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臺灣大學講演提綱
譚中

中印關係發展的地緣政治、經濟、文明範式
I.地緣政治範式：
1．“順地理”與“超地理”關係

緊鄰效應

2．強力平衡邏輯——對手之間制衡

“合縱連橫”
3．地區“霸權”

“一山不容二虎”
II. 地緣經濟範式：

1．“interconnectivity/互聯通”與“mutual dependence/相互依賴”
2．零和與雙贏
3．大國貿易理論

3．互補性與空間創造
III. 地緣文明範式：

1．歷史觀點
2．“陰”“陽”結合

3．“三十年河東、三十年河西”

——————————————————————————————————
附錄

1． 香港《鏡報》文章（2008年5月號）
中國和印度要文明挂帥才能“龍象共舞”
譚  中
中國内政外交在毛澤東時代是政治掛帥，在後毛澤東時代是經濟挂帥。中國對印度的戰略考慮與外交政策由於政治掛帥就在“地緣政治”範式内活動，由於經濟掛帥就在“地緣經濟”範式内活動。所謂“地緣政治”範式就是根據地理位置進行政治考慮，更多地注意領土問題、邊境安全問題、軍事力量對比以及經濟發展競爭。傳統的國際關係多半如此。

中華人民共和國成立以後，毛主席在外交政策上提出“另起爐竈”（來一套嶄新的國際外交機制）與“打掃乾淨屋子再請客”（把西方國家在中國的勢力肅清以後再和它們正式打交道），等於想擺脫傳統的“地緣政治”範式。他又提出“一邊倒”，在國際上“倒”向蘇聯。中國駐外大使館請客要邀請什麽人，都先向當地蘇聯大使館要了名單，依樣畫葫蘆，唯獨新德里的中國大使館不這麽做。這是因爲一九五零年毛主席接到三十年前長沙第一師範學校同學、印度國際大學中國學院院長譚雲山的信，建議中印友好。毛主席和周總理特別遵囑駐印大使袁仲賢將軍要特別敬重印度社會賢達。一九五三年袁大使在一次回國述職時看到國内放映蘇聯攝製的《印度》紀錄片，對印度欠尊重、有譏諷之嫌，就打報告給周總理，電影停映。一九五四年十月北京萬人空巷夾道歡迎尼赫魯總理和他的女兒英迪拉·甘地，是中國對外史上空前絕後的壯舉。

一九五一年一月廿六日，毛主席親自參加北京印度大使館舉辦的第一個“國慶”，在慶祝會上說：“印度民族是偉大的民族，印度人民是很好的人民。中國、印度這兩個民族和兩國人民之間的友誼，幾千年以來是很好的。我們希望中國和印度兩個民族繼續團結起來，為和平而努力。”一九七零年“五一節”，毛主席在天安門城樓上和印度代辦密什拉Brajesh Mishra握手談話時又重復了這番話。他說：“印度是一個偉大的國家，你們是一個偉大的人民。我們總要友好的，不能老是這么吵下去嘛！”
毛主席第一次讚揚印度時對“另起爐竈”的外交政策還充滿信心，過了十九年零九個月以後他再這樣講時已經被“地緣政治”範式搞得焦頭爛額了。在這十九年間，中印關係曾經達到史無前例的高潮，卻又在邊境打了一仗，使關係降到低谷，這樣才有毛主席“不能老是這么吵下去嘛！”的嗟嘆。他老人家在世時，北京特別重視“緊鄰”關係，左邊一是日本、右邊一個印度，受到垂青。在後毛澤東時代，這兩個外交重點都從北京的戰略地圖上消失，中國國際戰略變得“好高鶩遠”。
“地緣經濟”是最近四分之一世紀以來的新國際範式。自從出現臺灣、香港、新加坡、韓國這“亞洲四小龍”（即所謂“亞洲新興工業國”）以後，邊界阻擋不了經濟發展“紅杏出墻”。後來信息技術革命（信息變成免費消費品，臭皮匠都變成諸葛亮），地球變“平”（所有國家都可以站在同一平台上），距离縮短，甚至地理位置跟經濟發展脫鉤（生產基地不必緊靠原料与市場），“地緣政治”範式被“地緣經濟”範式擠到一邊。
二十年前，香港浸會大學教授、香港亞太21學會主席黃枝連把我拉進他的“歐亞大陸橋”學術活動中，我結識了雲南社會科學院院長何耀華教授（現已退休）和年輕有爲的任佳教授（現任該院副院長），得知雲南想按“地緣經濟”範式把抗戰時期連接中國和印度的“史迪威爾公路”（也叫“滇緬公路”）恢復起來，我陪著他們和雲南政府官員去會見印度政府各部門負責人，雖然叩開了對話之門，卻打不破“地緣政治”範式設下的障礙。一九九九年我離開印度，雲南朋友們仍然在作百折不撓的努力。

