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Ladies and gentlemen, good evening. My name is Dan Okimoto and I’m a senior fellow at
the Asia-Pacific Research Center (APARC). I have the honor of being the director of the
Walter H. Shorenstein Forum on Asia-Pacific Studies here at APARC, and it’s under the
Shorenstein Forum that we are hosting tonight’s lecture series, the Third Annual Mike
Oksenberg Lecture Series.

President Jimmy Carter delivered the first lecture in this series; Secretary George
Schultz gave the second, and this evening we have an equally distinguished leader.

I would like to introduce first of all David Oksenberg, the son of Mike Oksenberg,
who is with us this evening. Mike was a pioneer in Sino-American relations and the
normalization of Sino-American relations. It is in Mike’s honor that we host this annual
lecture.

I would also like to introduce Mr. Walter Shorenstein, the generous sponsor not
only of this forum but also of many of APARC’s activities.

We have a fine tradition at Stanford of introducing the introducer of the speaker
[laughter] so I would like next to introduce my valued colleague, Professor Mike
Armacost, who is the former ambassador to the Philippines and to Japan. I think the best
way to describe Mike is summed up in what George Schultz said about him—probably the
finest diplomat that he has encountered in his career. [applause]

Professor Michael Armacost
I don’t know about that last remark. I think a diplomat’s a guy who goes through life
poised between clichés and indiscretion. I try to avoid both.

It’s a great privilege for me to introduce our speaker this evening because both the
honoree, Mike Oksenberg, and our speaker, Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski, are people I’ve
known a long time and for whom I’ve had the greatest respect. I had the privilege in
1977–1978 to have the adjoining office to Mike on the National Security Council staff,
where we worked under Spence’s direction. And I came to appreciate greatly that rare
combination that Mike brought to his work. He had the most sophisticated appreciation
of both China and the United States, and he had a kind of intuitive feel for how to get the
bureaucracy to do big things. That requires, among other things, quick wits and sharp
elbows. Mike, fortunately, had both. He couldn’t have accomplished much, however, had
he not been working for someone who shared his enthusiasm for the project of
normalizing U.S. relations with China, and was terribly skillful at persuading the president
to adopt the options he preferred, not only on this but many other issues. Like many
others here who knew Mike during his time at Stanford, we were also blessed by the
infectious enthusiasm that he brought to all aspects of his life. We are sorry that Lois
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couldn’t be here tonight. She’s in China. But great to have David here; Mike’s daughter,
Debbie, will join us later this evening.

Zbig Brzezinski has been a prominent feature in our national life for more than
four decades, so I think his story is rather familiar to most of you. His father was a
prominent Polish diplomat who immigrated to Canada. Zbig got his undergraduate
education at McGill. He then went to Harvard where he not only finished a Ph.D., but
also taught. I had the good fortune of encountering him first as a graduate student at
Columbia forty-five years ago, and can attest to the fact that he was one of those rare
professors who could attract a standing-room-only audience to the lectures he was then
giving, among other things, on the Soviet Union. In fact, when he would appear—on what
I think was called the Sunrise Seminar, which Columbia University sponsored with its
prominent faculty members—I would rouse myself for 6:00 A.M. lectures, so compelling
was he as a speaker. I don’t know whether those were pretaped or whether he was just
abnormally lucid at a very early hour, but he was a wonderful speaker. At Columbia he
was at the second stage of a brilliant academic career, but his career has been
extraordinary in other respects too. He had excelled in government service, serving on the
Policy Planning Staff at the State Department during the Johnson Administration. About a
decade later he returned to Washington as Jimmy Carter’s National Security Advisor. He
was awarded the Presidential Medal of Freedom in 1981 for a variety of services
performed in that role, but not least among them was his seminal contribution to
normalization of relations with China.

He also provided intellectual inspiration for the Trilateral Commission, which
brought leaders from Europe and Japan and the United States together at a moment when
Japan was not very integrated into international affairs. That commission is still at work.
It’s coincidentally not the mythical blind conspiracy that sometimes people imagine it to
be. It has performed distinguished service in getting leaders on these three continents to
look together at problems we jointly confront.

Zbig Brzezinski has been a prolific author. He’s written too many books for me to
recite. All those that I have read, and that’s more than half a dozen worthy of mention, I’ll
just mention two—one, The Soviet Bloc written in the 1950s, that I thought was the best
analysis, the dynamics of the rival camp at the time, and the most recent called The
Choice: Global Domination or Global Leadership, which provides a contemporary
analysis of the problems we face and a variety of recommendations on how to deal with
them. He has been a prime contributor to the national debate on foreign policy issues now
going back almost a half century. I think in all of Zbig’s writings and his public
appearances, it seems to me that they are marked by clear thought, pithy language, and a
kind of pixyish sense of humor, so we’re very fortunate to have him as our third
Oksenberg lecturer. Please welcome him to speak on America and the New Asia.
[applause]

The Honorable Zbigniew Brzezinski
Ambassador Armacost, Professor Okimoto, Mr. Shorenstein, friends, ladies and
gentlemen: As this very generous introduction shows, I have been very lucky in life to have
had some extraordinary students, some extraordinary colleagues, and Mike Oksenberg,
who was a star on the embassy staff, together with Bill Kwant in the field of Middle
Eastern affairs, and some others. I knew Mike Oksenberg at Columbia as a student. Mike
was in part my student—he did some of his work under me—but then later on he was my
teacher and he taught me about China. He was absorbed by China, fascinated by China,
dedicated to the idea of China and his enthusiasm and knowledge were truly infectious.
He shared his China with me, and infected me with some of his enthusiasm and
fascination, and he encouraged me to use my sharp elbows and whatever skill I may have
in bureaucratic maneuvering to accelerate the process of American-Chinese normalization
and to get deeply involved in it.
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After I left office, I was invited by Chairman Dong to take my family to China and
to be his guest, and when the Chinese ambassador came to see me with the invitation, he
asked me what it is that I would like to do while I was there. My children were very young
teenagers, three of them, as well as my wife, and I invited Mike to join us. David and
Debbie Oksenberg came along also. I told the Chinese ambassador that after reflection I
didn’t think I wanted to see Shanghai and Beijing. I’d been to both in any case. I wanted to
visit Xian, where I hadn’t yet been. I wanted to do something there that no American, no
Westerner, had done—mainly, retrace the more remote portions of the Long March, to go
to the Himalayan Plateau and to retrace the Long March for about two weeks.

