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I am trying to explain how I became interested in Chinese foreign policy. It is a long and complicated story. I came to the United States in 1958 as an international student. I was from a very mixed and changing background. I was born in Hamhŭng, North Korea, the second largest city during the Korean War. In December 1950, I immigrated to South Korea. I call myself a member of the first generation of boat people, although the expression actually came about twenty years later with the Vietnam War. 

I spent eight years in South Korea. When I came to the United States, I only had a college education. But it was an interesting kind of college education. I graduated from a Presbyterian theological seminary. 

In Korea, seminaries operated at college level, whereas in the U.S. one graduates from college first and then spends three years in a seminary, as in law school. In North Korea, seminaries operated as four-year colleges.

When I came to the U.S., I made up my mind that I was not going to be a minister. I changed my major and I entered a church-affiliated college in Memphis, Tennessee. They looked at my academic transcript and gave me enough credit so that I did not have to start as a freshman. Instead, I was accepted as a junior and I spent two years in the department of international studies. The college was unique in a sense as it had a department of political affairs and a department of international studies. This was unusual for an undergraduate college. I got a B.A. in international studies in two years. That was a long time ago, in 1960. 

In 1960, I came to New York to do graduate work at Columbia University, where I had a full graduate fellowship. But I did not enter the department of political science. Today its name is different. It is called S.I.P.A.—the School of International and Public Affairs. At that time it was simply called the School of International Affairs. I got an M.I.A. degree—a two-year master’s degree in international affairs—in 1962.

Most of my classmates ending up becoming foreign services officers. Obviously I could not do that because I was not an American citizen and I had no desire to return home to join the diplomatic service. I made up my mind as early as then that I would pursue an academic career in the U.S. That meant I had to have a Ph.D. degree. 

I applied to the department of public law and governance. Today it is called the department of political science. This is an interesting phenomenon and it has complicated reasons. Many universities in the U.S. have different names. Princeton has its department of politics, Harvard has its department of governance, but most universities today have a department of political science. At Columbia, what is now called the department of political science was then called the department of public law and government.

I applied and transferred, so to speak, from School of International Affairs to the department of public law and governance. I did not think too much about specializing in Chinese foreign policy as a graduate student. I was more interested in what I would call the normative aspect of international politics, that is to say, international law and international organizations. That was my main area of concentration.

I got my Ph.D. in 1966 and I started my teaching career in a fairly small and obscure college. Now it is a university, but then it was a college—Monmouth College. Most international relations specialists in the U.S. had one area of concentration, whether it was American foreign policy or German foreign policy, or Russian foreign policy.
I did not think about specializing in Korean foreign policy or Korean foreign relations for a very simple reason. Most of my friends were doing that. I still remember there were about ten Korean exchange students at Columbia at that time. They were all writing their dissertations on Korean politics. I said no, because I wanted to have an academic career in the U.S., and to the best of my knowledge no college or university in the U.S. offered courses in Korean politics or Korean foreign relations. I did not want to have a disconnection with my research and teaching interests. My teaching interests were international law and international politics and international organizations. 

What really inspired me to focus on Chinese foreign policy was China’s entry into the U.N. in 1971—that was the decisive moment for me. I made up my mind that I was going to focus on Chinese foreign policy and I started studying Chinese. Most people studied Chinese as graduate students. I remember that they accepted Korean as one foreign language and that I had to have a second language for my Ph.D. language requirement—it was French. Today you do not have to have two languages. You can have one language and statistics instead of the other one.

(10.00) 
My career path is very, very unique. In 1971, I made up my mind that I was going to focus on Chinese foreign policy and start studying Chinese, first with local Chinese-American ladies, then at Middlebury College and many years later at the Stanford program here at National Taiwan University. That was in 1985, so that is why my—said in Chinese—“speaking ability is worse and worse.”
My spoken Chinese is very bad because I have not spoken in a very long time, almost twenty years. But anyway it is a very unusual path to start studying Chinese after completing a Ph.D. Even so, I am not one of those people—without naming names—who studied one small subject again and again. That is, I do not want to fall into the situation of becoming the world’s expert on a very tiny subject. I know, for example, one person who has written many books and many articles on Shanghai politics. There are people who can do that, but not me.

Even my first book was not 100% on Chinese foreign policy. My first book was published by Princeton University Press in 1979 and called China, the United Nations, and World Order. That combined my interest in Chinese foreign policy, especially in China’s global policy, my interest in world order studies, and also my interest in international organizations—especially the most universal international organization, the U.N. 

I have been teaching at the university-level for almost forty years. The first twenty years at Monmouth College, and for the last twenty years at Princeton and Columbia. So it is a very strange career path. It was always a mixed situation. At Monmouth College I was teaching international politics and international relations for almost twenty years. The college was too small to offer a course in international law. From time to time, at my insistence, I taught Chinese foreign policy. The problem with teaching Chinese foreign policy at a small college is that you do not get many students signing up. 

I also taught American government, not that I wanted to, but as a bread and butter course for political science majors. When I moved to Princeton, I taught exclusively Chinese foreign policy. I was there from 1986 to 1993, and before then, in 1985, I became the first American Fulbright professor to be sent to China to teach international law and international politics. When I arrived at the Foreign Affairs Institute in Beijing, they insisted, “No, no, this course is called ‘Theory and Practice of International Politics.’” I said that was fine, so I taught at the Foreign Affairs Institute, which is affiliated with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. As you all know, the only way to become a diplomat in the P.R.C. is to go through the Foreign Affairs Institute.

I was the first American Fulbright professor sent there to offer a course in Theory and Practice in International Politics. I also taught a two-semester course on international law and a course on Sino-American relations. The following year, in 1986, I moved to Princeton. Every year there I taught Chinese foreign policy and then another course called Third World Politics. Then I moved to Columbia and I taught Chinese foreign policy for two years. Columbia is not in a unique situation, in the sense that the two resident Chinese politics experts there are domestic politics experts—Professor Tom Bernstein and Professor Andy Nathan. They are not really foreign policy specialists, and before I went there, Tom and Andy were taking turns teaching Chinese foreign policy. And Tom from 1991 until 1994 was the Chairman of the Political Science Department. When one is Chairman of the Political Science Department, he has the least time for teaching.

He teaches only about 50% of what he normally teaches. So Tom kept asking me to teach Chinese foreign policy. So I taught Chinese foreign policy for about two years. Then, for complicated reasons—well, not really that complicated—I became involved in Korean studies. When we say Korean studies, China studies, or Japan studies, it means not just a course in political science, but sociology and economics and so on.

Korean studies in the U.S. really got underway in the late 1980s, when South Korea established the Korea Foundation modeled on the Japan Foundation. The Korea Foundation picked five universities as targets to promote Korean studies in the U.S.—Harvard, Columbia, the University of Hawaii, U.C.L.A., and the University of Washington. We got a lot of money from the Korea Foundation, and for the first time Columbia was in a position to offer Korean politics. When I say Korean politics in English, it is not obvious—it is the politics of North and South Korea. Even now I think that Columbia might be unique. I do not know any other university in the U.S. that still offers a course in Korean politics or Korean foreign relations meaning the foreign relations of North and South Korea. It was thanks to the Korea Foundation.

Now you can see how I resisted the idea of writing about Korean politics and Korean foreign relations two decades earlier when I was working on my dissertation. Anyway, I keep writing on Chinese foreign policy. As far as my teaching goes, for the last ten years I have not been teaching Chinese foreign policy, I have been writing articles.
So these are pretty much the twists and turns of my career path. It is very difficult to say that my career path was a typical one. Nonetheless, let me put aside my own background for one moment. I would say that, in the development of Chinese foreign policy as a sphere of international relations in the U.S., there have been three generations of specialists. Alan Whiting would probably belong to the first. The first generation of specialists in Chinese foreign policy I can only think of couple of those people who got Ph.D.s in the 1950s. The first generation of Chinese foreign policy specialists was very limited in number. Do you know why? There was this crazy phenomenon of McCarthyism in the U.S. (20.00) 
The damage it did to the study of Chinese foreign policy was that it scared most scholars away from this interesting subject. In the 1950s in the Cold War, China studies in the U.S. were confined to safe subjects—to pre-modern Chinese history, Chinese literature, or language. When it came to the social sciences—especially political science—and Chinese foreign policy, they were extremely sensitive subjects.

Plus, there was the fact that the first generation of Chinese foreign policy experts could not speak or write Chinese. I guess I belong to the second generation of Chinese foreign policy specialists. The second generation in the U.S. was those who got Ph.D.s in the 1960s and 1970s. It is interesting that most of the second generation wrote dissertations on domestic politics. (22.05) Here I include people like Michel Oksenberg—who also wrote his dissertation on domestic politics, though I am sure he taught Chinese foreign policy as well—and Ken Lieberthal and Harry Harding.  These are the people who got their Ph.D.s in the 1960s and 1970s. The problem in this second generation—I am talking about the people who were leaders, not about the specialists—was that we could not do field research. The only place we could go to was Hong Kong and try to look into China.

Today I have two students doing field research at Beijing University, and they will be the fourth generation. Starting in the third generation, there was complete normalization of Sino-American relations and American students had no problem going there. Most of them will have studied three years of Chinese and spend more years there. Their Chinese is just superb because they studied at Beijing University or National Taiwan University.
You see a big contrast between the second generation of Chinese foreign policy specialists like Michel Oksenberg and me, and the third generation of Chinese foreign policy specialists. Here I include many, but right at the top of my list is Iain Johnston, who is a full professor at Harvard. Iain Johnston is really unique among all China specialists in the following way. He is Canadian. He got his undergraduate degree from the University of Toronto, his graduate degree from Harvard and then decided to go to University of Michigan. I think back in 1960, Columbia was probably number one in China studies, and then the University of Michigan became the most prominent. Today I think it is Harvard, because now there is Elizabeth Perry, Iain Johnston and Roderick MacFarquhar—there are no less than three experts in the department of governance. Anyway, which university is ranked number one changes from time to time.

Anyway, Iain Johnston received his Ph.D. from Michigan and now he is certainly number one on my list of third generation China foreign policy specialists. Although he was not my student, he wrote to me once saying he was going to Taiwan to study classical Chinese. I know how difficult it is. I tried it once and I thought, “What do I need it for?” But Iain wanted to focus on the Ming dynasty, and for that you have to study classical Chinese. He may be the only one who specialized in Chinese foreign policy who has a perfect command of classical and modern Chinese. He studied in Taiwan for two years—just classical Chinese. Then he went to Peking University and studied there for two years. He is one of very few who can write articles in Chinese and give lectures in Chinese. In the third generation, there is also Tom Christiansen, Columbia Ph.D., who moved from Cornell to M.I.T. to Princeton. He and Iain are right at the top.
So you have to summarize. The first generation of Chinese foreign policy specialists worked in a very hostile environment dominated by McCarthyism. They were trying to be very cautious and they did not have any sustained linguistic training.

The second generation like me studied Chinese in the U.S. and never made a field trip to China because China was shut—I never even made a field trip to Hong Kong. The third generation studied in China or Taiwan and has a perfect command of Chinese, such as Iain Johnston. Those are the people who go their Ph.D.s in the late 1980s and 1990s. As for the future, I have a student today, Scott Harold, who is writing his dissertation on China and the W.T.O.
That is a kind of summary of generational change. Looking at Chinese foreign policy, not only has the general orientation of Chinese foreign policy changed, but the outside analysts—namely the American experts on Chinese foreign policy—have also gone through generational change. So when it comes to taking stock of Chinese foreign policy as a field of international relations, there are multiple generational changes. There are Chinese leaders—foreign policy unlike domestic policy is made by a very small number of top leaders—and generational change here.

Mao Zedong—the first generation—Deng Xiaoping, Jiang Zemin, and now the fourth generation of Chinese leaders with Hu Jintao. Members of the fourth generation all have college degrees and are more pragmatic and technocratic.  There is a generational change.

(30.00)

Another generation change is that at the same time as the international system has gone through a dramatic change, outside observers and analysts have also gone through a generational change. To just open up the debate on American specialists on Chinese foreign policy—if I may say so—Chinese foreign policy outside China is virtually dominated by the U.S.
Even Rod MacFarquhar, who comes from the U.K., is at Harvard. When I first met Rod, he was in the same group as I was in at the Stanford program at National Taiwan University sometime in 1985. I still remember his colorful answers. He had been a member of the Labor party in Parliament, and when he came here to study Chinese he was already a professor at Harvard. I said “Rod, how did this happen, this major transition from U.K. Member of Parliament to professor at Harvard?” He said, “The British masses rejected me and the Harvard elite accepted me.” What he meant was that he ran again and got defeated in his reelection bid as a member of Labor. Harvard at that time was in a global search for China scholars. Ross Terrill could not get tenure, nobody could, and I could not imagine sending any bright undergraduate students to Harvard to do graduate work.

Now you have Rod MacFarquhar, who is just about to retire, and you have Elizabeth Perry and Iain Johnston. So Harvard today would be—may I say—way better than Columbia. But in those days nobody was there. Everybody was going to Michigan.
How about Berkeley?

Berkeley is very good, and my friend Lowell Dittmer is there. But Berkeley lost Elizabeth Perry to Harvard. Michigan is still good, with Ken Lieberthal there. What I am trying to say is that the U.S. virtually dominates the study of Chinese foreign policy, which is another way of saying the importance of China in American foreign policy. Even prominent foreign scholars such as Roderick MacFarquhar, the European editor of the China Quarterly, ended up at Harvard. 

Before we get onto the next subject, I would like to simply sum up the change in Chinese foreign policy in the following way. First of all, the situation is more complex, so it is very difficult to characterize Chinese foreign policy today in just one sentence. China more integrated than ever before, but integrated into what? China is more integrated into the international community, with international membership in international institutions like the advanced Western countries today, and with more multilateral activity than ever before. It is also more cooperative, which is another difference. (35.00)
The first and second generations of specialists in Chinese foreign policy were always studying the use of force. It was a recurrent theme in Allen Whiting’s two major books, for instance. It is understandable, because China was very withdrawn. Today China is very cooperative, and the last war it had was in 1979. Unless you call the missile diplomacy of 1995-1996 a war, China has not had a single war since 1979. 

Today the focus is more on China’s cooperative behavior and more is “inter-mestic” than ever. This is a new word in the English language combining international and domestic. One of the major impacts of globalization, and a theme of my public lectures, is that China’s behavior is more inter-mestic than ever before and more contradictory. China today is pursuing multiple objectives, and management and implementation of Chinese foreign policy objectives is more complicated than ever before because more inter-mestic actors are entering in different ways into policy making. Let me just stop here and invite questions.

Is there anything that can be said for the twenty years that you spent at Monmouth College?

As someone from outside the country, how did you feel when you started teaching American kids?


It is difficult to say since that was my first teaching career. I did not teach in Korea first and then move to Monmouth College. I did not start teaching in Korea first—in fact, I do not have any teaching experience in Korea, which is maybe why I feel more comfortable giving a lecture in English, which is a foreign language, than in my native tongue. It is difficult to compare the two.
It is interesting to compare my teaching experience at Monmouth College with my teaching experience at Princeton and Columbia. I also had one year of teaching experience in China.
What is the difference? 

What is the difference? I do not know if they were being polite, but I wanted to set aside a certain amount of time in my lectures for Q&A sessions. Even at Monmouth, the students were jumping all over me, you know I disagree! But at the—said in Chinese—“Foreign Affairs Institute,” I set aside the last fifteen minutes but there were no questions. Only after class would someone would come and ask questions. (40.00)
I guess it is the Chinese students’ way of respect. After class they would come and ask me. I do not know if it is like that in Korea, but in U.S. the students are encouraged to challenge their professors. Another thing I did not like was that they tried to write down everything I said. So I tried to tell them that everything said was not worth writing down, but they still wanted to write it all down. I cannot compare it to the classroom situation in Korea today. For example, I gave a lecture at a Korean university (41.10). It was a two-hour lecture, I spoke for one hour and the other hour was for students to ask questions. Maybe students have changed.

And keep in mind my experience in Foreign Affairs Institute was from 1985 to 1986. That was twenty years ago. Maybe it is different today. Maybe it is not a fair comparison. But certainly it was a striking impression. Finally I gave up and decided not to leave the fifteen minutes for Q&A. They did not raise any questions!
How did you like Monmouth College?

Monmouth College?
We do not know much about it.
It was not very challenging. Initially I had very limited ambition—I just wanted to go to a small college and get tenure. My promotion was so incredibly fast that I got tenure, and then lived quietly and comfortably. But I soon realized that this did not provide intellectual stimulus, and then I started my intellectual development. In terms of writing, that came later than most people of a similar background. 

Also, I was affected by what I was reading about Chinese foreign policy, and came to the conclusion that I could do better than I had been. So it came very late, and there were very serious obstacles. There are two unwritten rules: one is that you must get your Ph.D. from a top-notch university, and two is that your first job is extremely important. True, if you get your first job at Harvard and do not get tenure, that is no big deal and you can still move to another respectable university without being seriously disadvantaged.

In my case, I did manage to get my Ph.D. from one of the top ten research universities, which was a comparative advantage. My comparative disadvantage was that I was a foreigner, so there was always suspicion about how I would perform. Number two, my first job was at a very small, obscure college. In order to overcome these two obstacles, I had to work twice as hard and publish twice as much and make a major impact before an offer came from a big university.

If I may, let me give you one example without naming names. There a Korean scholar who received his Ph.D. from Columbia. One day five or six years later, he saw a newsletter from American Political Science Association for a job opening in Chinese Politics at Yale. When he read this job description, he thought, “This is really made for me!” and managed to publish his dissertation on the Cultural Revolution write away. He was very confident that he was going to get this job. A lot of people applied, maybe more than one hundred. What they normally do is they invite three people as finalists, and he was not invited—he did not even make the top three finalists. One day, purely by accident, he was on an airplane and the guy sitting next to him happened to be one of the chairpersons for that job.