這些年來“地緣經濟”範式形勢發展很快，中國（實際上是雲南省）現在和緬甸、越南、泰國、老撾、柬埔寨建立了“大湄公河次區域經濟合作”，建設跨國公路是重點之一。今年三月三十一日，温家寳總理到老撾首都萬象去參加合作六國峰會時，在柬埔寨首相洪森、老撾總理波松、缅甸總理登盛、泰國總理沙馬、越南總理阮晉勇以及亞洲銀行行長黑田東彦的陪同下，為全長1740公里的昆明—磨憨—會曬—曼谷公路的老撾段通車儀式剪彩，這也是雲南朋友們多年努力充實“地緣經濟”範式的可喜成果。
與此同時，印度也於二零零零年在萬象和泰國、越南、老撾、柬埔寨、緬甸簽署了“湄公-恒河合作”計劃，正在修建一條以印度加爾各答為起點、連通孟加拉國首都達卡、緬甸曼德勒、仰光、泰國清邁、曼谷、老撾萬象、柬埔寨金邊、越南胡志明城、馬來西亞吉隆坡、一直到新加坡的國際公路。這樣，“大湄公河次區域經濟合作”與“湄公-恒河合作”計劃中的兩條國際公路就將不約而同地會師，“斯迪威爾公路”恢復的夢想就變相地實現了。

“地緣經濟”範式是從經濟發展的角度來重新衡量國家的長遠利益，糾正了“地緣政治”範式的狹窄性和短期性。可是單靠這兩種範式仍然不能把國際關係發展到超乎傳統的高度。前面談到毛主席在一九七零年對中印關係的僵局感到無奈，認爲這是和印度作爲一個偉大的國家與中國作爲一個偉大的國家的現實不相稱。他這是著眼於文明挂帥，想把文明因素灌輸到中印關係中來。

其實，印度領袖也一直強調要以文明挂帥來建立國際秩序。尼赫魯總理於一九四九年說：“毫無疑問一個世界政府（world government）必然會在某個時候產生。因為另一選擇將會是世界自殺（world suicide）。”哈佛大學亨廷頓教授在他《文明沖突与重建世界秩序》書的末尾也引了別人的話來道出自己的信念說，或者是人類“學會共同生活、和平交往”，或者是“這個擁擠的小小世界”沉淪于“誤解、緊張、沖突与災難”。我們應該看到尼赫魯和亨廷頓是從完全不同的出發點而得出相似結論的。亨廷頓是要阻止西方文明統治優勢衰退，提倡“世界偉大文明”（西方基督猶太文明）消滅“野蠻”（暗指伊斯蘭世界与孔教中國），尼赫魯卻是試圖把印度傳統理想“vasudhaiva kutumbakam/天下一家”發揚光大。
一九八八年印度總理拉吉夫·甘地在人民大會堂對鄧小平說：“印中之間多年的分歧并沒有減少我們之間的共同紐帶，我們兩國曾進行了爭取政治獨立的鬥爭，現在又正在進行爭取經濟獨立的鬥爭。”十年前我在新德里帶著以劉茂才教授為首的四川社會科學院以及兩個雲南學術機構的代表團去拜會印度人才資源部長、印度人民党著名領袖喬希Murli Manohar Joshi。他見到中國學者非常親熱，強調印中兩國有“共同文明傳統”。拉·甘地和喬希這兩位政治主張差別極大的印度政治家都強調中印之間的“共同”，這是一種新的“地緣文明”範式。