At any rate, the Chinese ambassador was startled. He said, “I’ll look into it and
report back to you.” Then he came back some days later and said, “Of course, the Chinese
government is delighted by your interest and your request of course would be honored,
but, alas, it is not possible because those portions of China are closed to foreigners.”
Knowing a little bit from Mike about the importance of face in interacting with the
Chinese, I adopted the tactic of looking at him with obvious disbelief, and then slightly
laughing, and saying, “Ho, ho, this must be a misunderstanding. Chairman Dong invites
me and my family to China and now you’re coming back and telling me that I’m
forbidden to go to that part of China I want to go to. It’s clearly a misunderstanding!” He
readily agreed that it was a misunderstanding and that he would review the facts. He went
away, came back a few days later and said, “Oh course, you have permission to go to
those remote parts of China where no Westerners have been; you can retrace the Long
March, but, alas, it’s not possible, because one, there are no facilities in the area at all.
You have to sleep on cots in party offices, in small towns or villages. Second, in some
areas there are really no roads, and you will have to ride horseback and you will also have
to literally walk up mountains, and third, this is not a good time to go into that part of
China, because there are a lot of mosquitoes.”

So I said to him, “Well, as far as sleeping on the cots is concerned, my family and I
are quite sportive and we like camping, so that’s absolutely a wonderful prospect. We’d
love to camp on cots in party cells. As far as riding horses is concerned, we live in
Virginia, and we happen to have horses; we love riding horses, so that’s wonderful. We’d
love to do it, and we also like climbing hills. And as far as the mosquitoes are concerned,
we’ll bring with us something, Mr. Ambassador, that’s called Raid, and we’ll spray them
and that will kill them, and therefore there will be no problem with mosquitoes.”

So he said, a day later, “Please come to China and retrace the Long March.” So we
did, and after that trip I went to Beijing. I had one of a number of visits that I had in
subsequent years with Dong. By this time he didn’t want to talk about anything involving
American-Chinese relations. He just wanted to talk about the Long March, and he asked
me, “Did you go there? In Zunyi?” “Yes,” I replied, “I was in Zunyi. When I was in
Zunyi I slept in the same bed as Mao Zedong.” I even told them we went to Luding
Bridge, which was the site of a special, important heroic battle in which the Red Forces
were able to cross the river under very difficult and treacherous conditions. If they hadn’t
they would have been wiped out. It was a great feat of arms to have crossed that bridge.
At that point, Chairman Dong smiled and said, “Well, that’s the way it’s presented in our
propaganda. We needed that to express the fighting spirit of our forces. In fact, it was a
very easy military operation. There wasn’t really much to it. The other side were just some
troops of the warlord who were armed with old muskets and it really wasn’t that much of
a feat, but we felt we had to dramatize it.”

Mike was with me throughout this trip. I remember when we had to climb
mountains, David Oksenberg and my son went around chasing butterflies. That stuck in
my mind somehow as a kind of absurdity. Here we were, tracing the Long March, and our
kids were running, chasing butterflies in the middle of the Himalayan Plateau.

Let me turn now to the subject that I propose to address, and let me begin simply
by recounting the following. In late summer 2003, a fifty-four-year-old professor of
history at Nanjing University received a mystifying phone call from an official of the
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Central Party apparatus. This person said that it was urgent that the professor come to
Beijing for a meeting with a Central Party Committee staff. The professor was mystified,
and asked, of course, “What is all this about?” The official told him that he could not
explain it, but that his presence was requested. The professor acceded to the request and
proceeded to Beijing where he was informed that he and another professor were
designated to brief the Politburo later in the year. The task was to prepare a report on the
following subject, and I quote: “Examination of the development history of the world’s
major powers since the fifteenth century.” He was told specifically to review the historical
performance, the basic historical facts relating to the rise and to the fall of such major
powers as Portugal, Spain, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, France, Germany,
Japan, the former Soviet Union, and the United States.

In November of that year, on the afternoon of November 24, the two professors
made their presentation. Among other things they told the top Chinese leaders, and I
quote, “Examining the history of these countries and looking at the patterns of their rise
and fall, we can learn that a nation or a race should always march ahead of the time and
follow the trend of the time. If you fall behind, you will be out. If a country hopes to
prosper, national unity is a prerequisite. Using the powers of the national government to
promote mercantilism is also an important way to achieve prosperity.” And we hope that
some day President Bush and the National Security Council will arrange for a comparable
lecture. It might be edifying and useful.

In any case, I think this account shows how serious the Chinese leadership is about
China’s emerging and future role in the world, and that they are very self-conscious about
it. In fact, let me read you a few sentences from an article in Renmin Ribao (People’s
Daily) in the same year. The article is entitled, “What to do after becoming a big power?”
It begins with the following passage:

The great rejuvenation of the Chinese nation is the aspiration of generations of all
the Chinese people and overseas Chinese. However in the process of the
rejuvenation of a country or a nation, what comes along is by no means merely
longing and enthusiasm, but rather it is the need to face and solve many major
internal and external difficulties and problems. To be a big power is not only a
question of international status and reputation, but also an issue of international
responsibility and obligation. A big power implies that we’re required to pay more
United Nations fees, have a bigger share of expenditures and keeping peace and
other financial contributions. International status requires us to participate more in
the endeavor to maintain world peace and security, including material, financial
and personal contribution sacrifice. When we are heartily discussing China’s rise,
are we prepared to undertake the responsibility and costs of China’s rise?