So he asked, “I also applied. Why was I not even invited?” The man answered that they had had another Asian, perhaps a Chinese-American or someone like that, and that it was disastrous, so they had developed a certain kind of prejudice against Asian scholars. The Korean was so upset when he heard this. He came to the conclusion that his career path in the U.S. was blocked, so he went back to Korea and ended up becoming very prominent.

Until recently, in the field of Chinese politics or foreign policy, the only prominent Chinese or born-in-China scholar teaching at a major university was Tang Tsou at the University of Chicago. And guess what? His job is now filled by my former student at Princeton, Dali Yang. 47.50
So things are changing. At Princeton you used to have Minxin Pei, but he left and is now at the Carnegie Endowment. So I think it is very difficult to generalize, but in general this is true. If you look at the major American universities and see their mathematics departments, more than fifty percent of the professors are Asian or Chinese because there you have a universal language. But if you look at the social sciences, there the number is very small.

A number of Korean-born scholars enter major universities in Korean studies, and the same can be said about Japanese scholars entering major universities to teach Japanese studies. On the other hand, there are American-born Korean and Chinese scholars who speak English like me but have a terrible time in mastering Korean or Chinese. I am thinking about people like Victor Cha, a Columbia Ph.D. who is now the director of Asian Affairs at the National Security Council and teaching at Georgetown. It is a constant embarrassment when he goes to Korea. He is Korean, but he was born in the U.S. and studied Korean as a foreign language. Most Koreans assume that he is fluent in Korean, but he is not. But he is probably the most prominent. 50.00
I can think of five or six others. Kathy Moon with a Princeton Ph.D. and Elliott Tang with a Yale Ph.D., they were both born in the U.S. They are bright and extremely aware, but their problem is their Korean. When it comes to China studies, you have Dali Yang, Minxin Pei, Hongying Wang at Syracuse, Feiling Wang, Xuanzhao Shu, who are not all at Ivy League Universities but are still very prominent. 

I think Chinese—either P.R.C. or Taiwan’s Chinese scholars—find it easier to make entry, because there are more Chinese courses. Most universities have East Asian programs that include Chinese and Japanese studies. Columbia is unique in the fact that it also has Korean studies and a Southeast Asia program. 

When I was teaching at Princeton, every student had to have a senior thesis, whereas at Columbia it was optional. I ended up having so many students wanting to write their senior theses on Korean politics. I had a terrible time because I also had to supervise senior theses on Chinese politics, because Princeton’s East Asia program is no more and no less than Japanese and Chinese studies.

If you want to have a career in Chinese studies in the U.S., you have a more openings and flexibility, because even small universities have courses in Chinese studies. Let me give you an interesting example. Typically I have about eighty students in my classes. If I teach Korean foreign relations I have about twenty-five. Also, about eighty percent of the students I teach in Chinese foreign policy are American, not Chinese. When I teach Korean foreign relations, about fifty percent are Korean exchange students or Korean-American. That is another way of saying that the Koreans suffer from greater national identity angst than the Chinese. So that is another striking difference.

When I first went to Princeton, there were virtually no Korean-American youngsters entering as freshmen. Ten years later, about ninety Korean-American students entered Princeton as freshmen and they circulated a petition for more courses in Korean studies. The university’s response was, “Go out and raise the money and we will match it.”
When it comes to China, they do not have to do that, because there is already the demand. The universities raise money, so the P.R.C. does not have to contribute to establishing a China Foundation to promote Chinese studies. There is huge demand for Chinese language, and some American high schools are now teaching Chinese. There is also huge demand for Chinese studies, Chinese politics, and Chinese foreign policy. (56.05)
Let me give you one example. A few months ago Columbia had a huge conference on the rise of China in East Asia. There were three panels: panel one was China and Korean, panel two was China and Japan, and panel three was China and Southeast Asia. In each panel there were keynote speakers. I talked with the Director of the East Asian Institute, who was P.R.C. Chinese, and with one of my former students, Lü Xiaobo. I said, “Xiaobo, I did not see any bulletins about this conference. I am worried how many people are going to show up.”
You know what he told me? He said, “We sent invitations to people on our mailing list, and five hundred people responded, though there are only enough seats for two-hundred fifty. When we have a conference like this on Korea, the most we can attract is about thirty-five to forty people.” But that is not that bad, because Korea’s population is about 44 million against 1.3 billion. When there is China, there is a huge audience.

I had a former colleague Robert Redcore—funny name—who taught Soviet and Russian foreign relations and policy. Do you know what he is doing now after the collapse of the Soviet Union? His students virtually disappeared.

Chinese foreign policy and Chinese language—despite the end of the Cold War, they have just kept rising. So you do have huge opening and huge demand, and also more people to teach.

The first book in 1979—how did you get it published?

I do not know if I was fortunate or not, but there was a big conference held at the University of Michigan sponsored by the Social Sciences Research Council and organized by Allen Whiting and Michael Oxenberg. Oxenberg at that time was teaching at the University of Washington. They invited me as one of the leaders in Chinese foreign policy, based on one article I had published in World Politics, one of the most prestigious journals. It was the lead article in 1974—“P.R.C. and the U.N.: A Preliminary Analysis.”
It was an analysis of China’s behavior in the U.N. during its first eighteen months there. I must confess that was the first and last time that I wrote something like that. I was not ever sure that it would be accepted, so I submitted it at the same time to International Organization and World Politics, and within two weeks I had notice from World Politics that they had accepted it. It was quite unusual, as normally it took four months. Anyway, the decision came very quickly, so I immediately notified the editor of International Organization, David Kay. He was so upset. He said that I was so unprofessional, and that he was going to send my name to all the other journals or something like that, because I had made multiple submissions. I was not sure that my article was good enough to be accepted, so I took a chance and I did something I had never done before—multiple submissions—and you are not supposed to do that. (01.00)
Some people do that because they are not sure they are going to be accepted. David was upset because he was also about to send me a notice of acceptance and went through the trouble of sending the manuscript to outside readers for peer review. Now, when it comes to university press, they send usually a manuscript to three outside readers. In my case, they sent it to two—a guy who was very famous in international organization research and had written several books on U.N.E.S.C.O., and Allen Whiting, an expert on Chinese foreign policy. Then the report came in and there was a monthly board meeting. 1.01.36
Just because you have favorable reports from two or three outside readers does not necessarily guarantee acceptance. In my case, they had a monthly board meeting and they accepted my manuscript. It took about eleven months to write and submit it before the actual publication date. Something that you people may not realize is that when they fail to meet the deadlines for completion, they often use an excuse like “My printer broke down” or something.
I spent three summer months writing my first book. It was a long book—the manuscript was almost 850 pages, and printed it came out to about 650 pages. One nice thing about university presses is that they do not complain about length. As long as the quality is good, they will publish it. In writing that book, I used an IBM electric typewriter. I tell my students about my experience of writing my dissertation on a nineteenth century typewriter. Today all my students bring in their laptops to class.
You had to submit five copies—one, two, three, four, five—with onion skin or thinner paper between the carbon pages, and you had to strike the keys really hard, otherwise the fifth copy was not legible. So you kept typing really hard until you remembered that you forgot to allow a one inch margin at the bottom. Then you had to type the page all over again. Today it is so easy! One click and all the endnotes become footnotes, or all the footnotes become endnotes. Everything is automated and formatted. 

The libraries did not have Xerox machines. I remember I spent so many months in libraries going through documents, and everything had to be handwritten. Then, when it was finally finished, I had to spend a couple of days in New York City trying to find a place where they would bind dissertations, because you had to present five bound copies. Today it is so easy—the Internet, Google.com.

Anyway, despite Google and all this desktop publishing, one thing has not changed—the amount of time between when you submit a manuscript and its revision and publication. It is still about one year. It was like that then and it still is today.

Well, it took me three years after I finished writing the manuscript to get it published.

I have book coming out now, eleven months after I submitted and revised it and it was sent to three outside readers. They have a monthly board meeting to decide what manuscripts to accept, what to accept with revisions, or accept with minor revisions. Now commercial presses are not as vigorous with the peer review process, but they are concerned about the cost. If it is too long, they will keep asking you to cut it down.

Usually it takes me about a year to find a publisher who is willing to review my work.

Speaking about publications, young people today have a joke—publish or perish. Today young assistant professors today are saying publish and perish, because publishing one book is no guarantee of getting tenure. So in a way, I do not know why some people want to have jobs at universities. I guess you really have to like it. My daughter graduated from Columbia College and went to law school and got a job as a corporate lawyer. Her beginning salary was more than a full professor at Columbia with thirty-years teaching experience.

On the other hand, I do not envy her work. I thought only medical interns work like that. Sometimes she works until 3am and then her company sends her home in a company limousine. 

How old is she?
She is thirty-one.
So when did you get married?

I got married in 1965, the year before I got my Ph.D. I did not have a child for five or six years because my wife was a professional woman.
How did you make a living as a graduate student? Did you get a scholarship?

Oh, that is interesting. Today, students coming from Korea, there is an expression—said in Korean—“working student.”
You had to work in order to supplement whatever you scholarship you had. I do not want to be overly personal, but now that you asked me that question, I will try to answer it as best as I can. When I arrived in America, it was 1958 and all my paperwork was completed. I served in the Korean Army for one year because I passed the exam given by the Minister of Education. In those days they had the system that if you passed the exam, you had to work in the army for one year and then you were discharged and went abroad. (01.10)
I had no money to buy an airplane ticket, although I had a scholarship. So I went to the U.S. Embassy in Seoul. I remember the U.S.I.A. was a little annexed building with a library to do some research. I had in the back of mind—this was 1958, remember—that a lot of American ships were coming carrying foreign aid and returning as empty ships. So I told myself that I had to find out which company these ships belonged to, and finally I found out it was the U.S. Merchant Marines. Their headquarters was in New York City, so I got the name of their president and wrote him a letter. It essentially said, “I am a student, I have a scholarship but I do not have any money to buy an airplane ticket. I would be happy to do any work on the ship—kitchen work, cleaning work—in exchange for free passage to Seattle, Washington.” (01.11.30)
For some miraculous reason, the president read my letter and was very touched and sent a telegraph saying, “Let this boy have free passage in the captain’s cabin—without work.” It took about two weeks from Korea with a stopover in Sakura, Japan, to get to Seattle, Washington. I still remember that in the course of this passage the Matsui Crisis erupted. I was listening to the radio at the time. Do you know how much I had in my pocket when I arrived in Washington? $158 dollars. I took the Greyhound bus, and I think it took about three days to travel from Washington to Memphis, Tennessee. 

Anyway, I had tuition and a scholarship but I still had to work about eighteen hours a week. Fortunately I got a job at the language lab. Students would come and take a tape in French or Spanish, and I would just give them the tape and use the time to study. When I came to Columbia, I had a full graduate fellowship which was $2,100 at that time. That covered my tuition and a large portion of my room and board. That was at a time when the New York subway cost ten cents. Now it costs $1.50. 

Today, a $2,100 graduate fellowship is worth about $50,000. So I had no financial difficulties, other than having to work about fifteen to twenty hours a week as a typist at a local church center near Columbia to supplement expenses, book binding, etc. that my graduate fellowship did not cover. In my third year as a graduate student, I made a big decision to go out and get a job or get a student loan, since Columbia only helped me out for three years. I saw students who got jobs to support themselves financially and then ended up spending from ten to fifteen years getting their degrees. I decided that was not the way to go. 

So I applied for a student loan. There was virtually no interest, maybe 1.5%. I had to find an American sponsor to be responsible if I defaulted. I cannot remember how much I got, because I did not need tuition since I finished all my courses. So I got this student loan and I got my Ph.D. It took ten years to pay this thing off, and I think I was right in getting this student loan because I would not have finished the Ph.D. as quickly as I did. I got my M.A. in 1962 and four years later I got my Ph.D. I am very glad that I did not go out and get a job. Instead I managed to pay this off over a ten-year period after I graduated. 

Today Koreans parents send several thousand dollars to their children every month. Even if my parents were billionaires, in those days I think they had a restriction—you could only send a certain amount of money. I have this friend Professor Yin Ye-An who has two young kids, not even high school students, but junior high school students at prep school in Boston. I cannot imagine sending my own daughter several thousand miles away not even to college or high school but to junior high school. I said casually, “You must be very wealthy.” Do you know what she said? She said it was less expensive than the money in Korean she would spend for extracurricular tutoring. Many Korean parents spend so much money to give their children a comparative advantage in the college entrance exam.

The Koreans who were left behind in Korea had a per capita G.D.P. of $70 or $80. Today’s Korea is quite different. Today the students from South Korea in my class do not know the meaning of—said in Korean—“working student.” 

So you had a student loan when you got married?

No, I got married in 1965, by which time my dissertation was almost finished. There is something I forgot to mention that has to do with my finances. In 1964, I accepted a job at Berea College in Kentucky for one year. I knew my finances were getting too tight, so I took that job. But having taught there for one year, I decided to resign and finish my dissertation. What I did not have was any kind of financial help from home. My father died when I was ten months old and my mother died when I was a graduate student. I had no parents, nobody who could help me financially. 

So you lived with your other family members when you were young?

I lived in—I am not sure if they still have it now—Shino Dormitory (1.19.55) in Seoul. One took male college students, the other took females. It was sponsored by some kind of missionary organization. The prerequisite was that you had to be Christian and a college student. So I lived in that dormitory on a kind of formal scholarship. It was a real financial struggle. Work was an extra motivation to complete my degree.  (1.20.59)

Could you say a few words about how you came to know your wife?

I lived at the International House in New York City. The International House was established in 1920s by Rockefeller. What was unique about it was that it could accommodate 500 hundred graduate students studying in the city, equally divided between 250 American and 250 foreign students. I lived in Columbia Dormitory in the first year of my graduate studies, and in the second year I got accepted it was subsidized. I lived in International House in my second year at Columbia and my wife—who was not Korean but American, born in New York and studying at the Julliard School of Music—met me there. Another reason why my Korean is so bad is because I do not have a chance to speak Korean anymore.

She was an aspiring concert pianist. But you know what it is like to be a successful concert pianist these days—it is virtually impossible. To make a living, she was a professor of music at a community college. One more thing about my wife—her maiden name is Benham and her parents came from England way, way back. If you pick up the New York telephone directory, there may be one or two Benhams. But if you look up Kim, there may be about 20 pages. 

How many children do you have?

One. In Korean there is an expression—said in Korean—“only girl child.” (1.24.10)
When I talk about her, I talk about the—said in Chinese— “one child policy.” It was my family who started the policy—then China adopted it! Chinese people think it is so funny when I say this, even though it is difficult to make Chinese people laugh. I remember I said this when I was on a speaking tour, invited by the Chinese People’s Association of Friendship with Foreign Countries. I am not sure if this tour still exists or not—they probably stopped it. In those days they used to invite scholars for lectures. They kept telling me about the one child policy, but I said that it started in my family first. China adopted a policy I initiated. They thought it was so funny that they almost fell off their chairs laughing about it.

I want to tell you something about my daughter, my one child who is now a corporate lawyer. All parents hope in their children to fulfill unfulfilled dreams in their lives. So my wife kept putting pressure on my daughter Sonia to practice, practice, and practice piano. Today Sonia admits she cheated—she says, “I practiced two hours but I jotted down four hours.” Every hour she practiced she got a dollar. I, on the other hand, wanted Sonia to have a head start in Chinese. You know why? A group of Chinese-Americans at Princeton established what was called the Chinese Language School. They wanted their kids growing up in the U.S. to learn how to speak Chinese. But it ended up being used—being exploited—by Princeton faculty members. They wanted their kids to learn Chinese, and some of them ended up becoming quite prominent Sinologists. I studied Chinese so I wanted Sonia to study Chinese, but she rebelled against me.

Actually Chinese can be an extremely beautiful language. But for the uninitiated, it is very harsh and jarring. Anyway she refused.

Does she speak Korean? 

No, just English. When she entered Columbia College we finally gave up. I told her, “You pick up your own major. But when you pick your courses, I want you to tell me what you pick.” Two weeks into the first semester of her first year, she called me and said, “I’m taking this and this and this.” Then there was a long pause, and then, “I’m taking Political Science 101. But do not misunderstand me. I am not trying to be a political science major, and this has absolutely nothing to do with your influence. I just want to get this requirement out of the way.”
She ended up becoming a psychology major, and she would tell her friends “parent psychology.” She graduated from Columbia with a B.A. in psychology. It is increasingly common in the States that when young people graduate from college they do not know what to do with their lives and spend a year traveling abroad. In Sonia’s case, she managed to get a job as a paralegal in Manhattan in the district attorney’s office. That was when she decided that she wanted to go to law school.

I do not know whether this is true in Korea or here, but today you do not have to be political science major in order to have an advantage in the law school entrance examination. You can be an English major, a psychology major, a history major, etc. So she decided to go to law school and was accepted at the law school that was ranked fifth in the U.S. After she graduated she got a job at a big law firm. She is now a corporate lawyer. 

Did you keep in touch with your relatives when you were a student? (1.30.00)
As I said, my mother died in 1962 when I was a graduate student. The only relative I have is my sister. My sister is almost like my mother, as she is about sixteen years older than I am—I never had a brother-sister relationship with her. She has two daughters and two sons and her eldest daughter is only about ten years younger than I am. Every so often I go back to Seoul and stay with her. 

I send money to my sister once every three months. That is the only family I have—the one sister is Seoul. 

So you were basically alone while you were in the U.S.
Yes, I was all by myself. 

Do you think that has influenced you when compared to others?