印度駐華大使拉奧琪Nirupama Rao在二零零七年四月深圳“中印關係國際研討會”開幕式上書面發言中說，中印兩國“疆土遼闊”、“擁有二十四億人口”、“經濟空前迅速發展”，“又該我們印度人和中國人來重振雄風了”。她說：“到本世紀中葉”，“中國和印度的產值將占全球一半，有點像兩國在十八世紀五十年代的那种鶴立雞群。我們毫不置疑地認為這种巨大的經濟變化必將導致全球的強力格局改觀。”
今年一月十四日印度總理曼摩漢·辛格在北京“印度-中國經濟貿易及投資峰會”上致詞也說了同樣的話：“全球經濟重心向亞洲轉移，使我們生活在一個催人振奮的歷史時刻。正如二十世紀的世界經濟在很大程度上是西方國家的經濟，二十一世紀的世界經濟將在很大程度上是亞洲的經濟。到二十一世紀中葉，亞洲很有可能在全球貿易、收入、儲蓄、投資和金融交易額中超過世界半數。”他進一步說：“我們必須确保印度和中國共同合作，聯手創建一個擁有積极外部環境和共同繁榮的世界，而不是強力制衡、斤斤計較和充滿敵意的世界。這就需要印度和中國緊密合作，确保在世界秩序中，我們的共同發展不僅對本國經濟產生積极影響，也對世界其他國家的經濟產生積极影響。”
印度總理和大使的這些話已經不是一般的“地緣政治”和“地緣經濟”範式的觀點，它們在“地緣”中注入了歷史的因素（辛格總理還說：“我們兩國的命運由地理和歷史的因缘鎖住”），把眼光從雙邊關係擴展到全球人類（辛格總理還說：“印度和中國都希望鄰近及更遠的周邊地區安寧稳定”），這就變成“地緣文明”範式了。

拉奧琪大使談到的“兩國在十八世紀五十年代的那种鶴立雞群”是根據以英國著名學者麥迪遜Angus Maddison為首的世界經濟歷史專家的統計。他們認為：在十八世紀中葉以前，中國和印度是世界上唯一的經濟超級大國，這一點在印度學術界受到重視，在中國卻不然。現在是許多印度開明人士都渴望中印兩國結成發展伙伴，中國方面還沒有相應的熱情。

從小在印度就重視一九六二年打敗過印度軍隊的“共產党強大鄰國”——中國——的哈佛大學教授、印裔學者侃納Tarun Khanna，最近幾年來對中國發展產生莫大興趣。他學習中文，到中國各地調查訪問并找官員及精英交談，在今年二月出了新書《數十億企業家：中國和印度如何重造它們的前途—以及你們的前途》Billions of Entrepreneurs: How China and India Are Reshaping Their Futures--and Yours，名噪一時。這本新書等于在宣傳前面拉奧琪大使所說的“印度人和中國人重振雄風”，用“地緣文明”的觀點來看中印兩國雙雙崛起。
侃納教授所說的“數十億企業家”指的就是中印兩國二十四億人口參加到發展本國經濟的大業中來，這是全世界發展的頭號大事。雖然他對印度熟悉有餘卻對中國了解不足，但也看到中印發展各有千秋。他認爲現代經濟發展的堅強驅動力是企業家精神和民間自下而上的社會推動，認爲中國的特點是政府變成“企業家”，民間企業家動力相對不足。這一評論是中肯的。正因為中印兩國以及全世界今後的前途都在於經濟發展，拉奧琪、侃納等許多印度精英指出的中印兩國必須結成發展伙伴、取長補短、互相幫助，這是對今後中印關係發展十分重要的。