I think this suggests a degree of awareness and consciousness about China’s changing role,
a consciousness that struck me a great deal on my last visit to China, when I was asked
over and over again, by various leaders as well as intellectuals, about my own estimate of
where the world is likely to be in the next twenty years, and how I envision the
distribution of global powers.

It is in this context that I now want to focus on two major issues and discuss them
with you. The first is the central unfolding realities of the new Asia, bearing the foregoing
in mind, and the second pertains to the key strategic questions that arise in the context of
these changing and unfolding realities.

I would summarize the new unfolding realities essentially as involving four major
tendencies. The first is that if present trends continue—and I emphasize if present trends
continue and there is no significant, sudden, unexpected, historical discontinuity by the
year 2020—the world’s five most important countries are likely to be, in this order, the
United States, the European Union, the People’s Republic of China, Japan, and India.
Now of course there are issues to be raised in each case. In the case of the United States,
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it’s important to bear in mind that preponderance is not the same thing as omnipotence,
and Americans should not forget that. In the case of the European Union, it is important
to know that even if it is in the second place in the global pecking order, it is still unlikely
to be, by then, a unified and effective military power, and will probably be continuing
difficulties in shaping a common single foreign policy.

In the case of China, if it is in third place, it will still, on a per capita basis, be a
country that has to overcome great difficulties and residual backwardness. In the case of
Japan, we’ll be dealing with an increasingly elderly society, with serious internal problems
because of that, and probably some serious impediments to external self-assertion. In the
case of India, its likely success could be questioned by the risks of internal friction,
especially as increasing numbers of Indians become politically activated, as literacy spreads
to women and therefore there is much more political awareness, which could contribute to
heightened consciousness of ethnic, religious, and linguistic difficulties translating them
into political reality.

But with all of these qualifications in mind, we can still assume that the pecking
order will be roughly as I’ve outlined: the United States, the European Union, the PRC,
Japan, and India. And if in that context the United States and the European Union do not
work very closely together, we will witness a fundamental shift in the world’s center of
geopolitical gravity to Asia, altering the dominant patterns of world affairs that have
prevailed since roughly at least the sixteenth century. This will be a major geopolitical shift
in human affairs with enormous implications for the way the world is shaped and
interacts, for the way influence is wielded.

The second unfolding reality is that even though this shift is likely to be taking
place, it will occur in a very different geopolitical context from the current one, in which
the Atlantic world has been the center of gravity in world affairs. In the Atlantic world, we
have Europe uniting, and genuinely uniting. The integration of Europe economically and
socially is an ongoing and dynamic reality, and even though the political-military
dimensions are lagging behind, Europe today is dominated by the unification process.
That reality is dominant, visible, and historically decisive.

In contrast, in Asia we do not see anything quite like it, in spite of some timid
movements in the direction of greater regional cooperation, but super-nationalism is not to
the same extent a reality as far as the political outlook of the elites is concerned.
Multilateralism in an institutionalized fashion is certainly not as advanced. We’re still
dealing with an Asia that lives in an age of nationalism, and perhaps even of intensifying
nationalism, as the Asian masses are being assimilated and integrated into the political
process.

In Europe we have a security structure that is highly integrated, with a non-
European power dominant in it. I have NATO in mind, and that creates a security
structure that provides the framework within which the integrative processes socially and
economically, and less so politically and militarily, can safely be pursued. That is an
important and novel reality in European affairs, and the American presence—direct,
physical presence—is a singularly important aspect of it.

In Asia, and particularly in the Far East, there’s limited security cooperation. There
are bilateral arrangements involving the United States and some countries, but by and
large there is no structure that is even remotely comparable to what exists in the Atlantic
world. We’re still dealing with security arrangements that are either bilateral or national,
and sovereignty in the area of security is a dominant reality.

In the Atlantic world and specifically in Europe, the two major contesting powers
in European modern history—France and Germany—have successfully pursued, and
successfully consummated, a prolonged process of reconciliation, a process of
reconciliation which is not just formal, which doesn’t operate just on the political level,
but is a genuine social reality, which involves a great deal of true, genuine interaction
between the societies, an affinity between languages, and important historical innovation.
That process, incidentally, is now being repeated between Germany and Poland, countries
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that have been divided historically, countries in which there has been a bitter infliction of
tremendous crimes and horrors by the stronger on the weaker.

In Asia, the Chinese-Japanese relationship remains ambiguous, ambivalent, still
somewhat—or perhaps rather—antagonistic. That reality of past memories, of continued
hurt and resentment, of mutual suspicion, largely defines the relationship between the two
countries, even though in a formal sense it is cooperative, normal, peaceful, and is being
enhanced. Continued hostility or suspicion is a reality that’s reciprocal and it affects in a
significant fashion the nature of the relationship.

In Europe, no single nation is dominant, and it requires a collaboration of two or
three major countries for any preponderance, either financially or economically or
politically, to assert itself. In the Far East, we have clearly a competition de facto even
though not officially proclaimed for leadership, for preponderance between China and
Japan. There has been some degree of resentment and competition between China and
India. There is the sense that preponderance by China is becoming increasingly a prospect,
which hence prompts growing anxiety in Japan. In Europe and across the Atlantic, there
are shared values, values among the European countries and between European countries
and between the European countries and the United States. In Asia, and particularly in the
Far East, strong nationalisms determine the basic fundamental attitude and propensity of
the people. Nationalism may not be chauvinistic and may not assume the form of intense
conflict, but nationalism nonetheless defines the primary focus of loyalty. All of that
creates a much more complicated, fluid, and less predictable geopolitical setting.