I think it has an impact on my interests and my identity questions. Actually, language has particularly big influence on my identity. I was born in Korea, but my first language was Japanese. I was in fourth grade when World War II ended. I still remember my fourth grade teacher, a Japanese woman who could not speak any Korean. I do not remember having any problems with Japanese, and even now when I count it comes more quickly in Japanese. (1.33.15)
Even though my Japanese is so rusty right now, when I count it comes more quickly in Japanese. Then the Russians came and I had to study Russian for three years. Later I was dumped as a refugee. I managed to skip three years of senior high school. You may not believe this, but I never had one single formal English lesson. I never studied in English in a classroom in North or South Korea. After I was picked up as a refugee, I got a job at a U.S. military installation through a church connection. I worked as a houseboy for an American military officer, Major Miller. Do you know what I did? I would go there at 6.30am in the morning, bring hot water, shine Major Miller’s shoes, and then spend all day in his tent—his living quarters—studying English. At that time I had the crazy notion that I was going to memorize the whole dictionary. So I would memorize a page and then tear it out. Somebody saw this and said, “Stop! That is not the way to do it.”
Anyway, six months later, Major Miller said, “You know what? You speak English better than my interpreter. I am going to fire you as a houseboy and get you a job as an interpreter.”
Did he do that?

So I worked at the military installation as an interpreter. Then in Seoul, when I was seminary student, I worked for Canadian missionaries teaching them Korean, and on Sundays I would translate their English sermons into Korean. So when I came to the U.S., my English was very good. I was given a qualifying test when I entered South Western College, and the examiner said that I did not have to take English 101. My English was self-taught.

So you only learned English for six months?

No. After the second month, someone stopped me and said that I should not study that way. I do not know how many pages I tore out, but it was a silly idea. I studied nothing but English all by myself. Like I said, I worked as a houseboy bringing hot water and shining Major Miller’s shoes. He would come at 6pm and I would tidy his room. And all day long I did nothing but study one subject—English. I am not sure that is the best way to study.
That is still very fast. Would that be due to your multiple language background?

Well, I still remember that in North Korea I was so good at Russian that my teacher said I did not have to take the exam. So I guess I was always good at languages.

In many ways, my career path has not been a typical one. It is very mixed up. When I say I have a very mixed identity, I mean it! I was born in North Korea, but ended up studying up with Japanese teachers for the first four years of elementary school. Then the Russians came. I really liked Russian, and I was so good at it, very fluent actually. Then I came to the South. In South Korea I worked as a houseboy and then as an interpreter at a U.S. military installation, all the while supporting myself. Basically I studied English at the U.S. military installation in the South. Then I came to the U.S., as I said earlier. For the Ph.D. language exam I had to study French. (1.40.00)
It was only after China entered the U.N. in 1971 that I started studying Chinese. This is very typical for Koreans, because we have been colonized by many countries. Of all the languages I learned, Japanese was the easiest to master. Do you know why? Grammatically, Korean and Japanese are 99% the same. Another thing is that Japanese and Korean are not tonal languages. This is one huge drawback in studying Chinese—the tonal problem. For a long time I was not even able to speak in Beijing because I was scared—you want to “sell” something but you say “buy” instead! Tones were extremely troublesome. Yet writing and reading were very easy, because the Korean language uses a certain number of Chinese characters. Another drawback was that I started Chinese not as a kid who was unafraid of making mistakes and having my mistakes corrected. Rather, I was studying Chinese alongside college students.

That is the tragedy of Korea. This is a major thesis of my book—demolishing the metaphor of Korea as a shrimp among whales. My argument is that this is no longer the case, because the shrimp ended up learning so many foreign languages.
No longer the case? No longer a shrimp?

That is my argument. North and South Korea have found a new way of enacting national identity and bringing an end to the traditional metaphor of Korea as a helpless shrimp among whales. There is a famous saying that all Korean children know—the shrimp gets crushed in the fight between whales. The saying nicely captures the tragedy of Korean history.

But why is this no longer?

Why is it no longer the case? Do you think North Korea is a helpless shrimp in a fight between big powers? The book has to do with the turbulent relationship between Korea and the four major powers—America, Japan, China, and Russia. 

So you have come back to Korean studies?
The question is interesting. Before 1987 I had no interest, no desire to get serious about Korean studies. Then Korea emerged as one of the four Asian Tigers, and in 1987 there was a remarkable transition to democracy. The Korea Foundation was established and brought a huge amount of money to Columbia. But there was nobody to teach Korean politics.
For the last ten years, most of the books I have published have had to do with Korea—Korea’s globalization, Korea’s marketization, Korean relations and the latest one on the two Koreas and the Great Powers. But I have not lost touch with the study of Chinese foreign policy. Despite the increasing demand, I have not been able to update the fourth edition of China and the World, the edition that I edited in 1998. There is pressure from publishers, students, and colleagues who are asking, “When is the fifth edition coming?” I may still be able to do that. Or I may not. Anyhow, in Chinese and Korean, the number “four” has a negative connotation. 

So are you thinking about the next edition? 

Well, I have a lot of queries. But I am not sure if I can answer them. Incidentally, I want to bring to your attention to three books on the subject of Chinese foreign relations. The first book was just published. In 2002, Iain Johnston and Liz Perry, former students of Alan Whiting at the University of Michigan, wanted to sponsor a huge international conference on Chinese foreign policy in honor of Alan Whiting. (1.46.20)
Alan Whiting is regarded as one of the great Chinese scholars in the American community of Chinese foreign policy scholarship. For this book, second, third, and fourth generation scholars of Chinese foreign policy all came together and wrote different chapters. My assignment was Chinese foreign policy and globalization, the topic of my lecture tomorrow. The conference was held in Harvard in December 2002. Then it took another six or seven months to revise our chapters. I still cannot understand this, but they submitted the manuscript to Harvard University Press, which next sent this thing out to three outside readers. One or two delayed, delayed and delayed, and finally they submitted their report almost a year later. It was a very enthusiastic report—all three readers came back and said that it was a really good book and told Harvard to publish it. They had a board meeting at Harvard University Press, and they did not realize they had an in-house policy of never publishing festschrift. It is a German word describing how when somebody is about to retire, his former students pay him honor by writing essays. The collected volume is called a festschrift. There is no English word for it.
So they said, “No, we cannot publish this.” At that point, Iain Johnston and Robert Ross had the choice of simply dropping the project. Instead they wrote a letter to the editor in chief of Stanford University Press. I think they wrote, “Here is the situation and here are copies of the three outside reader reports. At this point we can no longer ask people to revise it, accept it, or reject it.” It was a love-me-or-leave-me kind of situation.

They had a meeting and decided on the strength of the three outside reader reports to publish the volume, and finally the book came out. I got this book two days before I left—New Directions in the Study of China’s Foreign Policy. If you want to have the latest work taking stock of the spheres of Chinese foreign policy studies, this is it. The book is divided into three parts. Part One covers old issues, meaning China’s use of force, which is about first and second generation. Part Two is new issues, such as China’s response to globalization. Here you have three chapters, with one by Margaret Pearson on China’s participatory behavior in the W.T.O. (1.50.00)
As you know, China became a member of W.T.O. in 2001. Then there is a chapter by Allen Carlson, who teaches at Cornell, on China’s response to sovereignty, and my chapter on China’s foreign policy facing globalization challenges. Part Three is on the domestic sources of China’s foreign policy. In this part, Iain Johnson used a public opinion survey in Beijing to view and assess changing Chinese attitude to international affairs. It may be called an attempt at gauging Chinese public attitude in the city of Beijing. So what is unique about this book is that it covers every issue, including new issues. The book is still dedicated to Alan S. Whiting, scholar and mentor, who belonged to the first generation of American China scholars.
Another of the books is called Power Shift, and is based on two international conferences that planned to discuss the extent to which Chinese power has grown. The book, edited by David Shambaugh, comes to terms with Chinese power compared to the U.S. I am going to review this book. I have not read it yet, just a portion.
My review of this book will appear in General Asian Studies. The other short book is the first in a series of many books to be published in a joint venture between Washington’s International Economic Institute and the Center for Strategic and International Studies. These two think tanks are collaborating on a five-year project that they call the China Balance Sheet Project. The first book in this project’s series of planned books is China: the Balance Sheet: What the World Needs to Know about the Emerging Superpower. I have almost finished this book. These are three interesting books that just came out in the last three months.  

The last one came out late 2005. The other two just came out before I left. 

Let us take a break now.
***2nd Recording*** (Total length 2.16.09)
In 1979, you published your first book China, the United Nations, and World Order. Why did you set this agenda? Why this subject?
Why that subject? As I think I explained this morning, my main interest within the discipline of international relations is the softer side, the normative side including international law and international organizations, rather than international realpolitik. I have an abiding interest in the U.N. and the U.N. in the establishment of world order. The book combined my interest in normative international relations and world order studies with my interest in Chinese foreign policy
You have published many books. Has your research agenda changed, or has it continued?

My published work can be divided into three broad categories. One would be Chinese foreign policy. Another category is what is known in the U.S. as world order studies. The third is the U.N. and international law. More recently I have done work on Korea. I have not published much about Korean politics except for Korean democratization and Korean foreign relations—in other words, this might be a strength or weakness depending on the situation. I have spread my time and interests too widely. Also, I am more interested in studying big picture questions. I say this because so much of what has been published in Chinese foreign policy has to do with Sino-U.S. relations.
Another way of answering is that my abiding interests are in the politics of mutual legitimation—that is, the impact of the global system on the making and execution of Chinese foreign policy on the one hand, and the impact of China in shaping the new world order on the other. 

Do you have a personal vision of this world order?

That was the subject of my second book published in 1984, The Quest for a Just World Order.
I thought you published a book with Richard Falk.  

That was The War System. Some of you may know that Richard Falk is a prominent international lawyer and a founding father of the World Order Model Project. For years I worked as an American W.O.M.P. member with scholars from all continents. Unfortunately there were no Korean scholars there.
Japan was represented by Yoshi Tokimoto of Tokyo University, and China was unrepresented, although there was a Chinese Canadian named Paul Lin. Then you had Africa, Europe, Germany, etc. It was a group of scholars throughout the world who had the idea of establishing a humane and just world order, not a world order a la George Bush. Not Bush the forty-third, but Bush the forty-first, because if you go back to the early 1990s, George Herbert Walker Bush talked a lot about world order. That was not the kind of world order I had in mind. China’s response was heping yanbian—peaceful resolution—that the U.S. trying to establish an America-centric, an America-dominated world order. 

Because it is often misunderstood, sometimes I am careful about using the words “world order.” I am also careful for possible misunderstanding about this world order approach as a world federalist approach. There are still people who believe in working towards world government as the only way to maintain world peace.

Is peace central to your argument?

Yes. But actually the world order system is based on and perceived from a full set of core order values. Value One is, of course, peace. Value Two is economic well-being and equity, Value Three is human rights, and Value Four is environmental protection and integrity. Sometimes people say there is Value Five— humane world governance. But again I am a little bit careful about not pushing Value Five because I do not want any misunderstanding of my approach as an approach to establishing world government.

The best example of this world federalist approach was captured and articulated by two international lawyers, Louis Sohn and Grenville Clark, in their book World Peace through World Law, published by Harvard University Press in 1958. Three years later a second edition appeared and a few years later a third edition came out. (10.20)
The approach is very well captured in the title. If you find this book in a library, open it up any page and take a look. In a given page of two columns, the first column is the U.N. Charter and the second column is how they want to revise it to make a constitutional government—this is known as the federalist approach. The W.O.M.P. project is not the same as the federalist approach, because we are talking about more than just the value of world peace. We are also talking about the world economy and equality, global human rights and global environmental issues.

This is how W.O.M.P. came about. Richard Falk and Saul Mendlovitz made a trip around the world to recruit scholars from around the world—especially from the Third World. They found out that if all they were interested in establishing was world peace, they were not going to get much of a response. They had to expand the world order values from peace to economy, well-being, human rights and the environment. They had to broaden the foundation of their approach in order to attract scholars from as many countries as possible, to make it a transnational kind of research project.

How much of your thoughts have gone into these core values? Was it largely developed by Falk?

Yes, it was Falk and Mendlovitz. After I finished my book China, the United Nations, and World Order, there was a press release. I was asked about the three people who had the greatest intellectual influence on my thinking and writing. One was Quincy Wright, who for years was a professor of international law at the University of Chicago. I think he was the only person I knew who was elected as president of the American Political Science Association, president of the American Society of International Law, and president of the International Studies Organization. These three prominent societies elect somebody as president every year. It is like winning the Nobel Prize of these disciplines. Quincy Wright was the only person to be elected as president of all three, so he was my role model. I had my Ph.D. seminar in Columbia under Quincy Wright. I was fortunate because my professor William Fox was on leave of absence and Quincy Wright was forced to retire from the University of Chicago at the age of 65. What Quincy Wright did was to accept one-year annual appointments from different universities until he died, because one cannot just retire and do nothing. 

I think in the 1964-1965 academic year I took a Ph.D. seminar with Professor Quincy Wright—he is one intellectual influence. The second is Johan Galtung. He is a Norwegian and regarded as the founding father of peace research in the Scandinavian countries. Incidentally, much peace research and much of international relations in Europe is published in English in order to have a global audience and especially an American audience. Otherwise it is ineffective for two reasons—one is financial, and the other is that you really want to inform U.S. scholars as a way of influencing U.S. policymakers. General peace research was founded by Galtung, whom I have known for many years and who is my second influence. The third is Falk.

So, to answer your question directly—no, they inspired me to move in the direction of peace research and the world order system. But deep down I think Korea suffers so much from this organized violence that I have almost ended up becoming a pacifist—a Christian pacifist. I was always searching for some kind of approach to be congruent with my own value system. When I published China, the United Nations, and World Order, I managed to get a postdoctoral fellowship from the Center of International Studies at Princeton in 1976. That first book was possible because I spent two years as a postdoctoral research fellow. During that time I developed a working relationship with Falk.

I have a question. What are your personal views on human rights? If we want to promote some world values, it can only be done with values that are accepted by all countries. But for China, according to its definition, human rights are a western concept monopolized by the U.S.
It is a very good question. Even though I subscribe to the set of four world order values, in a given situation I believe one must prioritize. Let me give you an example. I am very upset about these people who want to take a regime-change approach to North Korea. In many cases it is almost an excuse—a regime-change or strangulation strategy. What is most important is maintaining peace on the Korean Peninsula—not only for North Korea but also South Korea. So while in principle I agree that human rights are an issue, in North Korea we do have to prioritize competing values and take what is most practical and beneficial. Some of these people who think they are champions of human rights in North Korea actually make the situation worse.

There was a German doctor with a checkered career in Germany who almost overnight became a champion of human rights and spent a couple of years in North Korea as an N.G.O. worker. All of a sudden he wanted to make a big case about human rights and he was kicked out. He has been going around the world trying to mobilize people to overthrow North Korea in the name of human rights, thereby creating the chance of another conflict. That is not my approach. There is an expression in Korean—“an empty can makes a lot of noise.”
When it comes to human rights in North Korea, there is a group of people who are genuinely concerned and go there to help people without yelling and screaming and appearing before U.S. Congressional hearings talking about sanctions in the name of human rights. I am talking about Stephen Linton, a product of American missionaries in Korea, who speaks Korean better than I do. Linton has made about 55 trips to North Korea, and the foundation that his family established, the Eugene Bell Foundation, does nothing but help North Korea. Do you know what they are doing?

They dispatch medical vans that go around North Korea, taking X-rays and monitoring people affected by T.B., without constantly putting their name on the front page of the New York Times. The human rights situation in North Korea can be helped in a number of ways, and the U.S. Congress passed the so-called North Korean Human Rights Act in October 2004 and now they have funding to help North Koreans. I do not have any objections about distributing radios or anything like that. What I object to is—“Until the human rights record improves, we will stop all food aid to North Korea.” Some argue that food aid is going to the military and not to the people. But that is not actually true. North Korea is actually suffering from food shortages. It is not the military that suffers—domestically grown food automatically goes to the military. Whatever external food aid goes to North Korea, it goes to the people that really need it. Put very simply, food is like money for them. 

I feel very uncomfortable with so many so-called human rights champions in North Korea. I could say the same about human rights in China. I was very upset—in fact, I do not think I did right in the light of Tiananmen Incident. I think in order to include human rights in China, North Korea or anywhere, they have to be grown gradually rather than be imposed by external power. Look what the Bush administration has been doing in Iraq in the name of democracy. It is pretty much the same thing that the U.S. did in the 1960s. Donald Gregg used to say almost as an epigram, “You have to burn a village in Vietnam in order to establish democracy.” That is the approach I am afraid the Bush administration is taking towards North Korea, but not towards China, because China is too powerful. 

I think the one problem with China is that it has become such an important economic player that the Bush Administration, which is 100% supportive of the business community, has had an awful time getting the business community to support any sanctions. North Korea has become an easy target because the U.S. trades virtually nothing with North Korea. It puts me in a very odd position of disagreeing very sharply with those so-called champions of human rights.

Has anyone challenged you for being too good to China or North Korea?

Well, I do not have political ambition. There are certain people who enjoy being an advisor to a prince and given government jobs. I am not interested—I am just a scholar. Even in the 1960s, when I strongly opposed U.S. involvement in Vietnam, I never went out and demonstrated. It was never my style. I am criticized as being an armchair critic of U.S. foreign policy—why do I not go out and do something? It is just not my style. I think the closest that I came to getting myself involved in politics was that I came close to doing some voluntary work for the election of George McGovern in the 1972 presidential election. Look what happened? Nixon won the election by a landslide. Nixon won everything in the Union except for Massachusetts. Yes, I am dismissed as being too idealistic, especially on China, as I have written more on Chinese foreign policy.

On Korea, I am not sure. There are a lot people in and out of South Korea that think I take too soft an approach to North Korea. In order to understand me, my position is almost—I cannot find the words to describe it—except for World War II, I am essentially a pacifist. So I am not 100% pacifist, but I am close.

Why World War II?

Imperial Japan and Nazi Germany—Japan attacked the U.S. and Germany attacked Europe. It was a war that I cannot simply oppose in the name of pacifism. But most other wars I am not comfortable with. This led me to focus on international law, international organizations, and realpolitik—the maximization of relative gains approach.