“地缘政治”理論的祖師是二十世纪初的英國人麥肯德Halford Mackinder，他主要想纠正大英帝國片面强调海軍發展的偏向，指出地球上最重要的是歐亞大陸連同非洲的“世界巨島”，相比之下，英、美都是“邊缘”。我建議中國主動和印度建立和平穩定的邊界，印度停止讓所謂“西藏流亡政府”在它領土上活動，達賴可以留在印度但必須和政治脫鈎。這樣“藏獨”運動就會逐漸銷聲匿跡，達賴就會嚴重思鄉，可以讓他回來安度餘年。平靜、繁榮的西藏將變成歐亞大陸的重要通道，從哈爾濱乘火車可以直達印度洋畔，中印兩國共富也把亞洲一大片帶動起來，一個新興的“和諧亞洲”將為“和諧世界”打下堅實基礎。

衷心祝願中印兩國變成名符其實的發展“夥伴”，龍象共舞。

（二零零八年四月七日於芝加哥海德公園）
2． 錄自即將出版的英文《龍象共舞》

May the Dragon and Elephant Tango

By Tan Chung & Patricia Uberoi
(excerpts)

Tarun Kanna, Jorge Paulo Lemann Professor at the Harvard Business School, Harvard University, published his latest book, Billions of Entrepreneurs: How China and India are Reshaping their Futures and Yours,
 which asserts that the 2.4 billion Chinese and Indians “will account for nearly 40% of world trade, a position they occupied a century ago”
 The argument is familiar to us as we have discussed in the last Chapter. We have also alluded to earlier the research findings of Prof. Angus Maddison of Princeton University who believes that for the last two thousand years (with the exception of the last two centuries) nearly half of the humanity on earth had chosen China and India as their homes, resulting in the creation of the same proportion of distribution of wealth of the world. Khanna’s book is additional evidence that Chinese and Indians had long demonstrated their enterprising spirit, hard work, and ability in production. They have now come back with a vengeance. 

Khanna is a junior colleague of Prof. Amartya Sen, the Nobel laureate, at Harvard University, and, like Sen, has a third eye on historical ties in Sino-Indian relations. Khanna writes two years ago that history is a “benchmark for today’s China-India trade”. “It is well known that the two countries have shared links over the millennia. Indeed, the great-and-good from each country even today start their visits by making the proverbial nods to Buddhism.” He reiterated that “It is a mistake to dismiss such cultural links as being too far back in history to matter, since they inform historical memories in the two countries. Scholars suggest that Buddhism and trade were mutually reinforcing millennia ago, and reinvigorated cultural links might well lubricate further commerce. But we remain very far from the historical benchmark of mutual relevance.”

In his latest book, Khanna writes, “…the Chinese are capitalizing on India’s opportunities, and Indians on China’s”.
 His book highlights many laudable examples of India-China collaboration at the level of entrepreneurs, not the government. One example he describes as “Anand Mahindra’s shepherding of the Nasik-Nanchang collaboration”, i.e., the Indian firm Mahindra & Mahindra (M&M) and the Municipal Government of Nanchang in Jiangxi Province formed a joint venture, buying up the Jiangling Tractor factory, and created a new product that is a smart and cheap small low-powered tractor in high demand in the U.S.A., catching 20% of the market in southern U.S.A. of under-seven horsepower tractors. Khanna describes this as:

“…a new relationship, a new dance, which is cropping up in many places between China and India. Perhaps because the exchanges are still relatively new and the metaphorical passages between the countries have only recently opened, it is difficult to find the precise term to characterize this new relationship. It is as mutable as the partnership between two dancers, with a leader and follower alternating roles and both straining to hear music that is by turns tentative and vigorous.