Within this setting, one sees also the makings of the third unfolding reality which it
is worth registering, namely, that in spite of the persistence and intensification of
nationalism, one also senses the beginnings of something broader, which perhaps can best
be defined by the otherwise vague word “Asianism”—an awareness that there is lurking in
this context a sense of common destiny that defines Asia as distinct from the rest, and
perhaps even in contra-opposition to the traditionally dominant Atlantic or European
values.

Sun Yat Sen gave a major speech in 1924 entitled “Great Asianism,” in which he
contended that the Oriental culture is based on the Rule of Right. The Rule of Right
honors morals and is superior to Western culture, which is based, he claimed, on the Rule
of Might. He pleaded for Asian independence and reconstruction, and appealed for
cooperation by the nations of East Asia. Even earlier, in 1905, Sun Yat Sen hailed Japan’s
defeat of Russia as the beginning of the rise of Asianism, and argued that this was a special
moment of gratification for the West to be finely humiliated by an Asian power.

That sentiment of Asian identity, it seems to me, is gaining strength today, and
doing so particularly through China’s own rise and a sense of pride associated with it, not
only by a vast majority of Chinese, but also increasingly by many Asians. Indeed, there is
more and more talk today in China of an Asia in which China plays and is to play a
dominant role. Not long ago, Wu Jianmin, the president of the China Foreign Affairs
University, gave a long interview in which he emphasized that the idea of the new East-
Asian community in which China plays a preeminent role, is increasingly accepted by all
thirteen East Asian countries, and is becoming the basis for common understanding. He
also sees China as entering a new phase in its history in this context, of China going
global, but in doing so also providing leadership to an Asian community that increasingly
feels its own historical destiny, senses its own worth, and is beginning to sense and
appreciate the centrality of Asia in world affairs.

One may add, incidentally, that in international meetings in the Far East and in
Southeast Asia, one senses a growing sense of deference by Asian officials to Chinese
leaders and to China officials participating in such conferences. There is a sense that this is
indeed the locomotive of change, propelling Asia to a dominant critical role in world
affairs. Reinforcing all of that, of course, are the Chinese diaspora in Southeast Asia, more
than thirty million people, a very successful and influential diaspora that play an
important role in several of the Southeast Asian countries.
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Connected with this phenomenon is a growing sense of uneasiness, particularly
among some younger Asians, even in countries closely allied to the United States, about
the American role in the Far East. In South Korea, for example, within the younger
generation, one senses an increasing tendency toward anti-American sentiment. In this
context, Japan is clearly pulled in conflicting directions. Should it emphasize an alliance
with the United States and view itself no longer primarily as an Asian power but more as a
Pacific power, perhaps with a global orientation as a byproduct of its connection with
America? Or should Japan compete with China in shaping the new Asia? Should Japan try
to play a leading role in the growing awareness of an Asian destiny, of an Asian future,
shaping in that context a community that embraces more and more of the adjoining Asian
countries?

When one looks at the Japanese commentaries on this new Asian sphere, one
senses anxiety in the Japanese press, a fear that Japan will be to China what Great Britain
is to the United States. The fear is that leadership in the Pacific will be conceded entirely to
China. And yet identification with that effort could have an adverse affect on Japan’s
connections with the United States. This is creating a strategic debate in Japan which is
quite serious, but which at the same time is paralleled with greater concern in Japan with
its security position, its security role, and its security responsibilities.

As you all know, Japan’s recent document on its defense policy increasingly
emphasizes that Japan is capable of projecting its power to longer distances and that it
does so jointly with the United States in areas not only immediately adjoining Japan, but
also more distant. Particular controversy has been generated by the United States and
Japan’s recent joint reference to a special concern over security in the Taiwan Straits.
Obviously, by implication this is a challenge to China, but it is a challenge that is being
posed in the context of an awareness that Japan has to define a meaningful role for itself
in a part of the world that is no longer dormant, passive, or of secondary importance.
Indeed, this part of the world is increasingly a potential center of gravity in world affairs.

Fourth and finally, complicating matters further in this context and affecting the
role of Asia and the world, is the rising reality of more acute energy dilemmas, which the
entire global economy confronts. Increasingly, we are aware that the increasing demand
for energy by rapidly developing India and China, and by the enormous Japanese
economy, is contributing to a rise in global demand for energy that is going to put
pressure both on supply and on the cost of energy. Global demand for energy is increasing
almost 2 percent per annum. The current global consumption of energy, particularly of oil,
is roughly eighty billion barrels per day, but the existing spare output capacity is only
roughly one billion barrels per day. In other words, if there were a sudden problem in any
part of the world in the production of oil, the available spare output capacity is only one-
eightieth of the total daily consumption. This places everyone in some degree of jeopardy,
and it intensifies the pressures, both on the rapidly developing and the highly advanced
economies, to secure additional sources. And thus we see China attempting to secure
access to Iranian oil, which has implications of course for China’s position on the
American dispute with Iran. We see India joining that effort. We see some degree of
competition developing regarding Central Asia, also between China and India. Russia is
clearly playing an important role in trying to strike a balance between competitive Chinese
and Japanese efforts to obtain access to Russian oil resources. China, as we have seen
lately, is now extending its explorations for additional sources to Latin America, with one
Latin American country recently indicating that it will actually ship some of its energy
flows away from the United States toward Chinese markets.