What was your image of China at that time?

Let me make a confession. I do not think I am alone here. For some strange reason, it is a truth—though it is an exaggerated truth—that most people who study China in the U.S. tend to be more sympathetic to China. The difference between Kremlinologists and sinologists is the U.S. is that most Kremlinologists are almost instinctively anti-Russian and anti-Soviet, whereas most sinologists are instinctively pro-China. (30.00)
In the early 1960s, and even now if one reads my book China, the United Nations, and World Order, no one can accuse me of espousing any anti-Mao ideas or interpretation. Again, I was not alone. Most American China experts seriously disagreed with the U.S. policy of containment and isolation. You may recall that some scholars, including Edward Friedman, formed the Committee of Concerned Asian Scholars. Later, with the coming of Deng Xiaoping and China’s reforms and opening, we came to realize the tremendous damage that Mao did to China. One of the greatest famines of the century was a product of Mao’s Great Leap Forward, which is estimated to have directly or indirectly killed some 30 million Chinese.

Did your impression change with your first visit to China?

Yes. My first visit to China was at the invitation of the Chinese Association of Friendly Relations with Foreign Countries. I do not think they do the same thing nowadays. Back then they invited groups of scholars and journalists—you know, “This is China! Come see us!” The trip was all expenses paid. But certainly my image of China changed a lot because China itself changed very rapidly. I lived in Beijing for one year in 1985-1986. It was so different from today’s Beijing. I remember in those days I wanted to go to North Korea, but there was no direct flight so I had to go to Tokyo. How many flights are there today between Seoul and Beijing? Korean Air has two flights everyday and Asiana has one. It is an incredible situation. 

Let me tell you how much it has changed since then. On June 8-9, 2000, there was a huge conference at Beijing University for which Jia Qingguo received a huge grant from the Ford Foundation to produce a major volume on Chinese foreign policy written exclusively by P.R.C. scholars. There were about thirteen P.R.C. scholars, some of whom were teaching in the U.S. They all prepared papers—thirteen papers on different aspects of Chinese foreign policy. Then they invited about eight or nine outside experts to comment on these papers, and five of them came from the U.S. One was Peter Katzenstein, who was Jia Qingguo’s supervisor and professor at Cornell. Iain Johnston and Tom Christiansen also came—I am not sure if Tom was teaching at that time at Cornell or at M.I.T. Then there was Harry Harding and me. It was us five, and there were two from Japan, none from South Korea, one from the U.K., and one person from Switzerland.
We had that conference, but the funny thing is that I still do not see a book. Jia Qingguo mentioned to me—I am editor in chief of a series called Asia in World Politics by Rowman and Littlefield Publishers—that he wanted to have it published. At any rate, my point is that I attended the conference and the organizers were very generous. They said we would like to hold the conference in late May, but I said that I could not attend unless they could change the conference to the week before, since I was planning to pay a visit to Seoul to cover the Inter-Korean Summit on June 12-14. So, purely on my account, Jia Qingguo kindly changed the conference—instead of late May, the conference was held on June 8-9.

After I finished that conference, on June 11, I was at Terminal 4 of the brand-new Beijing International Airport. I had an almost shocking experience there. My flight was to take off for Seoul at 9:30am. Then I looked at the bulletin board, which said that North Korean Air was going to take off at 9:15am. I said to myself, “This is a golden opportunity to see what kind of people are going through the gate.” So I looked at the gate—and not a single person went through! It was possible that some V.I.P.s bypassed the gate, or that no passengers boarded that flight. You know what? They have only two flights a week! Beijing and Pyongyang—two flights a week! Not a single person went through. I looked at the bulletin board and the flight was not delayed.

That was a very shocking experience. Then there were about 180-200 passengers waiting to go to Seoul. Most of these people were very old, in their 70s and 80s. I went around and picked up on their conversations. Can you imagine what these people were saying? You have all kinds of people in China—what they literally call in Korean “separated families.” There are many North Koreans who live in South Korea who left their families behind. Then these brokers say, “If you pay me $1,000, I will make sure you meet your family in ‘X’ area.” But the brokers disappear, so they cannot meet. The passengers were talking to each other, saying, “This was the last chance before I die to see my brother or sister, but it all came to nothing.” I was so moved by that scene. It was a profound experience to watch the North Korean Airline with no passengers and another flight from Beijing to Seoul with about 180 people who had come to China to see their relatives in North Korea without success and who were now going home.

When I arrived in Seoul, you may recall the summit meeting was delayed by one day. I think I know why. Anyway, there was saturation coverage on T.V.
Have you maintained relationships over all these years with these professors like Falk and Quincy Wright? (40.00)
Not Quincy Wright. The last time I saw Wright was at the World Congress of Political Scientists, which happens once every four years. I was in Munich, Germany, in 1970. I took advantage of that conference to travel around Europe by car. At that conference I met Wright, and then I returned home and saw in the New York Times that he died. That was in 1970. The only contact I had with Quincy Wright was when I was on the job market and asked him to write a letter of recommendation for university employment. Other than that, there was no other contact.

But he liked you?

Yes, because I wrote a long term paper in his Ph.D. seminar on the question of Chinese representation in the U.N. It was before China entered the U.N., and Quincy Wright wrote that was one of the most powerful essays written in the American Journal of International Law. I had actually expanded on a topic that that was the subject of my senior thesis, and he liked that very much. So I was in a position to ask him for a letter of recommendation.
After that, Wright was so old and so I did not have any project that I worked with him on. With Falk, for almost twenty years I had many projects and meetings in which I worked with him. When I was teaching at Monmouth College, I established a Center for Peace Studies. It was a one-man operation, and nobody else in my department was interested in it. I taught a course in peace studies. I went through the literature and collected different articles. I wanted to have my work published but I could not so. I got in touch with Falk, who did virtually nothing except add his name as senior editor. We had this huge volume called The War System published in 1980.

Then he and I worked together on world order projects. We published The United Nations and a Just World Order and then the first book in the series of world order projects, Toward a Just World Order. Another one was International Law and World Order. He and I have worked on a number of projects, but not recently. A few years ago Falk made an arrangement with Princeton for a five-year phased retirement plan—that is, for the last five years he taught 50% of the normal teaching load and then retired. 

He is now at the University of California, Irvine, because he married—this is now his fifth marriage—a Turkish woman who is a lawyer and an environmentalist, and he is helping her to establish herself in some U.S. law schools and universities. He is not teaching at University of California, Irvine, however. He came to Columbia to give a lecture about two years ago that Michael Doyle organized. I have not been working with Falk for almost ten years. 

Galtung and I attended many meetings as part of the world order studies project, but we never produced a single piece together. The only person I really collaborated with was Richard Falk.

Who were the people who helped you the most professionally? These professors seemed to help you a lot intellectually. Did you get any useful help professionally?

I would probably say Alan Whiting more than anyone else. Whiting was one of the outside readers for the manuscript I submitted to Princeton University Press, and he wrote something that I do not dare mention—it was just too nice. In fact, Sandy Thatcher, who was the social sciences editor, said to me, “I do not normally do this, but this report is so good that you should frame it.” Even though I was never Alan Whiting’s student, I regard him as my mentor. Alan Whiting—I never worked on a single article with him—but he helped me more than anyone else in opening doors in Chinese foreign policy studies.
Was it a good experience with your Korean background to work with these professors?

It did not matter when I was young and teaching at an obscure college, though I guess it is no longer true today. Do you know why? Because they sent articles out with the name and the affiliation cut off, so the reader did not know whose article he was reading. It is called blind peer review. However, if you want to have your book manuscript published, the first thing they see is John Doe at the University of Siberia, which does not make a very good first impression.

As I mentioned, I had a terrible time at getting my work accepted. Falk was a big name, and anything with his name on it got accepted. But that was way, way back. Now—if I may say so—I am in a different situation. I just finished teaching a course on Korean politics in which there was a graduate student from Japan, Yuko Osuki, a woman who did an excellent job on her term paper “Globalization and its Impact on the South Korea’s Democratization Consolidation Process.” I not only gave her an A+, which is very rare, but I also said that the paper was publishable. It was a little bit too short, so I told her to expand it and then have it published. 

She came back and said, “If I try as a graduate student to have this published, they will not send it out—they will return it.” She begged me to collaborate, so she is doing all the hard work while I am cleaning up the style. At this point I have no personal incentive—whether I publish an article or not has virtually no impact on my career—but I wanted to help her, so she is working on this and we are planning to submit it to the Journal of Democracy for possible publication. (50.00)
It is not uncommon. I know among my colleagues that some people do it and some do not. Jack Snyder—he does it all the time. He picks some graduate student and they publish a number of articles together in the premium international relations journals.
I also think that some of the topics are too big for one person to handle. This is how China’s Quest for National Identity was published by Cornell University Press in 1993. I will tell you how it came out, just to show you the tortuous process of having something published, especially by a prestigious university press. I received a McCarthy fellowship to spend one year at the University of California, Berkeley. My project was China’s Quest for National Identity. Why national identity? This was 1988, and if you went to the library and looked up any international relations book about national identity, you would not a find single one. All the books on national identity were published in the post-Cold War era.

Because of my mixed national identity, which I explained this morning, I am very much interested in the issue of national identity. My argument is that every country in the post-Cold War era has had a difficult time adjusting its national identity. There are not clear lines between East and West, and every country, including the U.S., has been going through the difficult problem of reconstructing its identity. China and divided Korea are no exceptions.

I wanted to do this, but soon realized that it required an interdisciplinary approach and that I am a political scientist. I came to the conclusion that it was just too much for me. I could not just train myself to be an anthropologist, sociologist, and so on and so forth. Lowell Dittmer and I discussed this, and we decided to hold a major conference and managed to get the money from the Center of International Studies at Princeton. This is how it came about. We managed to recruit anthropologists like Woody Watson and Perry Link, and even teamed up with a P.R.C. scholar whose name I have forgotten. 

Yu Quan?
Yes. Then we had people like Michael Hunt, a historian who is very good at the history of Chinese foreign relations. Lowell Dittmer and I wrote the introductory and concluding chapters. I do not know who the outside reviewers were—oh, I know one, Ed Friedman, he turned in his report right away. The other person said, “I was carrying this manuscript with me overseas and I misplaced it.” So they had to send him another one, and he turned in his report almost eleven months later.

When I get requests from publishers about evaluating manuscripts, first I will say yes or no. If I say yes, normally I take two months. If I cannot do it in two months, then I will say I am simply too busy and decline. Usually that is the time they allow. It is especially serious in political science, because you are talking about a moving target and do not want to put the author in a position of constantly revising and updating. We are not talking about a certain event frozen in history. So to be fair to the author, if I cannot do it in two months, I say, “I am sorry, I am just too busy. Find someone else.” The funny thing is, some people say yes and drag on and on, which is terribly unfair to the author.

So you actually published China’s Quest for National Identity with a passion? You wanted it while no one else did?
I was the originator. First, I realized that in order to do a good job and have good interdisciplinary analysis, I needed to bring in the understanding and insight of anthropologists, sociologists, and historians. I could not do it myself, and I wanted Lowell Dittmer, whom I respect very much. He said the same thing. At that point, we said, “Let’s have an international conference and bring scholars of different disciplines together.” For that you need money, and I was able to raise it and get the grants from the Center of International Studies—I was teaching at Princeton at that time.

We had a two-day conference at Brisbane, and this is what came out of the conference. It is not easy to get things published, especially books, unless one is already established and is teaching at a big name school, or has an impressive track record and has already made his name with a number of books.

In the early stage I edited many volumes, especially with Richard Falk. I published a lot, but without much collaboration.
When did you realize that you were a big name?

I do not think I am a big name even now. 
I think most would agree you are.
As one becomes more and more established, it is very difficult to collaborate with someone of the same status. Do you understand? It is very difficult for one academic scholar to collaborate with another, because their ideas will not be the same, and compromising becomes even more difficult. I had that problem with Lowell Dittmer, because he and I were in the same situation. There was some disagreement, and finally this is what we decided to do—I would write the concluding chapter, he would write the introduction, and we would go over the other person’s chapter. So both introductory and concluding chapters were coauthored. The introductory chapter was by Lowell Dittmer and Samuel Kim, and the concluding chapter was by Samuel Kim and Lowell Dittmer.

Do you remember what you disagreed on?

No, I do not. It was such a long time ago.
Do you think you have a tendency to read more positively into what you see in China or Korea? (1.00)
When it comes to Korea, I guess my greatest concern is to maintain peace and stability. So I am opposed to any approach that would enhance the possibility of a conflict spinning out of control. This is why I am so upset about the Bush Administration. One approach that I like very much—perhaps the approach that has had the greatest impact on me—was the Hungarian-born British political scientist David Mitrany, who published in 1943 a small pamphlet called A Working Peace System. David Mitrany is the most well-known articulator of classical functionalism in international relations theory. What was his approach all about? Well, he was responding to the world federalist movement. He argued that when people and governments are brought together to establish a world government, it simply exposes and accentuates existing political differences and gets nowhere. So his approach was not to bring countries and people together by what divides them. (1.03.00)
His approach was to bring them together by what unites them—what he called “functional issues,” or non-political issues. Now, many international relations scholars will argue there are no such things as a non-political issues—every issue is political. Mitrany’s approach was to attack anyone—irrespective of that person’s political system or ideology—who was opposed the fighting the spread of epidemic disease
, conquering poverty, and so on. People and countries were brought together to attack the common problems facing human beings, and the net effect of this functional cooperation was a working peace system—what he called “peace by pieces.” I like that approach very much. It is precisely what is happening today between the two Koreas. If you read the North-South Joint Declaration and my previous inter-Korean approach, there is absolutely nothing about military and security issues, because President Kim came to the conclusion that when the two sides talk about military security issues, they end up with greater differences than before they started negotiating. 

The idea is to start with an area that people can agree on—that is, social and economic mutual exchange and cooperation. The eventual net effect is the establishing of a working peace system. Today I would argue that inter-Korean relations are better than ever. What is happening between the two Koreas is just remarkable. But there is one problem. Conservative forces at home are doing everything possible to scuttle this approach, because they have a very narrow conception of reciprocity. This was the problem with President Kim Il Sung—I do this and I expect you to do something in return, right now or no later than tomorrow! It is not going to work. 

All parties have to respond gradually and slowly in their own way. Actually, David Mitrany’s idea became institutionalized in so-called the specialized agencies in the U.N.—U.N.E.S.C.O., the National Maritime Organization, the International Civil Aviation Organization and the food and agricultural organizations—what are called the “single-issue” international organizations.

I remember even now that I received a grant from Princeton to do field research for my book. I went to places like Geneva, Switzerland, where they had a large number of headquarters of specialized agencies, and interviewed international civil servants including Chinese international civil servants. These were mostly people from the Republic of China. When China entered the U.N., do you know what P.R.C. did? Initially, it was expected that they would kick all these people out. The only complaint was that the linguistic abilities of the P.R.C. diplomats left much to be desired. Do you know why?

When Taiwan was occupying China’s seats, they were so scared to make waves that they did not make demands. Chinese is one of the five official languages. But Taiwan did not make any claim on U.N. resources, and its diplomats all came and spoke in English. They did not say that all the documents had to be translated into Chinese because they were so scared about causing any problems.

When the P.R.C. entered, it insisted on speaking Chinese. It had a right to do because Chinese is one of the five official languages. It complained that these guys were not doing a good job because they were so used to speaking English. I was really surprised—the P.R.C. diplomats did not know what David Mitrany’s functionalism was! There was a big disparity between scholars and practitioners. 

Let’s go back to the previous question of getting established. Did you struggle to get into Columbia?

No, it was one of those things that you cannot do anything about. The only thing I could do was to publish as much as I could so that it came automatically to me. Incidentally, nowadays you have an interesting game being played. At one point your worth as a scholar was judged by the quality and quantity of your publications. Now your worth is judged by what? (1.10.00)
By points?

By the kinds of job offers you get from other universities. Let me give you one example. Robert Gilpin at Princeton got a big offer from the University of California, Berkeley, where he got his Ph.D. Soon the word spread—Robert Gilpin got a major offer from the University of California. Everyone was running around like headless chickens. So what did Princeton do? Raise his salary. Robert Gilpin made himself valuable, not because he was looking for greener pastures, but to enhance his terms of engagement. A lot of people have no intention of moving to other universities. But they make themselves available and get job offers, and they use this to up the ante, so to speak.

On the other hand, you have a few people that are so well-known that they can write their own tickets. I am talking about Robert Keohane and his wife. I do not know how much you know about Bob—he is a big international relations person. When he got his Ph.D. from Harvard, his first job was at Swarthmore College, an excellent four-year college with no graduate program in Pennsylvania.

Guess who was teaching at Swarthmore? Nan Henry. It became a scandal because Nan had received her Ph.D. from Yale and was already married to somebody named Henry, and she soon divorced him and became Bob’s wife. It became extremely uncomfortable, especially in Swarthmore’s small department. Then Bob received an offer from Stanford, so he went to Stanford and spent a little time mobilizing support for his wife, whose field was not international relations. One or two years later, Nan followed Bob to Stanford. They taught at Stanford for years. Then, I think in 1986, Robert Gilpin at Princeton really wanted Bob to come to Princeton. Bob said, “It has to be a package or no deal. If you want me, you have to offer a job to my wife.” In those days—nowadays it is no big deal—it was almost impossible to have a wife and husband in the same department.
Nevertheless, they liked Bob so much that they decided to at least give it a try. So he went to the job interview, even though everything was already decided behind the scenes to help Princeton maintain the facade of being an affirmative-action employer—otherwise it would have gotten into legal trouble. Bob came to Princeton and gave a job talk, a very nice job talk.
Two weeks later, his wife came and gave a job talk. Still, when decision time came, they could not do it. What was ironic was that a month later I picked up the New York Times and found out that Bob’s wife, Nan, was just appointed as president of her alma mater, Wellesley College, which is where Hillary Clinton went. What was Bob going to do now? Nan was now moving all the way from Stanford back to the East Coast. Wellesley College is near Harvard in Massachusetts. By the way, this name Nannerl—it is a famous person’s wife’s name, Mozart’s wife’s name.
When people heard about this, Harvard did not make an offer. Brandeis University, only about ten miles away from Wellesley College, made an offer. So, instead of leading his wife, Bob now followed his wife back to the East Coast. I think Bob was at Brandeis University for a couple of years. Then Harvard, his alma mater, gave him a position. For almost ten years, Nan was president of Wellesley College and Bob was a professor at Harvard. In fact, he was chairman of the government department for years.