“For want of a better term, I call this dance mutualism. However, I need to qualify the feel-good quality the term usually connotes by pointing out that the mutualism currently existing between China and India contains mutual cooperation, but also some mutual tension.”

Prof. Khanna is a very active scholar devoted to India-China relations concerning economic development. He has a research project named “The Dragon and the Elephant: Modern China and India in Comparative Perspective”
 which has close affinity with our book. While he has not used the “dragon-elephant tango” metaphor anywhere, the above cited remarks of “dance mutualism” brings him even closer to our discourse. He has correctly pointed out that in the current “dance mutualism” between China and India there are both “mutual cooperation” and “mutual tension”. We share this perspective that our “dragon-elephant tango” is still in the offing, and there are obstacles to overcome before that situation is reached.
Another example highlighted in his latest book is a Chinese company, Huawei Technologies, becoming increasingly active in India, setting up laboratories and employing Indian software experts to work for the company’s world projects.
 In Chapter 5, we have already alluded to Premier Wen Jiabao’s spending about 40 minutes talking to the 800 workers (mostly Indians) at the Leela Palace which was the R&D centre of Huawei Technologies during the Premier’s visit to Bangalore in 2005. Huawei is a Chinese company that is causing some controversy internationally, particularly in the U.S.A. However, Khanna who knows the American psyche and the Chinese rise equally well, warned that both Chinese and Indian companies have their global strength to compete with their global rivals from the developed world. “That Huawei is not dependent on its sales in developed countries but in fact profits by its sales in developing countries not under the commercial eye of the West…is even more reason to pay attention.”
 We have seen the two examples of Khanna’s “dance mutualism” --- M&M and Huawei --- of the Sino-Indian synergy created by the companies of the two countries expanding their market both in the developed and developing countries.

Khanna, as an economist who is conscious of India’s enlightened self interest, has been advocating for vigorous bilateral trade between India and China. He was very disappointed that the volume of Sino-Indian trade was only US$ 19 billion in 2005. He observed: 

“There is a notion in international trade, called the gravity model, which suggests that, ceteris paribus, countries that are larger and more proximate tend to trade more with each other. By the model, China and India should trade extensively with each other. That they don’t, at least not yet, is an anomaly.”

Many people, in the academic circles or outside it, especially in the western world, have not been warmed up to China and India, the two future superpowers, and to the theme that these two potential superpowers are becoming partners in development. In the year-long American presidential election campaigns, particularly in the debates around the candidates of the Democrats, the two countries --- China and India, especially the former --- were mentioned, more often than not, like pariahs --- stealing away wealth and jobs from the American people. In academics, many are driven by wishful thinking to voice the counter theory that the dragon and elephant have been and are fighting each other instead of dancing together. Let us take up a typical proposition and examine the theoretical loopholes underlining it.

Mohan Malik, a professor at the Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies in Honolulu, is described as “most comfortable with a US-dominated unipolar world” and seeing “the emerging scene in Asia as that of unremitting India-China rivalry”. In a two-part article in Force, a defence affairs magazine published from New Delhi, he writes: 
“India --- much like Japan, Vietnam and Australia --- is unlikely to accept Chinese hegemony for historical, cultural, civilizational and more importantly, geopolitical and geo-economic reasons. These countries were never part of the Sinic world order and would prefer a US-led Asia-Pacific for the simple geopolitical reality that the United States is a distant superpower while China is right on their doorstep. Security concerns regarding a rising China have already prompted New Delhi to cultivate Washington, seeing the US military presence as a factor of stability in Asia...in addition to establishing strategic ties with the US, India’s evolving Asia policy reflects a desire to build an arc of strategic partnerships with ‘China-wary’ Asian countries that would neutralize continuing Chinese military assistance and activity around India.”

