, I recently
visited an island not far from Korean territorial waters in the Huanghai
(Yellow Sea). As it was my birthday at the time, local friends organized a
party for me. To my surprise, they sang the traditional American “Happy
Birthday to You” song while presenting me with a birthday cake from a local
bakery. Of course a traditional Chinese bowl of noodles was also served, but
the excitement felt by my friends over the fact that they could practice both
traditions was apparent. Could this have happened 30 years ago?

Openness carries with it the courage to respect and learn from outside.
A senior Chinese intellectual leader once pointed out: “Fundamentally
speaking, China’s open-door policy is designed mainly to open to the West,
especially open to the United States.” At the beginning of this opening not
many people, the leadership included, knew much about the complexities
of American political life, e.g., its domestic politics, the role of interest
groups and lobbyists, etc. However, as later developments have shown, this
lack of learning stimulated the booming of American studies in China—

almost 2 hundred flowers in bloom.

The American factor has thus become a crucial element in China’s foreign
relations; it receives keen attention from both leaders and the people. In
December 1978, when Deng Xiaoping discussed with his colleagues the
“overall situation,” they were thinking about the direction of reform and
the international environment. A message was introduced during the
discussion, asserting that most countries around the world welcomed a
powerful China. What was most interesting was that this message came

from the Americans.

The calculation of the “overall situation,” in the context of the Chinese
political scene, stands center-most in the minds of leaders when they make
big decisions such as those regarding the reform and open-door policies.
In Chinese, “overall” means “daju” (KJR), or “guanju” (£J8). For the last
30 years, there have been many serious Chinese writings on its foreign
relations, especially its bilateral relationships. Only the Sino-American
relationship is mentioned as one which is important in this “overall” sense

“shongmeignanxidajn” (FE X TKE).



When Chinese use this weighty word to express the primacy of U.S.-China
relations, its implications are complex. In the early 1990s, I ran into a senior
Chinese diplomat friend in the United Nations building in New York City.
Upon hearing that I had been doing research on Sino-American relations,
he said to me, “Remember, the United States is our biggest partner and also
our biggest trouble maker.” This message reflected some consensus among
the Chinese political and intellectual elites. Historically, the United States
has always been linked closely with the pains and hopes of the Chinese
people. Compared to Americans however, the Chinese feel more insecure

and defensive in the relationship.

This complexity marks a special feature of U.S.-China relations. It is
certainly different from the bilateral relationships based on formal alliances
which the United States shaped in Asia after World War I1; it is also different
from the US.-US.S.R relationship of the Cold War period. Over the years,
political and intellectual elites have been working hard on defining this
special relationship but so far no mutually satisfactory new vocabulary has
been developed. Maybe it is because of cultural differences, or perhaps

the pool of existing international relations’ terminology:

which mainly
originated from the Western political tradition—has reached a limitation in
its attempt to describe a more diversified world. In any case, this will remain
a challenge for both parties. I tend to think that this kind of complexity
helps to shore up the relationship because there are so many forces within
the overall structure, with each harboring its own strengths and keeping any

of the extreme forces out.

Stability is another feature of the US.-China relationship since its
normalization. There have been ups and downs but both sides have
maintained the central direction of working together. I believe each side
understands the bottom line of the other. For the Americans, a failing and
chaotic China would bring unimaginable consequences to not only the
region, but the rest of the global community as well. During the 1990s,
a typical phrase coming from Washington was, “Give time and space to
China and the changes would come.” It sounds quite patronizing and is
also typically American. For the Chinese, especially its leaders, working for
a stable U.S.-China relationship stands as the key component in creating a



benign international environment. China has no intention, and no capability
to force the United States out of the region. However the status quo can
not be maintained if the American military shows up at China’s door again

and again. The 2001 E-P3 incident has already taught us this lesson.

The third feature of the relationship is that the space for creative work
in improving bilateral relations remains large. The past two decades
have witnessed the success of establishing high-level dialogue between
governments and Congresses, which ultimately has helped to keep ties in
the right framework. At the same time however, we should not lose sight
of the newly emerging avenues for deepening the relationship, especially
at the people-to-people level. At the beginning of the reform period, Deng
Xiaoping encouraged young Chinese students to study in the United States;
this “go abroad and learn” idea turned out to be a very successful story. 1
am impressed to see the latest editorial of the U.S.-based Science magazine
written by two returning Chinese students who studied in America. Both are
well established scholars in their field of life sciences, and both have been
playing active roles at their institutions as deans of their respective schools at
Tsinghua and Peking Universities. In the editorial, which focused on China’s
research culture, they strongly criticized the bureaucratic ways of the current
funding system. This piece received popular support from their colleagues,
and it has also caught the attention of national leaders. It is an encouraging
story. If we can maintain the foundation of cooperation and expand the

fields of joint efforts, the relationship will stay on the right track.