Then Nan was appointed president of Duke University. At that time the political science department at Duke also made a major offer to Bob. So they were there for about ten years. Just recently, Bob finally moved to Princeton, and Nan followed him there. After some 25 years, both wife and husband are now at Princeton. But that is unusual.

Foreign Policy magazine published an interesting survey about six months ago about whom American international relations scholars regard as the most influential international relations scholar. Do you know who was ranked number one? Robert Keohane. Number two was Ken Waltz, and number three was Alexander Wendt. What was interesting was that Robert Keohane is the most prominent spokesperson for institutional liberalism, one of the three leading international relations paradigms. Ken Waltz is a leader in structural realism, and Alexander Wendt is a leader in constructivism.

That is how three leading international relations theorists compete with each other. Then there are people like Michael Doyle. Michael Doyle moved to Columbia because his wife Amy Gutmann, who was chairman of the politics department at Princeton for years, became its provost. Two years ago, Amy Gutmann was appointed president of the University of Pennsylvania. So Michael Doyle is at Columbia and his wife is at Pennsylvania. I said to him, Mike—I knew Michael Doyle very well when I was at Princeton—you must be in an even worse commuting situation than I am. I have a small apartment near campus and go home on the weekends. (1.20.00)
But even there it is interesting. Mike and Amy met each other at Harvard when they were graduate students—both of them got Ph.D.s from Harvard. Amy got a job at Princeton first and then Mike followed his wife and came to Princeton. But Mike could not get tenure at Princeton, so he went to John Hopkins University in Baltimore, where he published his major book Empire.

Then Princeton got him back. The same thing happened to John Ikenberry. He used to teach at Princeton, but he could not get tenure so he went to Georgetown University. Just last year John went back to Princeton. Some of these big institutions will say, “You are good, but not good enough. Why don’t you go out? If you make a big name with a big publication, maybe we’ll take you back.” In that respect, Iain Johnston’s promotion to full professor was rather unique.

Minxin Pei’s move from Princeton to the Carnegie Endowment—he probably thought that it would be very difficult to get tenure. But Dali Yang has had no problem. I think both of them are very good, but Minxin Pei is probably a better scholar that Dali Yang.
Do you want to say a few words about your impression of young Chinese scholars?

It is really difficult to generalize. Right at the top you have people like Dali Yang, Minxin Pei, and maybe Hongying Wang. Just slightly below, at the next tier, you have a group who are very good, but not good enough to be able to teach at the major research universities. There is a ranking of American universities every year. In order to be able to teach at the top ten universities in a given field, you usually have to have a Ph.D. from a top ten university and have a major impact in your field. 

The ranking is mostly Yale, Harvard, Stanford, Chicago, Columbia, the University of Michigan, the University of California, Berkeley, and M.I.T.—I am talking about international relations.
Ohio State? 

Ohio State? No, though it would safely be in the top 20. There is a kind of interesting status and competition game going on.

How would you consider the modern style of China? Many Western scholars try to put it into some Western frame of style. How do you understand it?

A very good question, but difficult to understand. I am not a subscriber to mono-causal theories, because very seldom are policymakers’ decisions shaped by a single factor. Instead I feel more comfortable in advancing what I would call “synthetic-interactive” explanations—that is, one factor combines with another factor to bring about a given decision.

One of the major theoretical challenges in subscribing to any one of the three competing international relations theories—liberalism, realism, or constructivism— has to do with leadership change in domestic policy. That is to say, what is happening now in the U.S.-Korea alliance relationship is something that none of these three competing international relations theories can explain. With the coming of President Kim Dae-Jung, there is almost a kind of regime change situation in South Korean politics. 

South Korea is a very conservative country. Even the election of progressive Kim Dae-Jung was almost an accident. Take yourself back to December 1997. The so-called Asian Financial Crisis that erupted in July in Bangkok had spread quickly, and South Korea was hit really badly. Kim Dae-Jung called it the greatest crisis since 1953. The presidential election was in 1997, right in the heat of South Korea’s financial crisis. It was almost like the American people electing Franklin Roosevelt right in the midst of the Great Depression.

Kim Dae-Jung brought about radical change in his approach to North Korea. Then, a few years later, there was the accidental president—George W. Bush. Bush did not win the popular vote, as everyone knows. That brought about a drastic transformation in U.S. foreign policy. My argument here is that, in terms of foreign policy orientation, regime change—whether you are talking about the smashing of the Gang of Four and the rise of Deng Xiaoping, or the rise of Kim Dae-Jung and the rise of neo-conservatism and George Bush—can throw a monkey-wrench in all the competing international relations theories. It is something that international relations theories cannot really cope with.

Let me give you another example. How do you explain the collapse of the Soviet Union? The collapse of the Soviet Union—the end of the Cold War—was beyond the realm of possibility in international relations theory. Realists argue that nation-states are locked in a struggle of power—Hans Morgenthau’s famous book, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power. Gorbachev’s almost unilateral disarmament is something that is almost impossible for a realist to think about. But if there was no coup d’état in the Soviet Union in August 1991, I did not think it would have collapsed three months later. How do you take into account this kind of accident, these kinds of contingency factors? 

Theory is all about explaining and predicting. So it is extremely difficult to do. On the one hand, one has to take a theoretical approach to the study of Chinese foreign policy. On the other hand, one has to be a little modest about the certain inherent limitations of theory, whether it is a coup d’état in the Soviet Union in 1991 or the rise of a leader.
What would be the shape of Chinese foreign policy today if Deng Xiaoping did not succeed in behind-the-scene maneuvers, did not become the paramount leader in 1978, and did not initiate historic reform and the opening of the Chinese economy to the outside world? Leadership change can really throw a monkey-wrench into the international relations field.

Did you encounter the problem of racism in your career development?

I do not think that the race problem is as prominent. Or it may operate on a subconscious level. What I find upsetting about America’s nuclear anti-proliferation policy is the hypocrisy. About Iran, I am really puzzled why it does not say who started nuclear proliferation in the Middle East? Israel! Israel has about 200 nuclear weapons. In order to defend against a possible Israeli attack, Iran has to develop nuclear weapons. But it does not say that. I do not know why it does not say that.

America’s so-called anti-nuclear policy is full of hypocrisy. 

I think she wants to know if race was a factor in your career development.
Not in an explicit way, but subconsciously it may have played a role. There is a group of people in the U.S. who think that the U.S. is using North Korea as a poster child for American’s containment policy toward China. China is too big, too powerful to come out and attack directly. America is using North Korea as a kind of poster child to justify a rapid expansion of useable nuclear weapons. 
Another aspect of democracy—race plays very little role here—India and Pakistan are not members of the non-proliferation treaty and they tested nuclear weapons. The Clinton administration imposed sanctions against Pakistan. What did the second Bush Administration do? It signed a major nuclear agreement with India and elevated Pakistan as a non-NATO ally. Essentially, it said, “Nuclear weapons are good for me, good for Israel, good for India and Pakistan, and possibly even good for Japan, but they are pretty bad for North Korea and China.” Its policy was, “Do as I say, not as I do for myself and my favorite countries.”
China has always had a terrible problem in trying to find the moral high ground in North Korea’s nuclear issue. North Korea could say, “If nuclear weapons are so good for China’s national security, why are they so bad for North Korea?” In this kind of rationale, the racial element may play a small part but not too much.

Earlier you said that your critics would call you “too idealistic.” How would you answer them?

I do not answer my critics. It is not something that you can answer. Whatever kind of answer I provide, I do not think they would be satisfied. It is a value judgment.

Some people think that Sino-U.S. studies concentrates too much on classical aspects. Some people think that these experts who research China do not really care about China, and that they are just concerned about their own academic status. Does this phenomenon exist? My second question is, in your opinion, how would this phenomenon affect Sino-U.S. studies? (1.40.00)
Let me see if I understand your question. Some Sino-U.S. policy experts are more concerned about the promotion of their status than the promotion of China’s interest? I do not know. You are talking about, for example, why does John Doe decide to specialize in China studies instead of German studies? Or Japan studies? Or Korean studies? There is a very typical variation in background studies. Why, for example, I could have easily been a Japan specialist because Japanese would have been so much easier for me to master than Chinese. I do not know—I guess I had anti-Japanese nationalistic sentiment. It is difficult to say why someone is interested in this subject and not in another.

The other question I answered earlier. Most, though not all, U.S. sinologists—either as political scientists, international relations specialists, or economists—are more pro-China than today’s Kremlinologists. Today there are no Kremlinologists because of the collapse of the Soviet Union. But that was a well-established pattern. I guess that was one way of answering that question—you study something you love and you are so good at it. 

Let me give you an example to highlight the mutual interrelationship between interests and one’s expertise in a given subject. Way back when I was teaching in Monmouth College, I became extremely uncomfortable in reading some American articles in American political journals using very sophisticated mathematical models. In fact, I became embarrassed because I could not understand what the guy was talking about. My knowledge of math was way back in junior high school. 

I decided to swallow my pride and went downstairs with my students and to take Math for Behavioral Science—a college level course. I audited that course to improve myself, and was sitting with all these kids who were my students but not from my class. One day this young girl came in who did not know who I was. I asked this girl, “Where are you in this textbook?”  Before I could finish my question, she said, “Hey mister, I am absolutely dumb in math, so do not ask me any questions.” 

This poor student was sitting there—I am dumb in math, I am dumb in math, I am dumb in math. And she will be dumb in math—do you understand what I am saying? If you make up your mind that you are stupid in math, you are wasting your time sitting there. You are just trying to find the solution to something you cannot understand. I am dumb in math—so what is the point of trying to solve this problem? So she will end up being dumb in math. That is to say, there is an organic interplay between the subject that one is interested in and the subject that one is good at. Why do you want to be a concert pianist? Because you love music, and because you love music so you are good at it. Because you are so good at it, it intensifies your interest in it, even though you are not making too much money in it.

I do not know whether most of the Americans who want to study Chinese foreign policy have acquired this interest—maybe they have watched Chinese movies or whatever. They are interested in Chinese and become good at it. Do you see what I mean? The organic interplay between the subject that a person is interested in, and that person is interested in it because he is so good at it. It is an ongoing dialogue.

Why am I a college professor instead of a big time lawyer? If money was the only thing that excited my interest, I would not be a professor. But I love teaching and I love researching and writing. What is wrong with getting paid for what I love to do in the first place?
There is a Chinese scholar who has taught in the States for some time. He told me that there was a sense of crisis among American Chinese scholars about people like him who came from China. The top universities fight for a small number of scholars, trying to get them in order to protect their institutions from the Chinese. He named a few, including Iain Johnston, Liz Perry, Kevin O’Brien, and Andrew Walter. 
I am not that certain. It is not the case with Iain Johnston.
Or Andrew Walter perhaps?

I do not know Kevin too well, but I have known Iain Johnston for years. When Iain was a graduate student at University of Michigan, he wrote to me and said he had read my book as well as another article I had published in general peace research on Sino-American relations. He kept writing to me as if I was his mentor, and I had a close working relationship with him. When he was applying for promotion to associate professor, he named me along with two other people, and I got a letter from Rod MacFarquhar, chairman of the promotions committee, asking me about his strengths and weaknesses compared to A, B, C, and D. So I played a part in Iain Johnston’s promotion to associate professor and also his getting tenure. What I like about Iain Johnston is that he is one of very few scholars who can write about Chinese foreign policy in all fashion of ways—textual analysis, theory, and so on. (1.50.00)
Or he can write about international relations that have absolutely nothing to do with China, as he did in a lead article on socialization about two years ago in International Studies Quarterly. He is the only person whom my colleague Jack Snyder mentioned positively in his article published in International Security in 1985 called, “Richness, Rigor and Relevance in the Study of Soviet Foreign Policy.” What Jack Snyder was talking about in the field of Soviet foreign policy studies is that areas studies requires the investment of an enormous amount of money and time, and is always concerned and interested in empirical richness or—put in another way—meticulous detail. But in examining every single tree, area studies loses sight of the forest. Area studies scholars do not want this huge amount of investment in language being unused—that is richness, empirical richness. As for rigor, theoreticians are concerned about rigor, but they do not know about empirical richness—the empirical details—because they cannot read Chinese or Korean or whatever.

Then you have a group of people working in policy think tanks in Washington who think, “What does this have to do with American foreign policy makers?” and question whether it is relevant. There is a joke that a practitioner’s eyes role over at the mentioning of the word “theory.” I remember even now, almost 25 years ago when I was at Princeton, Dean Acheson, the Secretary of State and a Princeton graduate, was invited to give a talk. He gave a very nice talk after which one faculty member got up and said, “Mr. Acheson, when you were Secretary of State, did you bother to read anything we wrote?” (1.52.40)
He almost fell off his chair laughing. Policymakers do not have the time or the inclination or even the capacity to absorb theoretical literature. Do you remember the story about Winston Churchill—you know, “Memos? I do not have time to read long memos. Can you sum it up and cut it down to two or three pages?” So when one reads a monogram or article coming out of a policy think tank in Washington, there is always a two-page executive summary so that the busy policymakers can find what they really want to read. They are always looking for relevance—what is the relevance of this piece or book for U.S. China policy? 

Iain Johnston may be one of very few who can meet these three requirements. Richness—as I mentioned, he studied classical Chinese in Taiwan, so he can do any kind of textual analysis. He may also be the only one who can do a very fancy quantitative analysis, a regression analysis and all that. Additionally, the subjects that he deals with are always relevant, i.e. arms control. The manuscript that I am now reading, “The Impact of Socialization of China’s Security Policy,” was submitted to Princeton University Press. Anyhow, Jack Snyder ends his article with the notion that it is very important for scholars to include empirical richness, theoretical rigor, and policy relevance. It all comes down to having 24 and not 48 hours—that is, it is easier said than done for scholars to be first-rate linguists, first-rate theorists, and first-rate policy wonks. 

I would question—maybe you would disagree with me—that when you study a foreign language—especially Chinese—what does that mean? That is not the kind of training conducive to be a theorist. To be a first rate theorist, you need to be creative. There is almost a kind of intellectual incompatibility for the training needed to be a first-rate area specialist—spending years memorizing, memorizing, memorizing—and a vigorous theorist. But you do have people like Iain Johnston who can do both.

Another thing about Iain Johnston is that he is not American. To the best of my knowledge, he still has not become a U.S. citizen. He is very proud of being Canadian, though he is not of these flag-waving types. Tom Christiansen is more conservative and more realist. Iain Johnston is often misunderstood as being a realist because of his first book Cultural Realism. Realism is not a Western monopoly—Iain found realist strategic culture in the Ming Dynasty.

So some people misunderstand him as a realist. But he is not a realist. He combines liberal institutionalism with constructivism. A major area of his research is identity and the impact of socialization on the shaping and reshaping of China’s security policy. 

Do you have any suggestions for the fourth generation of Chinese foreign policy experts? Do you think American scholars are still the leaders in China studies? Do scholars from China or Korea have any advantage due to their backgrounds? International relations has changed—are there any other things that fourth generation scholars need to think about?

As I said, the first generation of U.S. specialists in Chinese foreign policy was very limited in number. It did not have the language skills and it was working under the long shadow of McCarthyism. Most of the books published by first generation scholars—including Tang Tsou’s multivolume book—looked at China as a social problem. (2.00.00)
China’s use of force and its conflict behavior were the central focus of these studies. Recall the furious debate in the 1960s in the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee chaired by William Fulbright. The debate was constructed in two ways— containment with isolation or containment without isolation. The second generation of American experts on Chinese foreign policy did their graduate work when this kind of debate was going on and the Vietnam War was erupting. Even at Columbia there were huge campus demonstrations going on. 

They were not participants in this debate, but they were working under the shadow of it. Also, they could not do field research in China—the only place they could go was Hong Kong. The idea was that, at least psychologically, you were close to China. The problem with that was there were inherent limitations especially for those who studied domestic politics by interviewing the refugees from mainland China. Refugee interviews did not constitute a representative sample in the scientific sense.

It would almost be like trying to make U.S. policy towards Cuba by listening to Cuban refugees, or like America trying to make its North Korea policy by listening to refugees or elite defectors in South Korea. Everyone knows how important a representative sample is in any kind of interview. You may know the famous mistake made by the Literary Digest, which predicted that Alfred Landon would win the presidential election by a landslide in 1936. Do you know what went wrong? They used the telephone directory to create a representative sample. In 1936, during the Great Depression, who had a telephone? So the result was heavily skewed.
Another big mistake was the public opinion survey made during the 1948 election by the Chicago Tribune, which flatly declared that Thomas Dewey would win the election by a landslide. The next morning Harry Truman made the newspaper headlines with a big smile. What happened in the 1948 survey was that the Chicago Tribune made a huge mistake with the population of undecided voters. It split the undecided between Dewey and Truman, when in fact Truman carried most of them. Ever since, election forecasts have been very close. The reason why I mention this problem of using mainland China refugees as a representative sample of what most mainland Chinese think has to do with this skewed sample. That was the obstacle we had in the second generation.