Malik contined in the magazine:

“Since there is no direct conflict of interests between India and Japan or between the US and India, both are likely to rely on India more than China in protecting the sea lanes of communication and their broader security interests in the Indian Ocean region. The growing entente cordiale between India and Japan is based on the understanding that united they contain China and divided they are contained by China and its allies.”

The undertone of this argument reminds us Samuel Huntington’s “Clash of Civilizations”, but even Huntington would think that in a “civilizational war”, Japan would side with China to fight the western powers because of her “Sinic” affinity.
 The concept of the so-called “Sinic world” has been put on the shelf to gather dust by academics, but Malik’s above observation has dusted the wrong thing from the shelf betraying simple wishful thinking. It is pointed out by objective Indian commentators that Japan was forming a trilateral axis with India and China to enhance cooperation among the three Asian countries. Yasukoni Enoki, the Japanese Ambassador for India, said: “The proposal has been discussed informally with the Indian side and will help India correct its positioning in Japan’s diplomacy. It [the trilateral axis] is also important for stability and prosperity of Asia. The proposal was also taken up with senior Indian officials during consultations held earlier this year between the two foreign offices.”

In a “Report” drafted by Mohan Malik in 2006 titled “China’s Strategy of Containing India” which is a presumptuous assertion neither based on first-hand information from Beijing’s policy-makers nor any in-depth academic analysis. We see even more wishful thinking imbedded in it than we have discussed above. Here are some excerpts:

“Beijing prefers a unipolar Asia-Pacific (with China as the sole superpower without any peers) and a multipolar world (with the U.S., E.U., Russia and China as four major power poles). In contrast with both Washington and Beijing, New Delhi champions multipolarity at both regional and global levels. Beijing’s attitude to the expansion of the U.N. Security Council is a clear indication that it will not countenance the emergence of an Asian peer competitor.”

First of all, Beijing has not opening announced its support to the candidature of the countries bidding for new permanent membership in the UN Security Council. According to Prof. Shen Dingli of Fudan University who is close to China’s high-up in world strategic thinking, China has expressed her willingness to see India playing a greater role in the UNO, but has not expressed the same vis-a-vis Japan.
 Second, China has never aspired to the so-called “polar” hegemony. When China shows her opposition to the unipolar world order, she does not wish to occupy a unipolar position in Asia either. When China is in favour of the multi-polar world (though never openly advocating it), she considers India equally as one of the potential poles. There is obviously no logic in Malik’s argument, and whatever he has said above is contradicted by his own observation below:

“Neither power [China or India] is comfortable with the rise of the other. Each perceives the other as pursuing regional hegemony and entertaining geographical expansion. Each puts forward its own proposals for multilateral cooperation that exclude the other. Both vie for influence in Central, South and Southeast Asia, and for leadership positions in global and regional organizations.”

So, after presumptuously dressing up his own wishful thinking as the Chinese government’s official views, he now does the same vis-à-vis the Indian government as if he is the custodian of New Delhi’s consciousness and calculations. Let us see more of Malik’s arguments:
“Long-time observers of India-China relations….maintain that some improvement in the rhetoric and atmospherics notwithstanding, India-China ties remain fragile and as vulnerable as ever to a sudden deterioration. The combination of internal issues of stability and external overlapping spheres of influence forestall the chances for a genuine Sino-Indian rapprochement.”

What has not been excerpted here is Malik’s assertion that internal instability within China makes it difficult to have a steady improvement of Sino-Indian relations which is far from truth. We see over the last two decades since Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi’s historic visit to China in 1988 a very steady improvement of bilateral relations, and comparing to two decades ago, India-China cordiality is certainly not “as vulnerable as ever”, and has stood the test of many storms in the tea-cup. Let us see more of Malik’s distorted visions:

“Add to this Beijing’s worldwide campaign against India’s (and Japan’s) bids for permanent membership in the U.N. Security Council, the continuing stalemate in the India-China border negotiations, coupled with their ever-expanding economies and widening geopolitical horizons, it is clear that the bilateral relationship between the two rising Asian giants continues to be characterized more by competition and rivalry than by cooperation.”