A stable US.-China relationship can not be shaped without the
cooperation of other regional players. While Asia does not have a
Westphalian-type international system like Europe, Asian countries have
their own rich experience of living and working together. In 2006, two of
America’s leading East Asian experts, Morton Abramowitz and Stephen
Bosworth, published a book titled “Chasing the Sun,” which I found highly
insightful. They believe “East Asian countries and peoples have common
characteristics, mostly the legacy of China’s cultural influence and Western

imperialism.”

On the whole, Asians are smart people and they are good at assessing

situations in which they find themselves. Modern history shows that Asians



were forced to be in the weaker position when Western powers arrived

<

with guns and boats. Consequently being the “weaket” party resulted in
Asians having to be more aware, smarter, and more flexible. Compared with
Western individualism, Asians put more emphasis on units, groups, and
teams while both hold strong values for the family. Asians also believe in
pragmatism, in doing what works. As the proverb goes, “Black or white cat,

catching mice is a good cat’s primary role.” Asians believe this.

What is the primary goal for Asian countries? All Asian countries, both
big and small, are working hard to come out as winners in the globalization
game, or at the very least not being losers. As the 1997 Asian financial crisis
has illustrated however, the playing field is uneven. I happened to be in
the office of a leading figure of Citibank in downtown Manhattan when
the crisis occurred. I felt it was the end of the world as the phone was
perpetually ringing while the most urgent notes were being passed furiously
through the office. Two months later, in the snow-covered mountains in
Davos, people were much relieved when they heard China, in order to

stabilize the world financial situation, would not devalue its currency:

and this Beijing believed to be in China’s own interests. In retrospect, the
1997 Asian financial crisis was a prelude to the one we face today, which
is much larger in scale as well as deeper in depth. It reminds us that all
players must be involved in attempting to answer why the crisis occurred
and what solutions are possible. Given my personal experiences of the last
two decades, I do believe, as a leading force in the world economy since
the end of WWII and as the global community’s principal navigator, the
United States must undergo serious reflection to traverse the deep waters

surrounding all of us.

Finally I would like to raise some suggestions for the future of U.S.-
China relations. First, the direct channel for timely communication between
top leaders must be kept open and efficient. The 2010 visits to China of
Mr. Larry Summers and Mr. Tom Donilon was well-received in China.
Furthermore, the Strategic and Economic Dialogue needs to be deepened

and broadened.

Secondly, there should be ways and channels to promote and improve

military-to-military dialogue between the two nations. The special issue of



arms sales to Taiwan remains a difficult and long-standing knot. If the
United States fails to take steps to loosen it, there will be no way to resolve
the issue, and it will continue to invite sharp criticism from the Chinese
people, especially the younger generation. Allowing this issue to fester
will unnecessarily bog down military-to-military dialogue, as the agenda is

already quite full.

Thirdly, both sides could do more to promote “track two” dialogues
which could provide technical and intellectual support to official meetings.
Themes like the Nuclear Threat Initiative, clean energy, water safety, and
internet security could easily bring talented minds from both sides together,

thus deepening ties.

Last but not least, efforts should be made to promote educational and

cultural exchanges. Enhanced mutual understanding at all levels is crucial.

I would like to conclude with what Matthew Arnold put in his famous

poem “Dover Beach:”

And we are bere as on a darkling plain
Swept with confused alarms of struggle and flight,

W here ignorant armies clash by night.

Having learned from earlier days and living in modern times, perhaps
we can be wiser than the “ignorant armies” of the past and build a more

constructive future for U.S.-China relations.



IMPACT OF U.S.-CHINA
RELATIONS IN ASIA: A
JAPANESE PERSPECTIVE

Seiichiro Takagi

After the Second World War the United States became Japan’s only formal
ally, with which Japan has formed a close security relationship as well as
wide-ranging economic and social ties based on shared democratic values.
China is a huge neighbor, with which Japan has millennia-old cultural ties,
has experienced a complex and difficult modern history, and more recently
has formed ever-deepening economic interdependence and growing social
ties. Therefore, it is only natural that the state of the U.S.-China relationship

has always been a matter of serious concern for post-war Japan.