All of these machinations further intensify the centrality of Asia in world affairs,
and make the stability of that region’s economic success a major factor affecting overall
global geopolitical circumstances. And it is in this context, therefore, that three questions
now need to be addressed, and they are all of strategic importance. First, is China’s rise to
greatness—with which I started this discussion—a foreordained certainty? It is useful in
this connection to recall that China, as far back as 1423, shut itself from the world. China
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was a great power in 1423, probably the greatest power existing at the time in the world,
with a greatest capacity for long-range maritime exploration, the scale of which is today
being debated by historians. Some claim, with a considerable degree of evidence, that
Chinese maritime exploration far exceeded and antedated comparable Portuguese and
Spanish maritime explorations, but in 1423 China decided to shut itself off from the
world. Later on, all of us became familiar with China’s decline, during an era in which
corruption, hedonism, and inefficient government contributed to its decline as a great
power. Had a lecture on the rise and fall of the great powers been given at that time—with
China added to the list—it would have been instructive for the politburo. Perhaps a
separate session on that subject should be held.

In any case, I think it is legitimate to ask again: is the rise of China a foreordained
certainty? There are some legitimate doubts to be raised. For one thing, the trajectories of
economic and political change in China do not closely parallel each other. Economic
change is more rapid, more dramatic, very ambitious—indeed remarkable. Political change
is taking place, but much more cautiously with far greater restraint. The question that I
think can legitimately be posed is the following: Might the gap between the two become
too wide, and might the consequences of economic change begin to have political effects
that the relative slowness of political change will be unable to anticipate and to cope with.

I remember how a year before Tiananmen Square, I had dinner with Hu Yaobang,
General Secretary to the Party at the time, a remarkable individual, very much in the mold
of Deng Xiaoping, small man, extremely lively, intelligent, and articulate. It was a one-on-
one dinner with a translator. It was held in the Great Hall of the People and I thought it
was rather symbolic that the dinner at which he hosted me was not a Chinese dinner, but
was served by Maxim’s of Beijing, the extension of the famous Maxim’s of Paris. What
struck me about that dinner was not so much its menu or its style, but what Hu Yaobang
was saying to me. He observed that, at that time, the great success of the economic
transformation of China dictated the imperative necessity of the acceleration of political
change, and when I asked him what he meant by political change, he was remarkably
explicit. He talked about the need, quite specifically so, for a multiparty system, a genuine
multiparty system, a competitive party system. He argued also that there has to be a
genuine comprehensive subordination of the state to the rule of law, and of officialdom to
the rule of law, and that this was an absolute necessity, which in turn required a truly
constitutional system, but one derived from popular mandate, articulated in the context of
the competition of ideas.

I was absolutely struck by what he had to say, and I was amazed by how far-
reaching it was. As you may know, he died prematurely. Tiananmen Square followed not
long thereafter. And the issue that still remains on the agenda, therefore, is whether
economic success will so outstrip political change that it will contribute to a non-success
politically, or perhaps even worse. That, I think, is an open question. But certainly, if such
a significant gap between the economic and political realities were to appear, the situation
could become unstable.

The Chinese leadership, however, is aware of that reality, and I have to stress that.
When one reads Chinese discussions about internal affairs, one is struck by the degree to
which the Chinese themselves emphasize the degree of internal difficulties that have to be
addressed, difficulties that require a serious response. For example, there is considerable
public discussion about the growing gaps between the rich and the poor, particularly the
rich and poor in urban and rural areas. These gaps have now reached truly dangerous
levels. It is pointed out that in China, half of the country’s bank deposits are owned by the
richest 5 percent of the people—half of all bank deposits in China. It is also pointed out in
the Chinese press, not by enemies of China, that there are 300 to 400 million surplus rural
laborers, who at some point before long will have to leave the countryside and find,
therefore, meaningful employment in the richer parts of the country, in the cities. There is
public discussion in the Chinese press of the need for more political rights and particularly
for political rights for those parts of society that are disadvantaged—most notably the
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rural portions of the country. At some point in the near future, rural Chinese must have
political rights comparable to those of their urban compatriots. There is open discussion in
the Chinese press of the genie coefficient—which measures social inequality—stressing the
fact that that coefficient for China is one of the highest now in the world.

All of this suggests that within the political elite there is an awareness of the risks
involved in the gap between political and economic change, and that a crisis is therefore
avoidable. Systematic and continuing political reform, some of which is ongoing, will be
required. The question, of course, for all of us is, is it extensive and rapid enough? It
requires a systematic, nationwide anti-corruption campaign and education in public
mores, for self-enrichment as an end in itself automatically breeds a degree of corruption.
There is the need for policies that emphasize social justice, and you notice that the prime
minister of China has lately been emphasizing precisely that issue. So progressive
democratization is certainly within the range of the possible, but it has to be deliberately
pursued if China’s trajectory to greatness is to be avoided.

The second, perhaps even more speculative, but still strategically important
question is whether the rise of China will make a collision, maybe even a direct conflict,
with the United States inevitable. A sub-question, or extension of that question is whether
a collision between China and Japan is inevitable. It is difficult to imagine a collision
between China and Japan without the United States being involved, but a collision
between the United States and China could involve Japan on the American side. Is such a
collision inevitable? I recently discussed this in a public forum in Washington where the
thesis that was presented was, “Is war between the United States and China inevitable?” I
took the negative position. The argument that it is inevitable was made with great
effectiveness and articulation by a distinguished scholar who made a very strong case that
both history and political theory necessarily dictate that a collision, indeed a conflict, is
inevitable, for the simple reason that all of history teaches that when a power rises and
challenges a preponderant power, a collision between the two at some point becomes
inevitable. Analogies to the European situation early in the twentieth century—namely, the
rise of Germany and the explosion of 1914—in that context are emphasized. Political
theory and the study of international politics argue pretty much the same proposition; that
upsetting an existing equilibrium produces sparks. Thus, a collision between the United
States and the People’s Republic of China is inevitable.