What a contrast of this with the picture Tarun Khanna has unfolded. And the difference lies in that Khanna’s optimism is based on empirical survey with umpteen real stories while Malik’s pessimism is a castle in the air suspended by an individual’s wishful thinking. Interestingly, in the “Report”, Malik has also a third eye on history, but it is a jaundiced eye:

“In fact, aiding ‘India-wary’ countries in South Asia to ‘concircle (contain and encircle) India’ has long been an integral part of China’s strategic calculus. As a rising maritime trading power, Beijing is also seeking to once again project force into the Indian Ocean in the manner of the fleets sent out under the command of Admiral Zheng He nearly 600 years ago during the Ming dynasty.”
Gosh! Even Admiral Zheng He’s historic seven expeditions during the 15th century to the Indian Ocean which is a glorious page in the annals of Sino-Indian interactions has become a Chinese design to “concircle (contain and encircle) India”. We cannot sensibly argue with such aspersion cast on historical events than quoting the epigraphic truth, a poem composed by the Ming Emperor Chengzu of China which was engraved on a stone that was planted on a hill at Cochin by Admiral Zheng He in 1412:

“O, you, mountain of great height

Pacifying the seaside state,

Clouds emitting from your mouth

Serving to bless the state beneath.

All troubles get eliminated

While elements in harmony,

Sundry evil spirits driven away

That there is always bumper harvest.

Your land in blissful eternity

Forever safe and free from calamity.

All year long live in enjoyment,

Family members hearty and healthy.

O, great be the mountain, and deep the sea,

May this hymn bind us eternally.”

Finally, let us see Malik’s conclusions of this Report:

“India’s so-called ‘healthy competition with China’ is becoming one of rivalry. In fact, China’s behavior toward India is not much different from that of the U.S.’ behavior toward China for the simple reason that China is a status-quo power with respect to India while the U.S. is a status-quo power with regards to China.”

Tarun Khanna’s Billions of Entrepreneurs is the best refutation of this argument nailing China down as a “status-quo power” and describing China as a victim at the hand of U.S. hegemony, and India a victim at the hand of Chinese hegemony. I think our discourse can help establish Amartya Sen, Jairam Ramesh, and Tarun Khanna’s geo-economic and geo-civilizational paradigms to prevent the geopolitical paradigm propounded by Mohan Malik and others from misleading Sino-Indian relations to the wilderness and blind alley.

Nandan Nilekani, the “Indian Bill Gates”, comments on Khanna’s Billions of Entrepreneurs that “Khanna’s insight is to recognize that China and India are like yin and yang.” This yin-yang analogy is profound. First, yin and yang go together and are inseparable. It is as if responding to the idealism of “Chindia” --- 1+1=1 (China+India=Chindia). Second, yin and yang are opposite to each other, but there is synergy when they join together. It is significant that Nilekani, as a pioneer in the Information Era, and Khanna, as an economist monitoring development, have arrived at this consensus. 
“Of course, both China and India have done much better in the last quarter century than they have in the last two hundred years in the matter of economic growth, and other countries have to learn to adjust to this reality and utilize the opportunities opened up by the partial restoration of the earlier importance of these two countries in the global economy. At the same time, as we have indicated, both countries will remain hobbled by some structural weaknesses in the foreseeable future, contrary to the wishful thinking of the preening ultra-nationalists in both countries.” These words are the concluding remarks of Prof. Pranab Bardhan of the University of California at Berkeley in his lecture at the Tsinghua University, Beijing, in July, 2007, entitled: “Awakening Giants, Feet of Clay: A China-India Comparison”.
 So, here is another famous economist dwelling on the two countries’ yin and yang of development with phenomenal achievements and daunting difficulties which will, in no way, halt the march of both the countries towards prosperity and prominence.
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