The third generation of America’s China experts has actually been able to go to China and study at Beijing University to master the Chinese language. There is also a big difference in the living experience. I spent one year living in China, which was worth spending many years in the library. You come into contact with everyday political life in China—and that you cannot pick up by reading books. (2.06.30)
Third generation scholars have had more rigorous training in graduate school in international relations theory and occasionally in quantitative methods. But I must caution that Iain Johnston maybe an exception to the rule, because people like Tom Christiansen do not quantitative studies very well, although Tom is very good at his specialty. Sino-American relations in the 1950s were more or less traditional. Now there has been this generational change. Something else to keep in mind is that the subject and setting are changing. We were studying Mao’s China and the Cultural Revolution. Who is studying the Cultural Revolution today? Nobody!
So the subject they are studying is also changing rapidly, as are the leaders of Chinese foreign policy.
There is an argument that China experts are going in and coming out of China so frequently that the subject and object are becoming obscure, so we are studying what we are making.

This is the reason why the State Department does not allow U.S. diplomats to spend more than three years in China. This is a big drawback, because many U.S. diplomats have studied Chinese intensively and by the time they become real China experts they get assigned somewhere else. I have a friend Mark Minton who is the Number Two in the U.S. embassy in Seoul and just been appointed U.S. Ambassador to Mongolia. If an American diplomat is allowed to study in a country for too long, he does not think as an American thinks, but as a Chinese or Korean does, and that is not good for U.S. national interests. But you cannot do that to scholars.

My colleague Gerald Curtis literally spends all his time in Japan. Students complain that he is a phantom professor. Once every two years he teaches a semester, then he goes back to Japan. I do not know the special arrangement he has made with the university. Every two years he spends three semesters in Japan and one semester in Columbia teaching.

The one question you raised is very intriguing and keeps coming up in my mind. There exists a certain kind of defensive mechanism among U.S. international relations specialists who are faced with hiring more and more Chinese scholars as their colleagues—they may feel a little bit threatened by the language. Again, against people like Iain Johnston whose Chinese is just incredible, others may feel a little insecure.

This also happens with America’s South Korea specialists. But there is one major difference. America’s China and Japan specialists—most of them are fairly fluent in Chinese and Japanese. People like Gerry Curtis appear on Japanese T.V. all the time as commentators. But when it comes to America’s Korean specialists—I do not know if it is because Korean is a more difficult language to study or what—there is that element that they do not want to be inundated with too many non-American scholars. I think one big push came rather accidentally when Tiananmen happened, which made it possible for all the Chinese studying abroad in the U.S. to get green cards automatically. David Zweig even wrote that monograph on brain drain. Now there are more and more Chinese scholars who are going home because the Chinese economy is taking off. Chinese scholars specializing in Chinese foreign policy have advantages and disadvantages in making it in American academic politics.

***3rd Recording*** (Total length 2.08.04)

How have you funded your research right from the beginning—from your thesis until today?

To go back to my graduate school days, I almost had a full fellowship for the first three years of my graduate work at Columbia. This maybe shocking to some of you—what was then regarded as a full graduate fellowship was $2,100. If I say that to my students, they say, “How could you live on $2,100?” But $2,100 in 1960 was worth about $45,000 today. That was a time when a New York subway token was ten cents. I think today it is two dollars. To make a long story short, I did not have financial worries for the first three years of my graduate work, though I had to work to have some pocket money and books. I worked fifteen to eighteen hours per week at the Interchurch Center on 129th Street. That is two blocks away, if you know New York. Next to that was Riverside Church. The Interchurch Center was the national headquarters for Protestant churches—Methodist, Baptist, etc. I worked eighteen hours a week as a typist. 

That is what I mean when I talk with Korean students coming to the U.S. today. I use the expression—said in Korean—“working student.” It is means studying and working at the same time. Today’s students have no idea what a “working student” is.
There is an expression in Chinese—qin’gongjianxue—an industrial student leading a prudent lifestyle. 

At Columbia I need two or three students as research assistants, and I try to get students who are eligible for work-study programs. Foreign students are not eligible. Even U.S. students need to show that they are not receiving fellowships and are in financial difficulty. The going rate is $10 per hour. If I can get a student who is eligible, 60% is paid by the government. I have a research fund given by the Weatherhead East Asian Institute, and I use my research fund for the other 40%. 
To go back to your question about how I supported my research, I had no problems for the first three years of my graduate research. Then I had a big decision to make for financial reasons—do I go out and get a job? I looked around and saw some of my fellow Korean students doing that, and many of them get so sucked into the job and either they took another ten to fifteen years to complete their Ph.D. requirements or simply gave up.

I did not want to fall into that trap. The other option was to ask for a student loan from the university. As a foreign student, I had to give an American sponsor who signed on my behalf that, if I defaulted, he would be responsible. The terms of my student loan were very simple and clear—I did not have to start paying until I graduated. I cannot remember how much my student loan was, but I do remember that as an assistant professor I made monthly payments for ten years to Columbia. It took ten years to pay that thing off.

In retrospect, I really appreciate not having to borrow money from someone else or having to go out on the job market. This was the reason why I got my Ph.D. earlier than most of my contemporaries. There were about half a dozen Korean students who came to Princeton for graduate work two, three, four, or five years before I did, and I ended up finishing first. There was one person who was regarded as a pioneer in Korean studies who came to Columbia three years before I did and got his Ph.D. in 1965. I got mine in 1966. That is the story of my graduate student days. 

I got my first job at Monmouth College as an assistant professor. Most universities have faculty research grant committees. I applied every year ti the committee at Monmouth, which basically gave out grants based on one’s track record. If somebody published nothing, that person’s chance of getting a grant was very low. I managed to get a grant almost every year.

At one point, the college president intervened and reduced my teaching load. At a teaching college where not many people were doing research and writing, I guess I received special treatment. That is my story of Monmouth College. Then I moved to Princeton, which has plenty of money for research grants.

May I interrupt—special treatment?

I received special treatment at Monmouth College because I published so much.
What sort of special treatment? (10.00)
Reduction of my teaching hours. I think their teaching load today is three courses a semester. In those days I think it was four. It is understandable that if one teaches four courses a semester, he does not have any time to do research. I was the only one publishing articles and books, so the university president intervened and gave me release time so that I could substitute research for more than half of the teaching load. On top of that, every year I applied for research grants. I acknowledge my debt to the faculty research grant committee for supporting my research for just about everything I published during the 1970s.

When I went to Princeton, the Center for International Studies had a huge amount of money. I first went there in 1976 as a postdoctoral research fellow. Unlike Columbia, Princeton gave postdoctoral visiting research fellowships to maybe five or six people each year. There were applications from every corner of the world. Once somebody got there, it was almost equivalent to an assistant professor’s annual salary. Plus he had a huge office of his own. It was a kind of scholar’s paradise, and one did not have any obligations except research. 

Most Americans who have just received Ph.D.s want to turn their Ph.D. dissertations into books. But it is a rare scholar who gets a Ph.D. and without any further revisions gets his manuscript published. Most people like to spend one year going over their dissertation, cleaning up the style, and having it read by some established scholars who give revisions and comments. Then they submit their manuscript to a university press. 

Also, it has become a kind of stepping stone to getting a job at a major university. As such, it is extremely competitive. My case was different. I was not a brand new Ph.D. when I applied. Out of this came my first book China, the United Nations, and World Order. In my case, they also extended my fellowship for another year. I spent two years as a postdoctoral visiting fellow at Princeton’s Center for International Studies, because at the end of my first year I had already finished my book and it was accepted. They were extremely delighted as I spent one year researching the book to be published by Princeton University Press—a very prestigious press. Without even being asked, they said, “We would like to extend your grant for another year.” So I took almost unpaid leave of absence from Monmouth College for two years, which gave me the opportunity to establish connections at Princeton. This was when I started working with Richard Falk. Ever since, we have been friends and collaborators.

I did not work with every faculty member, but Falk and I were on the same track— world order studies. Once one has his book published by a major university press, it becomes extremely easy to get grants. I developed a reputation at Monmouth as a phantom professor—this guy is never here and always over there. Some people may have had the wrong impression. How do you manage to teach four courses a semester and publish so much? But they did not realize I was virtually never there.

Even in the first few years?

Not during the first few years. Also, I do not want to brag about this, but when I published my first book China, the United Nations, and World Order, I was already a full professor with tenure. It was not “publish or perish”—that I had to publish this book or I would not get tenure. The book itself was something that motivated me. But the point here is that once one publishes a book and it is reviewed in all the leading international relations and political science journals, it is very easy to get grants.

In my case, I kept on going back to Princeton. In 1985-1986, I received a Fulbright fellowship and took unpaid leave of absence to teach at the Foreign Affairs Institute in Beijing. I had a query from the chairman of the department of politics, Fred Greenstein, asking me to join Princeton. So I resigned. In total, I have 40 years of teaching experience at the college level—the first 20 years at Monmouth College (now Monmouth University), then eight years at Princeton and fourteen years at Columbia. Once again, I must mention this, though—once you have a major publication by a reputable university press, it is extremely easy to get a grant.

The teaching load at Princeton—it is a scholar’s paradise! There is no sabbatical. Instead, one can apply for a leave of absence once every three years—one can take a research leave of absence once every three years. A scholar can take a full year at 50% of his annual salary or one semester at full salary. Just about everybody I know takes one year at 50% of his salary, with the remaining 50% being made up of grants and fellowships and so on. (19.31)
Once I moved to Princeton, I did not have any money for research grants. But, in fact, some people even called me and said, “How about spending a year here and there?” In my case, I had a lot of offers from Korean universities. I turned them down, because I was not interested in Korean studies or Korean foreign policy. Why would I want to spend a year teaching in a Korean university when my interest was in international politics with a concentration on Chinese foreign policy? (20.00)
When the opportunity came to apply for a Fulbright fellowship in China, it was not a fellowship—it was teaching, and I grabbed it. Thank God I got it! It was a very useful experience. It is one thing to spend one’s hours day-in and day-out in the library reading about Chinese politics and foreign relations. But there is no substitute for a direct encounter with the politics of daily life in China. I taught a two-semester course on international law, and I was supposed to teach a one-semester course on international politics. They insisted calling this “Theory and Practice of International Relations,” and I said that was fine. I also gave a series of lectures on Sino-American relations. What was most striking was that most of my students were more interested in learning English than in the subject matter. (21.00)
Another thing they said was, “Do not worry about the examining grade. The students are here to learn and we do not want you to get into the unpleasant situation of fighting with the students about grades.” I said that was wonderful. I thought it was rather odd for students to take courses without taking exams. Moreover, some of these students—in fact, most—later came to the U.S. When I first met Xiaobo Lu, the director of the Weatherhead East Asia Institute, he said, “Do you not remember me? I was your student at the Foreign Affairs Institute.” Now he was my boss, the director! Many other students came to the U.S. and some of them tried to communicate with me. The important thing is to establish oneself as a productive scholar. Then the grants will follow. 

Are these grants based upon your research interests, or are there grants that have some strings attached? Can you give us expectations of a certain direction?
One applies and writes about his project prospectus. In fact, for China’s Quest for National Identity, I applied for a McCarthy fellowship. Different universities receive different kinds of grants from the McCarthy Foundation and use the money to set up grant committees and spend one year on a given project. I applied and ended up spending one year at U.C. Berkeley. Originally I wanted to make this my own solo project. But I soon realized that to do a really decent job on such a complex issue as China’s national identity, I needed help. Being a political scientist going through political science literature was not enough. I had to plunge into social psychology literature, history, and anthropology. Lowell Dittmer and I came to the conclusion that it was too much even for two political scientists. So I said, “How about if I apply for a research grant for an international conference on this topic?” and Henry Bienen, a very good friend of mine who is now president of Northwestern University, said, “How much do you need?”
I said, “I need $25,000.” Henry replied, “Okay, here is $25,000.” So we managed to attract people whom we regarded as prominent scholars—Woody Watson in psychology, Perry Lin in Chinese literature, and another P.R.C. scholar whose name I forgot. At the end of project was this wonderful volume, China’s Quest for National Identity.

I contributed to its sales—I ordered it for my class. 

Why this subject? Again, this idea came to my mind in the 1980s—before the end of the Cold War, before Samuel Huntington was talking about the clash of civilizations, before Alexander Wendt. If one went through the international relations literature and searched the index, there would not be a single entry on identity. (27.00)
I guess I was interested because I myself I have an ever-mutating identity. I was born in North Korea. I was Japanese, then Russian, then South Korean, and then a member of what I call the first generation of boat people. I lived in several places in Korea— fourteen years in North Korea and eight years in South Korea. Really, as a Korean, I lived most of my adult life in the U.S. So if somebody asks me who I am, it is a very difficult question to answer. My answer is always situation-specific.

Let us say that I was attending—as I did—the World Congress of Political Scientists in Munich, Germany, in 1970. Somebody—a stranger, perhaps a European—asks me “Who are you?” I doubt very much that I would say I am a Korean. I would probably say, “I am a political scientist from ‘X’ university.” Or if somebody in Korea asked me “Who are you?” I would never say I am Korean. On the other hand, if a stranger at Kennedy International Airport asked me, “Are you Korean?” I would say, “Yes, I am Korean.”
I have an exciting, confusing, and rotating identity. Plus there is the fact that even though I was not a Korean specialist from the beginning of my professional life, I nonetheless have always been interested in the Korean political situation and its divided polity. Every divided polity has more than it is share of divided identity angst. All this combined and led me to apply the notion of identity to the Chinese case. (30.00)
I noticed that you keep writing about ethnicity and so on. The discourse analysis that you are so good at—at the same time, it is very difficult to do.

It is difficult to write on this subject in such a clear, comprehensive way that even the dumbest student in class can understand what you are talking about in a first read. My colleague at Princeton, Robert Gilpin, had a big argument with Richard Ashley on this subject. Even now I remember Bob saying that international relations scholars like Richard give a bad name to social science. It was another way of saying that even Bob could not understand what Richard was talking about. Richard’s prose was very dense.

I asked some of my students doing term papers on identity if they had read Alexander Wendt’s book. They said they had read it, but they did not know what Wendt was talking about—they just could not understand. Incidentally, a couple of your students said Professor Shi is so smart I cannot understand what he is talking about. So I said, “You read his article in English and could not understand. I read it in Chinese and I still cannot understand what he is talking about.” So this is one struggle. Realists and liberals—even if one disagrees with them, their language is very clear. One does not have to read it twice to understand what they are talking about.

This is one comparative advantage that constructivists have to struggle with. Sometimes one gets credit he does not deserve. It is like movie critics. There are not too many Swedish movies. I remember a prominent movie critic in the New York Times talking about a Swedish movie as “very abstract.” It was safe to say it was a “profound” movie. Chances are that he probably could not grasp the deeper meaning of the movie. The safest way was to say that it was a very profound movie, rather than to dismiss it as junk.

It is difficult. How do you communicate and operationalize this elusive concept of identity? The one person who is really struggling with this is Iain Johnston. He wants to operationalize identity in fortifiable terms.
In addition to your relationship with Richard Falk, what are the other relationships that you think were helpful to you? For example, Lowell Dittmer? How did you establish those relationships?

There were people like Ken Lieberthal and Michel Oksenberg, as well as Victor Falkenheim at Columbia. Columbia was probably the most prominent center for Chinese studies in the 1960s. In the 1970s it moved to Michigan. Today I would say it is Harvard.

I liked Mike Oksenberg, but I cannot say that we were—said in Chinese—“old friends.” We just ran into each other at conferences all the time. But with Richard Falk it is different. I not only met Falk, I really enjoyed and was inspired by his writing. He also was very pleased that somebody was approaching world order studies in the study of Chinese foreign policy.

So we hit it off very well and collaborated. As I mentioned, the first collaborative work was all mine, it was called The War System. I went through the literature and pulled out the best articles from books. Yet I could not have it published because I was not an established scholar. But with Falk as the senior editor—you know he is ten years older than I am, and not only in age but in writing as well—it sold very well.

Lowell Dittmer and I developed a very good friendship and working relationship. I once received a McCarthy fellowship to spend a year in the Institute of 
International Studies at U.C. Berkeley, where I met Lowell. The other relationships I did not go out and seek—they came to me. I get more than my share of invitations from individual universities. Many have contemporary East Asia seminars, and in the last twelve months I went to the University of Illinois, which just established a lecture series on contemporary Korea, as well as to Harvard, where Bill Kirby is now dean. He invited me to give a lecture on an aspect of East Asian studies.

I have reached the stage where most of my colleagues are not colleagues in the normal sense of the term but younger scholars trying to establish some kind of—said in Chinese—“relationship.”
I think it was 1986-1987 when I wrote to you.
Yes, I remember you invited me to give a lecture at Sommerfield College.
That was later.
Even Iain Johnston wrote to me when he was a graduate student at Michigan. I think that was 1986 or maybe 1983. Later I wrote an article published in 1990 in the Journal of Peace Research on Sino-American relations. I was very upset about Tiananmen.
That was 1990, I think.
I think I wrote four or five articles in the Journal of Peace Research that are not all related. The first one I published was “The Lorenzian Theory of Aggression and Peace Research: A Critique.” Anyway, Iain Johnston liked that article very much and when he was a graduate student he wrote to me. I guess it was to establish some kind of connection. I am mostly so busy that I do not pay much attention to that kind of stuff. But somehow I saw that this was an exceptional graduate student. Ever since, in every case, including his application for promotion to associate professor, Iain has named me as one of his three outside references.

Most universities require outsiders—not members of faculty—to write letters of recommendation to the chairman of the promotions committee or the tenure committee. (40.00)
Iain Johnston thinks that he owes me a great deal. But I think that with or without my letter of recommendation, he is really the best and brightest in the study of Chinese foreign policy—of any generation.
Let me just say one thing about which I am curious. I wrote that very critical article on China published in the Journal of Peace Research in 1990 in the wake of the Tiananmen massacre because I was so upset. Now I look at it as a kind of footnote in the checkered history of Chinese international life. 
I get many invitations. National Chengchi University once sponsored an annual Sino-American conference that alternated between Taiwan and the U.S. For about three years after that article, the invitations stopped. Then they resumed. I guess somebody sensed that Sam Kim was no longer as anti-China as he used to be. When I came back here, people asked me, “When was the last time you came?”
My immediate instinct was to say I was here in 1985 studying Chinese on the Stanford program. But when I think about it, I came here several times. I even met the president, Lee Denghui, in the early 1990s. Then it completely stopped.