The counter argument, which I made, was that political theory is a useful source of
insight into understanding the reality until such time that that reality changes, at which
point the political theory has to be revised. Therefore political theory tells us what, indeed,
retroactively was the norm. It doesn’t tell us what the norm has to be in the future until
one analyzes the extent to which the future is discontinuous from the past. I argued that,
today in the world, there are two new realities that work against the notion of an
inevitable American-Chinese collision. The first is the reality of nuclear weapons, which
are transforming the nature of warfare. If we are seriously discussing an American-Chinese
collision on a major level at a high degree of intensity, obviously one has to take into
account the consequences of existing weaponry and particularly of nuclear weaponry. We
already know historically, and therefore perhaps even in terms of political theory, that
nuclear weapons introduce restraint. There should have been a war between America and
Stalinist Soviet Union, considering the clash of interests and the strategic challenges, but
there wasn’t. And the fact that the United States and the Soviet Union both had nuclear
weapons and that each could have destroyed the other impelled both powers to act with
remarkable restraint. Mao Zedong said that if there is a nuclear war, 300 million people
may die but so be it, at least someone will win. He made that remark prior to Asia’s
acquisition of nuclear weaponry. Even then, during the Quemoy-Matsu crisis when China
didn’t have nuclear weapons and the United States did, China was remarkably restrained.
In recent years we came to the brink on several occasions, and on two occasions, crossed
the brink, of a war between India and Pakistan when lines of control were crossed and the
conflict erupted into full-scale war. Within the last several years, after both powers
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acquired nuclear weapons, each country has been very careful not to cross the line of
control and the leadership on both sides has dampened skirmishes with sharp
responsiveness. Nuclear weapons introduce a new reality limiting the inclination of
powers to go to war, unless one nation feels that it has no choice because of some
overwhelming consideration.

There is also a second important reality. Wars such as those that happened during
the twentieth century—the World Wars, and particularly the classical war of 1914, in
which a rising power was challenged, contained, and then broke through and precipitated
a major collision—took place in a setting in which not only the powers were motivated by
the intense nationalism, on both sides, of young and not very rich people, but they also
occurred in relatively compartmentalized societies. There was a real sense of distance.
Today we live in a world in which the reality of intimacy creates an altogether new
relationship between societies. There is a degree of interpenetration, not physically but
visually and intellectually, which creates bonds and ties that make total confrontation less
likely.

Take the fact that there are 150,000 Chinese students in Western Europe today.
There have normally been close to 80,000 Chinese students in the United States. The
number has dropped since 9/11, but there is still a very substantial number—I would guess
probably in the range of sixty or so thousand, but perhaps I may be wrong by a few
thousand upward or downward. There is simply so much interconnection between
societies, not to mention foreign direct investment in business, that recourse to a total
collision becomes less and less likely, even though competition and friction, and maybe
even an occasional clash, cannot be excluded. Hence, I’m inclined to feel that the notion of
inevitability based on history or political theory is not sustainable.

There is, of course, potential for clashes and disagreements, and maybe even for
some very serious security threats directed by one or the other, but these are realities with
which leaderships and societies can grapple. We, for example, know that North Korea is a
significant test of political and strategic stability, both for China and the United States. We
have been able to work together, without resolving that issue, but addressing it jointly,
and the Chinese are certainly aware of the fact that if North Korea is successful in its
defiance, and pursues an active nuclear weapons program, this will have serious
implications for Japan. The Chinese obviously have no interest in letting circumstances
develop in which the Japanese may find it essential for their own security to undertake
militarization even in the nuclear domain.

The United States and China have tried to avoid a conflict over Taiwan, and have
done so over time. We and the Chinese have exercised restraint. We are both aware that it
is not in the interest of either to be provoked, either by the other or by the Taiwanese, and
I would assume that this inclination to exercise restraint will continue. There are even
certain dates that suggest a special interest in this restraint being continued. For the
Chinese, the year 2008 is a very important target date. Anyone who goes to China knows
that China is making a massive effort, a monumental national effort to make the Olympics
a success. The Olympics for China—I don’t mean this in any demeaning fashion—are
meant to be a testimonial to their historical success in some ways comparable to what was
tried in Germany through the Olympics in 1936, and what Brezhnev and the Soviets
hoped to achieve in 1980 in Moscow in the Olympics that were aborted. The Chinese are
not going to precipitate actions that could place their Olympics in jeopardy. Anyone who
sees their preparations knows that this is a very serious national undertaking, and if I can
make a rash prediction I will say that the Chinese Olympics are going to be remarkably
successful as an enterprise and, surprise, that the Chinese will probably win them
sportively. I think they are determined to do that, and if you look at the Athens Olympics,
they weren’t far from winning. A second date worth bearing in mind is the year 2010, the
World Trade Fair in Shanghai, which is also important.

I think that on such complicated issues as North Korea and Taiwan, both sides
have shown a stake in regional stability despite a degree of rivalry already evident in the
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relationship. I would expect that on Taiwan in the Chinese will not only exercise patience
but also begin to think of Taiwan in a larger, longer historical perspective. They may well
wish, at some point, to modify their slogan “of one country, two systems,” a slogan that,
incidentally, Deng Xiaoping unveiled to me and Mike Oksenberg, in 1984 I believe. The
Chinese may consider modifying that formula to “one country, several systems” for, in
fact, if you’re talking of one country, two systems, you have in mind China and Hong
Kong, and arrangements for Hong Kong would not exactly fit Taiwan. There could be a
loose structure of one country and several systems that—if the Asian co-prosperity sphere
continues to develop—could even embrace Singapore.