During the Cold War era U.S.-China relations were rather straightforward
and functioned as the fundamental determinant of Japan’s relationship
with China. In the earlier half of the era the adversarial relationship
between “U.S. imperialism” and the “communist” ally of the Soviet Union
functioned as a severe limitation to Japan’s attempt at improving relations
with China. This was especially the case in 1958 when the accumulated
private economic and cultural exchanges could have led to a semi-official
relationship and in 1963 when the Japanese government tried to provide an
Export-Import Bank credit for a production plant export. The U.S.-China
relationship constituted the key pillar of the Cold War structure in East
Asia; where the United States, Japan, South Korea, South Vietnam, and the
Philippines formed one camp, with China, North Korea, North Vietnam,
the Soviet Union, and Eastern Europe forming the opposing camp. But
this structure was not so much because of the impact of the U.S.-China
relationship, and most countries sought friendly relations with both. In the
early 1970s the United States and China formed a “quasi-alliance” to cope
with Soviet “hegemonism,” which fundamentally removed the obstacle to
Japan’s attempt to improve ties with China. Only half a year after Nixon’s
visit to Beijing in February 1972 Japan and China “normalized” their state-



to-state relations. The U.S.-China rapprochement, which was followed by
the establishment of diplomatic relations in 1979, had a tremendous impact
on the international relations of the Asia-Pacific region. It transformed the
Cold War structure in the region into one in which the United States, Japan,
China, and Pakistan stood on one side, with the Soviet Union, Vietnam and

India on the other.

The U.S.-China relationship was fundamentally transformed in 1989 as
that year witnessed both the Tiananmen Incident in June and the declaration
by the United States and Soviet Union of the end of the Cold War in
December. The U.S.-China relationship was no longer as simple as being
cither adversaries or quasi-allies, but a complex one in which factors of
cooperation and conflict coexisted with neither factor achieving dominance
over the othet. Viewed from the U.S. side, the Tiananmen Incident established
human rights as a long-standing issue in America’s interactions with China.
The end of the Cold War made the proverbial “China card” unnecessary.
However, this did not mean that China was no longer an important actor
on security issues. China is a nuclear power with permanent membership
on the UN Security Council, which makes its cooperation critical to many
issues the United States considered bringing to the Council. This point
was brought home as the Cold War structure was disintegrating with the
August 1990 Iraqi invasion into Kuwait and the following deliberations on
it at the UN Security Council. China emerged from its post-Tiananmen
marginalization by the West and the collapse of the Cold War system with
reinvigorated economic growth; as early as 1993 the United States could no
longer afford to ignore the status of China as the destination of its export
and direct investments abroad, as well as a supplier of low-cost consumer
goods. However important China was for these reasons, it was also
problematic for the United States on many other fronts. On security issues,
not only was China held responsible in the early 1990s for the development
of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons and missile programs, but its cooperation
with the United States over the first North Korean nuclear crisis of 1993-94
was lukewarm at best. China’s growing influence in the economic field made
issues such as the inadequate protection of intellectual property rights, its

undervalued currency, and production of unsafe goods matters of serious



concern for the United States. Furthermore China’s practice in the field of
human rights protection and promotion of democracy was, to say the least,

highly problematic as well.

From the Chinese point of view, cooperation with the United States is
critical for several reasons. First of all, since the United States became the
world’s sole superpower any type of head-on confrontation with it cannot
be in China’s national interest. It could seriously disrupt the peaceful
international environment which China needs for its pursuit of continued
economic growth. A positive relationship with the United States is critical
for China’s economic growth because not only is the United States a major
market for Chinese manufactured goods, it is also a source of foreign direct
investment and advanced technology, as well as a training site for human
resources and general management skills. Although rarely admitted openly,
China does acknowledge the benefits of America’s military presence in
Asia, as it sees the U.S. presence contributing to stability in the region. The
Taiwan issue, which is usually considered to be the source of U.S.-China
conflict, does have an aspect which motivates China to be cooperative with
the United States. As was the case in the eatlier half of the Cold War era, a
serious U.S.-China conflict would enhance the strategic value of the island
for the United States, which makes its reunification with the mainland

almost impossible.

However, many aspects of the United States are not acceptable to China
as well. First, China believes the United States and its Western allies maintain
the Cold War mentality of considering their values superior to other value
systems as well as hoping to impose them on the others, which the Chinese
considered a form of “hegemonism.” The United States was also considered
to be extremely self-centered and liable to double standards. For example, in
spite of staunchly advocating for free trade, it does not hesitate to practice
protectionism when faced with a rapid increase in imports, including from
China. American sanctions imposed in protest against the Tiananmen
Incident and unending accusations against China’s human rights practices
were considered to be the manifestation of a U.S. “containment” policy
directed at China after its successful application to the Soviet Union. A

corollary to this line of thinking is Chinese concern over the U.S. policy of



“peaceful evolution;” it is believed by some in China that the United States
is plotting to transform the Chinese political system into a democracy
through peaceful means. The US. commitment to Taiwan’s security after
the establishment of diplomatic relations with China, as codified in the
Taiwan Relations Act, and continued sales of defensive weapons to Taiwan
were regarded as creating serious obstacles to China’s unfinished pursuit of

national reunification.