It does not really matter. Nowadays I cannot accept the all invitations because of my chronic back pain. I cannot travel except for business class, and even there I have a huge amount of mileage which I use to upgrade to first class. In every case when I get an invitation, unless I can travel business class and then upgrade to first class, I say no. Half of the time they manage somehow to get me business class. So I am not upset that I am not getting an invitation from the Sino-American conference.

You mentioned it yesterday, so I feel that I might have already said it—this book The Two Koreas and the Great Powers is coming out sometime this month and may well be the last book of my professional life.

You may say that now. But after that you may well start again!
My project after that is to burn all the books and notes in a can and study how to play piano—something completely non-political.

Is there a society or community of scholars who study China in the U.S.? 

Most Korean scholars of my generation who came to the U.S. as foreign students ended up writing dissertations on Korean politics or history. The exceptions are me, Hong Yung Lee at U.C. Berkeley, Andiong Jun who retired from his university in Korea, and one other at the University of Connecticut whose name escapes me at.
I can count my generation of Korean students in America on one hand. Most of them ended up being Korean or Japan specialists. It would have been so much easier for me to have been a Japan specialist because my Japanese used to be so good—but now it is so bad. Even now, I count in Japanese—it just comes more quickly. Way back when I was studying English, I used a Japanese-English dictionary—I cannot do that anymore! Now I use an English-English dictionary. Korean and Japanese are almost 90% identical in terms of grammar and both are atonal. This is what was driving me crazy about Chinese—the tone problem!
Are there communities just for Korean scholars in the U.S.?

Maybe there are. Even as a graduate student I noticed that other Korean students were always having meetings and invited their supervising professors. I remember thinking, “Damn! In order to succeed, this is what I have to do?” I did not want to get involved in student politics, and completely shied away from it. I was more than 100% opposed to U.S. involvement in the Vietnam War, but I never went out on the streets demonstrating—it was just not my style. Sometimes I feel ashamed about it. I respect people who act on their beliefs, but it is just not my style.

The only time when I really got actively involved was in 1972 presidential election. I was really very hard for George McGovern. Guess what happened? Richard Nixon won every state in the Union except for Massachusetts and Washington D.C. To answer your question, I am a very shy person. I do not smoke and I do not drink, and you do not make too many friends with Koreans this way.
Every time I have a visiting scholar from Korea, he wants to take me out for a drink. I say no, no, no. But in one case—I just cannot help mentioning it—I ran out of excuses to say no and said, “Okay, I will go out.” We went to this very fancy Korean restaurant and had a private room. It was so funny! He took out five $100 bills and said, “There is something I want to say, but I cannot say it without being drunk.” He wanted to drink with me all night and talk about something. I said, “I do not drink and have to drive back home.” He was so upset—there was a S.O.B!
So I cannot really say there is a community of Korean sinologists who get together and drink and so on. The only kind of contact I have is an overlap in all kinds of conferences. (50.00)
There was a time during the Sino-American conference when Lowell Dittmer was here. He had a paper which was a review of all the contributions in English on Chinese foreign policy. A woman professor in attendance—I think she was from Taiwan, but I am not sure—raised her hand and criticized Lowell for not quoting a single paper or book published in the U.S. by Chinese scholars. She had the suspicion that Chinese writings were considered as something to be studied but never as anything that could be quoted. How do you respond to this kind of criticism?

That is fascinating—I do not know how to answer that question. 

It seemed to her that quoting someone from China would actually lower one’s status, even though one had read the information.
Maybe there is that element. Especially if one spends many years studying Chinese, he may want to quote as many primary or even secondary sources as possible on contemporary international relations by Chinese scholars, to showcase his command of Chinese. If that is the case, why should he cite Chinese scholars writing in the U.S. rather than authentic P.R.C. scholars at Beijing University, or even better primary sources if he can find them—memoirs, etc.? Also, if one wants to study China’s involvement in the Korean War, the diplomatic documents are now open for that period. There may be other documents up to the 1990s, although China may not acknowledge the official 20-year period be during which governments do not publish secret diplomatic documents.
If someone really wants to do serious research on Chinese primary sources for the 1950s, including the Korean War, it is possible now. My guess is that that is a better way of impressing the reader. I do not remember people like Tang Tsou being quoted, though he is the most well-established Chinese-American scholar and taught at the University of Chicago for years
In the case of Lowell Dittmer, now that you mention it, he and I coauthored the introductory and concluding chapters for China’s Quest for National Identity. 

We quoted Ericson and others extensively, but I do not remember quoting much from Chinese scholars either from the U.S. or from China. It is a question I have never really thought about, and I am fascinated that somebody has raised it. 

What was Lowell’s response? Do you remember? 

I do not exactly remember. It was quite an emotional question—obviously she was not very happy. Her husband was also at Berkeley—James Gregor.
Yes, he is a very hawkish conservative. (55.30)
Both of them had very close connections to the Taiwanese government, especially during the 1990s. So they got invitations. I was surprised to see them in-person, because that was only the first or second time I was invited to attend that meeting. I think her question caused some reflection by the audience. People felt, “Yes, that is probably the case.” Subconsciously or even consciously, people try not to establish dialogue with Chinese scholars in the U.S. It is as if they belong to a different level. What was interesting was a correspondence between Robert Jervis and me. He wrote me assuming that my colleague had written the first three chapters—the theoretical chapters—and that I had written the case study. But actually I wrote the first three chapters. He had the impression that the theory must have been written by an American and the case chapter written by a Chinese. (56.35)
Also, when Bob was elected as president of the American Political Science Association a few years ago, he made a stereotype about China in his presidential speech that was later published as the lead article in American Political Science Review. He was trying to explain the emergence of what Karl Deutsch in 1957 called a “pluralistic security community” and was talking about the rise of this community because there is now this support in the form of Japan, Western Europe, and the U.S.
China is very seldom mentioned in his writing. In this sense, he is like his mentor Ken Waltz. Ken Waltz’s Theory of International Politics, published in 1979, completely poopoo-ed the notion of China as irrelevant. Then there are people like Gerry Segal, who wrote in Foreign Affairs as late as 1998 that China was a “theatrical power”—not even a middle power! That triggered a volume edited by Barry Buzan and Rosemary Foot. I took serious issue with that, even though it was supposed to be a memorial essay. But I think Barry Buzan was kind enough not to over-edit.
When I finished China’s Quest for National Identity, I sent him an email. “Bob, I know you are very busy, but I have three outsiders’ reader reports and I have to have a last-minute revision before I can send it in for publication. If you could just go over Chapter One, I would really appreciate it.” He said, “I will try my best, but I cannot promise anything.” Curiously enough, Bob is more interested in Koreans. (1.00.00)
Actually, he has been quite good to me. I sent a paper to Political Psychology, for which he happened to be the acting editor. He wrote back to me, saying, “We got three reviews—all were positive—but it needs some revision. If you do some revision, I will strongly recommend it to the board.” I thought it was quite friendly.

We just produced a Ph.D. by a Korean man, and it was one of the best dissertations I have ever read—he really turned Victor Cha’s notions on their head. Bob Jervis thinks god of Victor Cha because he was one of his best students. Now Victor Cha is the director of Asian affairs at the National Security Council in Washington because of the connection he developed at Stanford with Condoleezza Rice.
Victor Cha wrote one essay about a year ago. When I read it, I told my colleague Charles Armstrong that Victor totally wrote the essay as a job application for the Bush administration. He wrote everything those guys wanted to hear—not what they had to hear. Two months later, he got the job.

That is good.
This Korean man’s dissertation was excellent—very theoretical. The problem was that he wrote to me saying, “I wrote applications to 140 institutions and I did not get one single reply. I guess this is because I am too old.” He is now 47, and in his preface he thanks his wife and brother-in-law for financially supporting him. He has three kids. One might say, “Wait a minute—he is from Columbia!” But he is 47. He said, “Is there some way that you can help me?” I said, “I do not know.” It was a terrible situation. He was 47 and had just got his Ph.D. He could not get a job. 

He was not talking about top universities, but any college. He said, “My wife supported me all these years. Now it is my turn.” I said, “How about returning to Korea?” and he said the situation there might not be any better. But he wrote such an excellent dissertation. I told him that with just a little more work, he could turn it into a University Press book. But let me tell you another story.

The final oral defense exam was scheduled for December 22 last year, ten o’clock in the morning. Guess what happened? A transit strike! Do you remember? Nothing was running. I could not get into New York, and they blocked cars going into the city unless they had at least four people. So I asked Bob Jervis, who was chairman of the oral defense committee, “Can you reschedule?” “No, Gerry Curtis had to fly in from Japan to do this. I cannot reschedule.” Finally what happened was that the day after the exam, I had to give an oral examination over the telephone. Anyway I really felt sorry for this guy. He was 47, had just graduated, and could not get a job. 

I think that if they just read his dissertation, they would think, “This guy is fantastic!” And then—wait a minute—this guy is 47.
You mentioned a few Chinese scholars in the U.S. like Dali Yang and Minxin Pei.
But those were the younger generation.
If we go to my generation, I can only think of Tang Tsou. It is very easy to get the impression that there is an ethnic bias. I think it has to do with the language. As non-English speaking foreigners, we have a built-in disadvantage. But if we go to the nation’s top universities and looks at their mathematics departments—at Princeton, for example, 50% of the faculty are Chinese. There are more foreigners teaching physics and the natural sciences, where there is a universal language. Or even music. I was so impressed when I was watching the Channel 13 telecasting of the Van Cliburn international piano competition, which is held once every four years. 

At one point you talked about the Tchaikovsky piano competition in Moscow. Van Cliburn is an American cultural hero who won that competition and now sponsors another prestigious piano competition, the Van Cliburn competition, in Texas. I watched it, and guess what? There were six finalists. There had been about one hundred competitors, and it came down to six finalists, three of whom were Asian. The first prize went to a Russian guy, the second prize to a young Korean pianist who was eighteen years-old, the third prize to German, and fourth and fifth place went to two Chinese women in their twenties.
In the social sciences, substantive scholarship cannot be easily separated from one’s linguistic ability—writing and speaking. All things being equal, let us say there is an American applicant for a job and a Chinese applicant, as well as Chinese-American and Korean-American applicants. Those whose first language is English may have an advantage.
There may be another element. People may think that Asians do not do theory. Su Qi warned me in 1983 when he was a postdoctoral researcher at Harvard, and I heard the same thing when I was a graduate student. When you do your dissertation, do not do theory or they will not take you seriously. Try to do case studies. (1.10.00)
I think that is an important element. But I think there is another angle. It depends on who is on the search committee—if there is an international relations theorist. It also depends on the kind of stuff that one has published. If one has published in some high-class theoretical journals like World Politics and the American Political Science Review, as opposed to area studies journals such as Asian Survey, than he is one step ahead. On the other hand, if someone on a search committee is an area specialist, he is thinking, “Can the candidate read and speak Chinese? Can he use primary sources?” Then one has a comparative advantage as a Chinese, if you see what I am talking about. It is true that most area specialists—I do not regard you as area specialists—really focus on what Jack Snyder calls the first “r” requirement—empirical richness—and try to describe every tree in meticulous detail. But they lose sight of the forest. Remember that famous article my colleague Jack Snyder wrote and published back in 1985—“Richness, Rigor and Relevance in the Study of Soviet Foreign Policy”?
Jack ended the article by saying that it is about having 24 hours in a day and not 48—that is, it is extremely difficult for one scholar to be a first-rate area specialist who is able to produce empirically rich papers, and at the same time be well-trained in international relations theory and produce theoretically rigorous work, as well as pick up the subjects that appeal to policy wonks in Washington—the relevance test.
Could you assess how the younger generation of Chinese scholars in the U.S., like Dali Yang, have found it? Do they depend on their relationships with China? Or do they establish good relationships with mainstream scholars? Do they concentrate on teaching? What is your impression?

I think that they have done much better than say Korean or Korean-American scholars, because there are more openings in China studies. It would be rare for a department of political science or international relations to want a Korean. Most Koreans have to apply as specialists in East Asian international relations. If somebody said, “I want to teach nothing except Korean politics and foreign relations and I know nothing about Japan and China”—no way!

On the other hand, if you are a pure, exclusive China specialist—“I can teach nothing except Chinese politics or Chinese foreign policy”—almost every college or university will have a course on Chinese politics or foreign relations, or on Asia and world politics or on East Asian international relations. When one talks about East Asian international relations, one has to be Sino-centric. Just look at the map! Asia or East Asia is very Sino-centric in terms of population and size of territory. Anyone who teaches East Asian international relations but knows nothing about Chinese foreign policy is an oxymoron. 
In that sense, Chinese scholars in the U.S. have a comparative advantage. If they cannot get a job at Harvard, they can get a job at the University of Denver—that does not apply to Koreans. I am impressed at the members of the younger generation who have managed to get jobs at respectable universities—Minxin Pei, Dali Yang, etc. Dali is way up there—I think he is even chairman of the political science department. It is incredible! Only a few years ago he was my former student at Princeton. Now he is at the University of Chicago. The University of Chicago is way up there, really one of the top five.
We used to have Xiaoguang Wang at Yale. Then he decided to do something else. I think he had a chance of getting tenure at Yale. The same thing happened to Yuanli Huan. Yuanli Huang went to Yale and could not get tenure. So he went to the East-West Center in Hawaii and from there navigated back to U.C. Berkeley, but as a Korea and not a China specialist. He is now the director of the Korean studies center. 

He is a sociologist, right?

He is a political scientist. The two books he wrote were on China not on Korea. I think Yuanli Huang was a former student of Tang Tsou—where one does his Ph.D. and the connections he develops are very important. Tang Tsou was pushing Yuanli and Yale had a chronic problem in finding China specialists. Do you know why? They wanted someone who could teach Chinese foreign policy and Chinese politics, but they also wanted musical chairs—someone who could teach for two years and then get out. Never get the illusion you will get tenure there. They do not have a senior tenure slot for this subject because it is not important.

Because people like Allen Carlson wrote their dissertation there. Allen is now teaching at Cornell. Guess who was supervising Allen at Yale? Iain Johnston. Some universities will do that—they do not have a specialist in their department, so they will bring in someone from the outside. I did that many times for New York University, which brought outsiders in. I also did it for Australia National University.
Yale was in an embarrassing situation in having to bring in someone—Iain Johnston—as one of the readers of the dissertations. If I have very bright seniors at Columbia asking me for advice about which university they should go to do graduate studies in Chinese politics or Chinese foreign policy, I would not mention Yale. Yale once had Yuanli Hong and Xiaoguang Wang, and I have no idea whom it has now. But it did have some really outstanding Ph.D.s in Chinese studies—Margaret Pearson, Allen Carlson—because Yale has a big reputation.

In most cases, there is a very close correlation between the reputation of the university as a whole and its department of political science. But again, I would not send my best students to Yale. Ten years ago I would not have sent my best students to Yale. Iain Johnston got his master’s at Harvard, and then he went to Michigan. The question about where to obtain one’s Ph.D. is very difficult. I know very well about Minxin Pei, Dali Yang, and Hongying Wang. I do not know Feiling Wang, except that he got his Ph.D. from the University of Pennsylvania and he kept writing to me. (1.20.36) 

There are hundreds people who are struggling—all those letters!
Another constraint is that I know more about scholars specializing in Chinese foreign policy and not domestic policy. My impression is that most P.R.C. scholars studying in U.S. universities concentrate on domestic policy rather than foreign policy.
Do you have any enemies in the academic world? People you do not like, or who do not like you or try to block you?

I do not exactly have enemies. But there are people who profoundly dislike my work. Most realists—especially offensive realists such as John Mearsheimer and even people like Robert Jervis—think, “What is this nonsense called world order studies?” In the China field, I cannot think of anyone. I had a very good professional relationship with Alan Whiting and Rod Macfarquhar, although the later does more on domestic policy—you may know his three-volume work on the Cultural Revolution. 

The reason why I happen to have such a good relationship with him is because he and I were on the Stanford program at National Taiwan University. Let me just make one confession. At the time I asked Rod a stupid question, “I do not understand why Taiwan’s per capita income is greater than South Korea’s, but that when you look around you do not find any impressive visible signs of Taiwan’s being a newly industrialized country.” He did not say anything but gave me the look, “How can you ask such a stupid question as a China specialist?” Then he said, “Of course they do not want infrastructure in Taiwan. They want to liberate the mainland. Why should they spend money developing infrastructure here when they are angling to return to their homeland?”
It was a very perceptive answer, and I was embarrassed that I had asked the question. Coming from the airport to here, I was struck. When I came into downtown Taipei, it was very impressive, but from the airport to here—I think they should clean it up, because foreigners coming to Taiwan for the first time would see shacks. We do not have that nowadays in South Korea. We have Incheon International Airport, which is connected by a super highway to Seoul.
A first impression can be very powerful. Somebody who has never been here before and had heard about Taiwan being one of the four Asian tigers might have doubts.
We actually owe that to China’s becoming the absorber of all the manufacturers. There have been a couple years where they have absorbed almost everything. There are rumors that the factory owners did not want to pay the workers, and that they wanted to lay off all the workers when they left Taiwan. So what they did was to burn their factories, so they could say that it was not their fault and they just had to leave. It seems that there have been factories burning down every day over the last two years. Were they accidents? Nobody knows. There were even rumors that it was Chinese communists.
Let me mention one more thing that is useful to young scholars—not in your case, but the young ones going to the U.S. who want to get a degree and make an academic career. As I explained, what triggered my interest in Chinese foreign policy was China’s entry into the U.N. back in 1971. That was the decisive moment. So I started unlike most of my colleagues. I did not have Chinese as one of my two foreign languages—Korean was one and French was the other. I started studying Chinese in the 1970s after China entered the U.N. After I made up my mind that I wanted to broaden the scope of my study and research—not just international organizations and international law but also Chinese foreign policy—I wrote this essay purely on my own called “The People’s Republic of China in the United Nations: A Preliminary Analysis.” I was so insecure about the scholarly quality of this essay. I had written other things in areas studies, but I wanted to make a splash into high-powered journals such as World Politics and International Organization.
I did something I had never done before—multiple submissions. I submitted the article to World Politics and International Organization, and within two or three weeks I got a letter of acceptance from World Politics. That really caused me to panic, because I had to write a letter to the editor of International Organization to withdraw the article. The editor of International Organization at that time was David Kay, and he wrote me—not right away—a really nasty letter, something like, “It was terribly unethical of you, as we have sent your article to three outside readers and their reports have already come in.” I judged from his letter that all three reports were positive, and that he was just about to send the letter of acceptance—that is what made him so mad. Anyway, what happened when I published that article was it opened the door.