This brings me to my third and final question. What should, in this context, be the
U.S. role? I would argue that the American ability to influence China derives directly from
our ability to shape a global architecture that is more responsive to global aspirations. I do
fear that some of our policies in recent years, particularly the way they have been
articulated, tend to undermine the global legitimacy of the preponderant role that America
plays in the world and hence even the American leadership. If that should continue, then I
think the Chinese will simply pursue the strategic principles of Sunzi, which is to let the
rival exhaust himself while patiently marshaling their own resources and organizing in a
systematic fashion a new Asia based on the principle of Asianism. This is why it is
essential that the role of the United States in the Far East should be that of promoter,
facilitator, and encourager of China’s integration in the world. The United States should
be a balancer in that context, but should not seek to structure the relationship on the basis
of American preponderance, and work very hard not only to initiate and deepen a serious
American-Japanese-Chinese security dialogue, but also to try, more subtly, to promote a
gradual Japanese-Chinese reconciliation. That is a difficult, delicate task given the
historical memories and sensitivities involved, but the French and the Germans
accomplished it, and the Germans and the Poles are doing so as well. There is no intrinsic
reason why the Japanese and the Chinese cannot do it. I realize that there are legacies of
pain and suffering, and propensities to demand abject apologies, but I also know from
watching the Franco-German and German-Polish reconciliations that even the aggrieved
party in a subtle way has to encourage the reconciliation in order to make it easier for the
more guilty party: to accommodate gestures that are sensitive and yet not self-degrading.
That is a difficult process, but perhaps the United States can be helpful in that respect.

In summary, in thinking of China, I believe we have to avoid the anti-Chinese
fetish inherent in this annual search for an enemy in which we tend to engage, particularly
in the mass media. If you look over the last several years, you can see which countries have
been thus classified. They have been Libya, they have been Iraq, they have been China;
lately, it has been Iran. There is still some inclination perhaps to revive the China threat as
a fashionable focus of anxiety. I think we have to recognize that we have a complex role to
play in a complex and changing setting. Strategic prudence and diplomatic skill will be the
best way of using our preponderant power in a constructive fashion, so that the American-
Chinese relationship, and Asia more generally, can be assimilated into a more stable
international system. Thank you very much. [applause]

Dan Okimoto
Thank you very much, Dr. Brzezinski, for a fascinating and thought provoking
presentation. We have a few minutes for questions from the floor. Let me begin by asking
you this question. The five-power international system that you outlined contains three
Asian powers, two Western powers, and the United States is obviously the key in the five.
It seems that, according to your view, Asia has a great deal more uncertainty in its
future—that is, the scenarios that you outline range from a kind of regional integration to
nationalist conflict, from a democratic China to a China that is somewhat in chaos in the
political system at least. So, there is a great deal of uncertainty in Asia. What, then, are the
interests of the United States and Europe? Are they congruent in dealing with Asia, seeking
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to help to facilitate the emergence of an Asia that you described? To what extent are their
differences in the national perception and national interest? And how different are the key
actors on those questions, especially Japan and India?

The Honorable Zbigniew Brzezinski
First of all, let me reiterate that what I do see some of the risks of instability in the Far
East and I raised them in my presentation. On the whole, I think they are manageable. I
expect by and large, other things being even, that prospects for a relatively continuous
process of change are better than expectations of a dramatic discontinuity. Now, insofar
as Europe’s attitude toward the Far East is concerned, and indirectly Europe’s attitude
toward America, I think it will depend a great deal on how America conducts itself. If the
United States pursues a more systematic and consistent policy of engaging Europe in joint
strategizing about the world, including the Far East, and in the immediate future enjoins
strategizing specifically regarding Iran (which has implications for the flow of oil), I think
the likelihood of American-European cooperation is better than even. In that context,
Europe shares some of the American interest in Asia being stable and assimilated into the
international system. A European-Far Eastern connection or a European-China
connection, which some people are talking about, is likely to remedy a situation in which
both Asia and Europe conclude that the United States policies are disruptive, that the
United States in effect is isolating itself, and that they have to protect themselves against
the likelihood of the ensuing chaos as a consequence of the failure of American leadership
by collaborating more closely. However, that is essentially a fail-safe policy, to be
undertaken only in the face of a significant failure by the United States. I still, in spite of
the fact that I am a critic of the Bush administration, believe that in the long run we will
not continue so persistently to seek to undermine our own leadership.

Questions from the Floor
Q: My name is Captain Ray. I’m from a Naval postgraduate school, and I’d like to pose a
question concerning this one country, several systems idea. How would that affect the
control and also the authority and legitimacy of the CCP? Could you comment on that?

A (ZB): Of the CCP? Well, I don’t think it would necessarily affect its control and
legitimacy in that the CCP doesn’t exercise direct control over Hong Kong. It does so
indirectly, but with an enormous degree of tolerance for the very specific circumstances in
Hong Kong, including pluralism, right of dissent, and political demonstrations of the sort
that within the mainland of China are not possible. In “one country, several systems,” that
process would presumably be extended with special arrangements for security, armed
forces, etc. In a sense, this scenario is implied in some of the schemes for eventual
reunification, but the formula of “one country, two systems” doesn’t quite convey the
degree of diversity that would have to prevail if in fact some new relationship between
Taiwan and the mainland were to emerge. Let me also add that the new relationship is a
somewhat more intimate, structured relationship, one that in my view will only be possible
if China succeeds both economically and politically. Only in that context is it likely to
become a serious possibility.