The complexity of U.S.-China relations stems from the co-existence
of factors for cooperation and conflict from both sides with no evident
pattern of dominance of either (i.e., cooperation or conflict) in the
relationship. This is further complicated by the fact that in both countries,
policies toward the other usually become issues of contention in domestic
politics. For example, in the early 1990s there was a fierce debate in the
United States over the renewal of most-favored nation treatment of China.
It is harder to identify an example in China because of its closed political
system, but it is known that China’s negotiations with the United States in
1999 over its accession into the World Trade Organization, (which involved
substantial concessions on the part of China), underwent political scrutiny

within the leadership.

The basic structure of the post-Cold War U.S.-China relationship was
formed in the early 1990s when developments in each country both
reinforced and added new elements to the relationship. However, the
fundamental structure in which elements of conflict and cooperation co-
exist with neither explicitly dominating the other did not change. The most
important of such developments was China’s unabated high economic
growth which had been touched off with Deng Xiaoping’s speeches during
his southern tour in early 1992; the implications of which had two aspects.
On the one hand it turned China’s potential growing market into a reality
and thus enhanced its importance to the U.S. economy. On the other hand,
China’s economic expansion was more visible in the growth of its exports
to the United States, which resulted in a huge current account deficit on the
U.S. side and brought to the fore the issue of undervalued Chinese currency.
Moreover, China’s unabated economic growth accompanied its continued

high-level investment in military development, which came to make China’s



military capability a matter of real concern for the U.S. security calculus.
The economic interdependence between the two countries deepened due
to the continued growth of China’s economy that even came to include
the US. dependence on China’s expanding purchase of its Treasury
bonds. China’s growth which was achieved by largely ignoring the cost of
environmental degradation made the United States and China the largest
and second-largest emitters of CO2, which added a new dimension to U.S.-
China relations. The global financial crisis touched off by the bankruptcy
of a major US. investment bank, Lehman Brothers, and China’s quick
recovery from it raised China’s position in its economic power balance with
the United States.

The emergence of these new dynamics in U.S.-China relations influenced
international relations in East Asia in various ways but the influence can not
be characterized as a serious impact. The post-Tiananmen sanctions of China
by the United States and Western Europe did not lead to similar immediate
actions by Japan, which was concerned with the danger of isolating China
internationally. Japan’s attempt to distance itself from the United States
and Western Europe did not last because of the fear of its own isolation
at the upcoming Paris G7 summit in July 1989, and by the end of June
it adopted such measures as suspension of its Official Development Aid
(ODA) and of high-level governmental contacts. However, Japan tried to
insert its concern with isolating China in the Declaration on China adopted
in the summit with some success and took the lead in lifting the sanctions
with tacit understanding of the G.H.W. Bush administration. China tried
to break out of isolation from the United States and Western Europe by
focusing its efforts on relations with East Asia. In 1990 China managed
to re-establish its diplomatic relationship with Indonesia, which had been
broken since 1965, and established diplomatic relations with Singapore,
which had adhered to the policy of being the last ASEAN member to do
so. In the following year China became the dialogue partner of ASEAN.
In 1992 China established diplomatic relations with South Korea. In the
same year China’s attempt to influence U.S. policy toward China led to the
realization of the Japanese Emperot’s visit to China to commemorate the

20th anniversary of the “normalization” of state-to-state relations.



The unfolding of the complex relationship between the United States
and China since then did not have much impact on Asia until recently. The
emergence of the China threat theory in the United States in the mid-1990s
coincided with the emergence of similar arguments in Southeast Asia but
this coincidence does not mean the former influenced the latter. It is more
likely that Southeast Asian observers in 1993 already noted the fact that
China’s rapid economic development since 1992 had been accompanied
by a rapid expansion of its military budget, and this realization preceded
U.S. arguments. China’s relationship with Southeast Asia improved through
the rest of the decade because of its accommodating approach. Especially
during the 1997 Asian currency and financial crisis, China’s avoidance of
the devaluation of its currency was highly appreciated by Southeast Asia
but this did not stem from an earlier U.S. approval of China’s stance.
The improvement of U.S.-China relations from 1997 to 1998, when the
presidents of both countries exchanged state visits, seems to be related to
China’s behavior toward Japan but, again it did not have a great impact.
During Jiang Zemin’s visit to Japan in November 1998 he criticized Japan
on the history issue on all occasions, including the Emperor’s welcome
banquet, which aggravated many Japanese including those who were
involved in China affairs. It is possible that one of the factors that influenced
Jiang’s conduct was the calculation that the success of President Clinton’s
China visit in June could work as pressure on Japan or that because of the
improvement of its relations with the United States, China could afford a
temporary deterioration of the relationship with Japan. The tension in U.S.-
China relations that followed the accidental U.S. bombing of the Chinese
embassy in Belgrade in May 1999 and during t