The next year Alan Whiting got a huge grant from the Social Science Research Council. Alan Whiting at that time was publishing at the University of Michigan. So was Michel Oksenberg. Alan Whiting got a huge grant from the Social Science Research Council in New York to have a workshop on the study of Chinese foreign policy and international relations—a bridge-building workshop. He wanted to bring together people interested in international relations and people interested in Chinese foreign policy. As I said, Alan was not formally a teacher of mine and I had never met him before. But he invited me because he read my article.

It was published as the lead article in World Politics. World Politics has a large number of subscribers and you instantly make yourself known when you publish there. So I had a conference and I presented a paper on China and U.N. security. (1.30.00)
The paper was later published as a monograph of the Social Sciences Research Council. I said, “Alan, aren’t you going to produce a volume based on all the papers presented at this conference?” He said that there were about three or four papers that he did not like, so he was not going to spend time trying to publish them. He said to me, “If you want to make something out of them, go ahead.”
Do you know Jim Hsiung, Columbia Ph.D., teaching at M.I.T.? He wrote his dissertation on China and international law. He and I got together and said, “Let’s see if we can make a book out of this.” Certain chapters were missing—our mission was to fill them in. Out of that came China in the Global Community. Out of that also came my inspiration to do solo editing of the book China and the World. The first edition was so successful, and many people and universities adopted it as a text on Chinese foreign policy. I had tremendous pressure from the publisher to issue new editions.
The first edition was in 1984, the second edition was in 1988, and third edition—I have forgotten! The last edition was in 1998. A lot of people asked, “When are you going to produce the fifth edition?” But by that time I was completely overwhelmed with teaching Korean foreign relations and Korean foreign policy. Additionally, there were all kinds of projects on Korea, thanks to the Korea Foundation. I am not even sure if I want to do a fifth edition. In the meantime, about half the contributors to China and the World have retired, including Alan Whiting and Paul Goodman. 
I think I mentioned this yesterday. Especially for a bright student going to the U.S. who wants to make an academic career, the most important thing is to have an article published in the most prestigious international relations journals. That is also one way of building your reputation—not only in the smaller community of Chinese foreign policy, but in the larger community of international relations scholars. By now I think even the most pessimistic and skeptic realists realize that China is a very important factor in world politics.

So I think it would be easier for today’s generation of scholars to break into the exclusive club than it was way back. On the other hand, if you wrote an article published in Generation Studies or China Quarterly, most international relations scholars do not even know these journals and would be completely unaware of what you have to say. The China specialists who have had their articles published in the American Political Science Review can almost be counted on one hand—Lowell Dittmer and Shaoqi Liu, to name a couple. 
Lowell Dittmer also published that very influential article on the strategic triangle in world politics. In fact, Jiang Jiehou, who was invited to a Columbia-Princeton joint project, managed to raise $25,000 from Columbia, and Gail Rossman at Princeton raised another $25,000, so they had $50,000 to work with on the conference. At that time, Jiang Jiehou was a fellow at Brookings in Washington. They invited him and he was assigned Sino-Korean relations and used Lowry Dittmer’s strategic triangle throughout his paper. In regard to his citations, he did not cite any Chinese scholars.

Do you think you did too much?
Now that you mention it, another thing is I had to write a paper about Mr. Yun’s dissertation. I just said very frankly, “Too much on Bob Jervis.” He was so obviously brown-nosing. It is one thing to cite Bob Jervis, but that was excessive. So I said, “Too much on Bob Jervis, too little on Wendt.” When it comes to talking about South Korea-Japan relations, one cannot get away from the factor of identity. I do not think he was even aware of Wendt’s work.
Could you say something about your impression of Japan? Many people have this immediately hostile attitude to Japan.
I am not as anti-Japanese as you might expect. On the other hand, I am not pro-Japanese as some others might expect. I had the chance to study Japan-Korea relations for several years, particularly when I was writing Chapter 4 of The Two Koreas and the Great Powers. I did not even know that, back in 1957, Nobusuke Kishi became prime minister. It is absolutely mindboggling. It would be like West Germany electing Albert Spear or Joseph Goebbel as chancellor. Who was Kishi? He was a wartime munitions minister and he was indicted the Tokyo Trials as one of fourteen Class A war criminals. Yet, thanks to the outbreak of the Cold War, the U.S. had the twisted logic of “the enemy of my enemy is my friend.” The U.S. was more concerned with fighting communism, and completely shut its eyes to a war criminal becoming prime minister. What was even more remarkable was that South Korea was so mild in the Cold War—again, the enemy of my enemy is my friend. 

Even China did not protest. China was more concerned about other things. All this planted seeds of trouble for after the end of the Cold War. The historical animosity that had been shunned, put in the closet, came out. What triggered it? The annual visit to the Yasukuni Shrine. Did you know that five former prime ministers signed an open letter opposing it? The extent to which the center of gravity of Japanese politics has moved to the right under Koizumi is amazing. (1.40.00)
This is the kind of thing I talk about. But purely on a personal level, I must confess I like many Japanese things, including Japanese fruit. I go out to eat in Japanese restaurants, for instance. But look at the problems that Japan has with not only South Korea, but with every one of its neighbors. Did you know that Japan and Russia have yet to sign a peace treaty? It is not that the turbulence of Japan, South Korea, and North Korea is unique. There is also turbulence in the Sino-Japanese relationship and the Russia-Japan relationship. 

Koizumi’s notion is that as long Japan’s main and trusted ally, the U.S., remains, nothing else matters. Many of my Japanese graduate students agree with me, judging by their term papers. Or maybe it is because they know my position and try to restructure their papers. I cannot really call myself a pro-Japanese scholar—I am very critical.

Critical—but I do not hate Japan. There are many things that I like about Japan. But, when it comes to Japan’s place in East Asian politics, it is very difficult to be enthusiastic. Maybe that is why it never entered my mind to pick Japan as an area of concentration in spite of my linguistic advantage—I did not have to spend five years studying Japanese. I think there must have been something deep inside me—no, I do not want to be Japanese specialist. When it comes to East Asian international relations, Japan is the weakest spot. I can be very comfortable talking about Chinese foreign policy, Korean foreign policy, and East Asian international relations in general. But I could never be an East Asian expert on Japan. 

In fact, I do not think I have written a single essay exclusively on Japan—an essay that has to do with Japan’s relations with China or Korea—not a single essay. I did publish several essays in Japanese language magazines, but they had nothing to do with Japan.

Actually, I did my first essay on Japan.
I am given invitations to so many countries. Japan is an exception. The latest invitation I received was from the Hiroshima Peace Institute. A Korean scholar there named Sung Chull Kim, who received his Ph.D. from the University of California, Irvine, invited me last year. I turned him down, and he invited me again this year. The reason I turned him down is that I think his work is a little bit suspect. He submitted a manuscript on North Korea using but not acknowledging Harry Eckstein’s theory of congruence. Harry Eckstein developed the theory of congruence using the German Weimar Republic in the 1920s as a case study. 

What Eckstein found in his research was that despite the Weimar Republic’s being the most democratic constitution concocted by the human mind, it was imposed on a state and society in which authoritarian norms and values were deeply rooted. So there was incongruence contained at different of levels of state and society, with the inevitable outcome of systemic strain and stress. The recovery broke down, paving the way for the Reich of Hitler. This Korean scholar had applied Eckstein’s theory to North Korea’s system without acknowledging it. The title of his book was North Korea under Kim Jong Il: From Consolidation to Systemic Dissonance. I wrote a long report pushing him to acknowledge Eckstein and I think he knew who wrote this report. 

Anyway, he invited me twice. I also received an invitation from a Japanese person involved in the World Order Model Project. I know people like Victor Cha get invitations from Japan all the time. In fact, his book—a very pro-Japan book called Alignment Despite Antagonism—was a revision of his dissertation at Columbia written under the supervision of Bob Jervis. It completely poopoo-ed the notion of national identity. Victor Cha’s argument was that the U.S. was the common denominator pulling South Korea and Japan into the de-facto alliance—or what may be called “alignment.”
Victor Cha won the famous prize Masayoshi Ohira Prize. Gerry Curtis also won that prize. The Masayoshi Ohira Memorial Foundation gives prizes for books. I think it carefully screens the contestants, and the kinds of book that I write would never get to first base. Winning books must be fairly sympathetic to Japan

But again it is interesting, I am sure that there are all kinds of conferences in Japan. But I never ever get invited to conferences by mainstream Japanese international relations organizations, except for this Hiroshima Peace Institute whose director was this Korean man named Sung Chull Kim. I cannot even mention all the invitations I get from the P.R.C., Taiwan, and Germany—from all over the place! In part it has to do with the fact that I am not a Japan specialist. But even if they have a conference on Chinese foreign policy, I do not get an invitation. It does not bother me. 

Over all these years, you must have built some good relations with Chinese academics and non-academics. (1.50.50)
In the U.S., I would say Lowell Dittmer and Lynn White, even though Lynn is more domestic policy. Lynn and I taught together at Princeton for eight years. He is just an incredibly nice guy. In fact, Lynn’s colleagues laughed at him, saying he spent so much time with students and volunteered for so much committee work. It was just incredible—the guy was so nice, a wonderful scholar and an extremely good human being. My friends are Lowry Dittmer, Lynn White, Roderick MacFarquhar, Iain Johnston, and Peter Van Ness.

At one time Peter Van Ness was very upset at me. I do not blame him. He was having a panel at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association. I committed myself, but later I could not make it. I made it to the third day of the conference, but the panel was on the second day. He was so upset, and it took him about three years before he finally forgave me. He invited me to join a project with Mel Gurtov about East Asian Security that focused on Sino-Japan relations as a key to peace and stability. I said, “I cannot do that!” Let me see—Peter Van Ness and Alan Whiting.
How about in China?

In China, I have a long and lasting relationship with Jisi Wang, Ming Yuan, and Qingquo Jia, and among the older generation with Baoshu Zhao and Peiya Wang. I noticed that Professor Kim does not know Peiya Wang, who at one time was China’s premier international law expert. I think Peiya has probably passed away now. In fact, a Canadian international law scholar, John McDonald, recruited the most impressive international cast of contributors, including a couple of judges in the International Court of Justice, to produce a festschrift in Peiya’s honor. It was about 2,500 pages long. My chapter was on Chinese thinking on sovereignty. It was an essay about international law—after all, we were honoring Peiya. There were contributors from every corner of the world—a Russian guy, Americans, and everywhere else. (1.53.45)
I really respect Peiya. He used to call me every time he came to New York just to say “Hello.” Baoshu Zhao—I respect him for being a real scholar, even though we never had a close working relationship—and Ming Yuan and Qingquo Jia. There are some scholars at Fudan University. There was one guy who was writing extensively on Sino-North Korean relations.
At the Foreign Affairs Institute, I never had sustained conversation with Jun Ma, who is an expert in international law. Rong Shaoping was chairman of the English department there. I was partly responsible for bringing a Fulbright Scholar to the U.S. to spend one year at Yale. I think she is now a consulate general in some country. She was teaching at the Foreign Affairs Institute, and now she has been dispatched as a diplomat. Unfortunately, most of the people I got to know in Beijing have gone elsewhere. Also, I do not know too many people in Hangzhou or even Shanghai.

Of the people I know, I know Jisi Wang better. Do you remember the volume by edited by Tom Robinson? Jisi Wang did one chapter. He was the only P.R.C. scholar in that volume. He has tried very hard to bring in all these cultural study perspectives to the study of Chinese foreign policy inside China. He is getting a grant for people to write about feminism.
What P.R.C. scholars have you developed sustained professional relationships with?

I have many friends.

But of all of them, who have you worked with the most closely?

I would not say closely—I do not have any close relationships with P.R.C. scholars. But I think I have very good relationships with people at Renmin University and Peking University in Beijing. I have many friends in the local governments.

Was there any reluctance on the part of P.R.C. scholars to have too close relations with Taiwan scholars? 

No, I think they are okay. Especially those who are interested in Taiwan, and also those who have the responsibility of studying Taiwan—they usually maintain good relations with at least a few Taiwan scholars.

Do you write often on Taiwan? What I have read about you has little to do with Taiwan. 

I just had a manuscript reviewed by Routledge. The tentative title I gave was Democracy Made in Taiwan. The major theme is to criticize how political science has failed in making sense of Taiwan’s democratization. I got two positive reviews. They demanded some revision, so I revised it and sent it out. But I have not heard from the publisher yet. 

Routledge is an excellent publisher.

They actually liked seeing the constructivist approach.

What I like about Routledge is their willingness unlike Palgrave to publish paperbacks. Palgrave does not want to publish paperbacks. I edited a volume called The North Korean System in the Post-Cold War Era that came out in hardbound. I wanted to adopt this book as one of the texts for my Korean politics course. But for $65, no students would buy it—it would be cheaper to Xerox the whole book. So I talked with this guy, Toby Wall, who happened to be my student at Princeton way back. He did his honors thesis under my supervision entitled “China’s Environmental Diplomacy.” I said, “Toby, you have got to do something about this—either issue a paperback or something!” (2.00.00)
He said, “I cannot do that. But we will send “X” number of books to the Columbia bookstore for a student discount of $29—half the price. That was going on for about three or four years. This last semester, Palgrave said, “No, we cannot do this anymore.” So I had an extra copy I put on reserve. If I said “Go out and buy it,” nobody would buy it. If it was in paperback, it might be about $19.

My first book with Routledge was also a hardback. I had to Xerox my own book. It was seventy pounds in the first year and turned out to be 90 pounds after that. I mean, I am not going to buy my own book at that price. It is impossible. This is crazy—it forces me to be a criminal. 

Cambridge University is simultaneously publishing my book in paperback and hardbound. 

Your book is going to be published immediately. It is only for libraries—they are not going to publish it in paperback.

I think it is because my book is more useful in fact. It can be used in East Asian international relations or Korean foreign relations. 

In the beginning I asked Routledge, “Are you interested?” They said no, it is not for a textbook. When I finished, I sent the manuscript to David Goodman. He said that it looked good but that he did not edit Taiwan things. Yet he could recommend it. So he recommended it and Routledge agreed to send it out for review. Actually, the time I got the review was when I met another scholar at Seoul National University. I used his email and got the review back when I was in Seoul. (2.02.13)
I tell my students tongue-in-cheek, half jokingly, “There is one person who has promoted Korean studies in the U.S. more than anybody else. Guess who he is.”
I say, “Kim Jong Il!” Any time North Korea is in some kind of trouble, it gets on the front page of the New York Times. People say, “What is going on? Who is the expert on North Korea?” I also mentioned this—anyone who claims to be an expert on North Korea is either a liar or a fool. (2.03.06)
So Kim Jong Il is more responsible for promoting North Korea.
And Bush definitely did a good job, too. We should take a break. It is almost twelve. Do you want to see? They have not finished yet. It is almost 12.20pm.

I am very grateful that your air conditioning works. In hot weather I collapse like a vegetable. The most unpleasant memory I had studying Chinese was in the summer of 1985. I went out in the streets for five minutes and I was soaked. It was so uncomfortable.
I know! I would pass out with you if I did not have air conditioning.

Mike Hudson says that shows my insight about North-South problems. All the developed countries in the North have air conditioning, and all the undeveloped countries in the South do not. Taiwan is the exception. 

Too bad we did not tape our seminar yesterday at National Chengchi University. Sam had a wonderful chat and analysis of North Korea and policy towards North Korea. I thought it was just wonderful.

It is funny because I did not prepare anything. I guess they did not want us to. 
Sometimes you over-prepare for a lecture or talk. You think that there are so many things to say. Then somebody passes you a note saying “6 minutes remaining” and you skip all things you want to say and go straight to the conclusion. On the other hand, yesterday I thought I would go there just to meet people. They said no, I had to give a ten-to-fifteen minutes talk. It turned out to be more interesting.

I have the same problem. If I have a speech for an hour or more, I do not need to prepare at all. But if I have to talk for ten minutes, I have to think about it—what to say in ten minutes.

I had the strangest experience. I was communicating with a big shot professor in Korea who had a Ph.D. from Duke. He left all the logistical matters to a younger person. So this young man said that the professor wanted me to give a lecture, but he did not give me all the details. He only said that it was not a seminar room but a huge lecture hall with at least 100 people. The whole session was to last two hours, so I should have a one-hour lecture and a one-hour Q&A session. So I prepared my presentation to last one hour. (2.06.10)
The professor stepped in to give a nice introduction, and spoke for about fifteen minutes. Then he said that he would translate my talk into Korean. So, all of a sudden, I had to compress my talk in my head into fifteen minutes, right before the audience. I was going to speak for about fifteen minutes, and since some of the students might not comprehend every detail of my talk, this professor was then going to summarize it in 20 or 30 minutes.
�???
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