Q: My name is Edward Feigenbaum from the Computer Science Department. In your talk,
there was one word that appeared really only once and it was kind of an amazing vacuum,
and that was the word “Russia.” Has Russia completely fallen off the page, or were you
including them in the new Europe? Where do they fit into this picture?

A (ZB): I mentioned Russia once, I guess, in the context of its role insofar as energy for the
region is concerned. In terms of the larger changing geopolitical relationships, I do not
envisage Russia playing a very major role in the Asian context in the next fifteen years.
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Consider the internal situation in Russia—including its serious demographic crisis. Bear in
mind that when Russia became a separate state ten years ago, it had a population of 151
million. Today it is 143 million. In the Russian Far East—which if you look at the map, is
east of the Urals—is as large territorially as China and India and the Muslim countries
combined. In that area, they used to be thirty-nine million people. There are now thirty-
five million. South of this region lives a population of three and a half billion people. If
you go to the Amur River—I’ve been there—on the Russian side you see charming little
towns, three-story high houses, many of them wooden, painted blue and yellow, wooden
sidewalks, and frequently dirt roads in the middle of the town. On the other side of the
Amur, you see a series of small cities constructed by the Chinese in recent years—thirty to
forty story aluminum or steel houses, lit at night, and neon signs. The contrast is dramatic.
I think the strategic challenge for the Russians will be to so integrate themselves into the
West, into Europe, so that they don’t lose the Far East. I think this is the geopolitical
dilemma that Russia faces. However, Russia is not going to affect—except through
energy—the interplay of Japan or China or the United States, because it simply is not
geopolitically in a position to do so.

Q: Bali Cockleman. I live in Palo Alto. I think I’d be willing to support Arnold
Schwarzenegger’s amendment for a foreign-born person to become president, Mr.
Brzezinski, and you’d be my first candidate. [laughter] What makes you so wise? You were
wise in the days of Jimmy Carter, with human rights. I think that you had a very
important role to play in Eastern European progression toward the West. What things in
your life made you so wise? [laughter]

A (ZB): Well, that is really an impossible question for me to answer, so I’ll make an
indirect comment. For me, the twentieth century was the most criminal century in human
history, literally. I’ve been concerned all my life with trying to understand why that
happened, and what has to be done to make sure that it doesn’t happen again. This is why
I’ve been so committed to America, so proud of American foreign policy, and have
supported it, helped to shape it, and now find myself today deeply troubled by it. I’m
concerned that perhaps we might be undermining our own capacity to lead and therefore
to prevent things like those that happened in the twentieth century.

Q: Thank you. Chinese and Japanese leaders haven’t met for a while and the situation is
changing radically between the mainland and Taiwan. It seems to me that the United
States has a big role to play. Do you think the U.S. government should be more active
being a mediator?

A (ZB): Well, I alluded in the concluding parts of my presentation to the important role
the United States should be playing as a conciliator, balancer, and promoter, but I would
add to that that we have to do this in a cautious and somewhat self-effacing fashion. It’s
not a role that you can play in a dominating manner. You don’t promote such objectives
by being assertive and intrusive, and both Japan and China are nations with enormous
pride and very serious complexes. The Japanese were crushed in a destructive war, which
they initiated, but in the course of which they were also subjected to unprecedented
suffering and which absolutely shook them to the core. And the Chinese have a bitter
memory of the rise and fall for which they blame the Westerners, to some extent the
United States although some others more. Thus we have to be extremely sensitive to their
sense of pride and to their awareness of their place in history. I think we do have an
important role to play which is different and much more complicated than the role in
Europe. We were in Europe because the Europeans wanted us in Europe. We became
integrated into the European system, and we have values and interests in common that
create bonds that can be strained, as they are being today, but I don’t think can easily be
ruptured. We don’t have the luxury of that in the Far East, so we have to work at it much
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more deliberately and cautiously. Such enterprises as the joint effort to resolve the North
Korean problem are important steps in that direction. I think the North Korean issue in
many respects is a test of our ability to work in a much more nuanced fashion, particularly
with Japan and China, both of which are critical to any constructive outcome in North
Korea, but whose relationship also over time has to be encouraged so that it doesn’t
become one of open hostility and rivalry.

Q: May Lin Sung from Palo Alto, but originally from Singapore. I was interested by your
comment when you talked about one country, many systems or several systems, and the
throwaway remark about “maybe Singapore.” As a child I grew up learning how to
encounter bomb raids. We had a confrontation with Indonesia and I just wondered if
you’d remark on how you think Indonesia would think about this co-prosperity, and
about China and Singapore’s connection.

A (ZB): Well, I think the Indonesians would probably be the most ambivalent of the
Southeast Asian nations because they also have potentially the greatest ambitions in that
region. Accordingly, their attitude is going to be more ambivalent. But in Indonesia, too,
the Chinese diaspora are very important economically, and their financial and economic
role obviously affects national policy. If the Asian co-prosperity sphere prospers, Indonesia
will have to relate itself to it. Recently, there has not only been an agreement on deepening
economic operations, but had a very specific protocol on deepening political security
cooperation with objectives for the next ten years; the Indonesians will not be able to
divorce themselves from that. For a country like Indonesia I don’t think that in the next
ten to fifteen years that is going to pose any fundamental choice. The Indonesians will
probably be more ambiguous, more distant. There may be some inclination for the
Indonesians, the Australians, and us to collaborate in political consultations to create
some semi-structures of reassurance, particularly for the offshore countries in a better
position to maintain a separate posture. Thank you. [applause]

Dan Okimoto
Mike Oksenberg was known as a great teacher who mentored many of the top scholars in
the field of China. I’m sure that he would be proud indeed that he had an influence on Dr.
Brzezinski’s views on China. Thank you, Dr. Brzezinski. It was terrific. [applause]


