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Preface

The conference from which the papers in this volume are derived was
jointly planned by Dr. Mary B. Bullock, director of the Committee on
Scholarly Communication with the People's Republic of China (CSCPRC);
Dr. Douglas Murray, then vice-president of the East-West Center in Hono
lulu, Hawaii, and now president of the China Institute in New York; Pro
fessor David M. Lampton, who was on leave from the CSCPRC in 1984-85
to conduct research on exchanges; and the co-editors. In the course of
planning the conference it was agreed that Professors Kallgren and Simon
would take responsibility for editing a postconference volume. We want to
acknowledge the contributions of Doctors Bullock and Murray to the plan
ning of the conference as well their early suggestions with respect to rele
vant topics to be included in the sessions.

The organization and financing of the conference was made possible
by a number of individuals and organizations. We are especially grateful to
the East-West Center for hosting our meetings and facilitating the travel of
some of the participants. Dr. Victor Li, president of the East-West Center,
provided intellectual counsel and the wonderful hospitality for which he
and his colleagues are well known. His staff were unfailingly gracious to all
of us. Dr. Glenn Shive guided us through the necessary administrative
details at the East-West Center and also made a number of very helpful
suggestions with respect to participants and topic.

Financial assistance with respect to travel costs was provided by the
CSCPRC and the Center for Chinese Studies, Berkeley campus. University
of California, as well as the East-West Center (for foreign participants).

Editorial costs have been met by the Institute of East Asian Studies at
Berkeley. We thank Professor Robert Scalapino for this. In addition we are
especially grateful to Mrs. Joanne Sandstrom, whose editorial assistance
has been invaluable.

Individual authors are responsible for the content of their own manu
scripts. We are responsible for the selection of the papers.

Joyce K. Kallgren, Berkeley, California
Denis Fred Simon, Cambridge, Massachusetts

November 1986
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Examining Exchanges: An Overview

Joyce K. Kallgren

Denis Fred Simon

The rapid growth in the numbers of visiting scientists, students, ath
letes, political leaders, entertainers, and even military figures from the Peo
ple's Republic of China to the United States has taken place seemingly
without much fanfare. The presence of numerous delegations from all areas
of China and all walks of life is so commonplace today that there tends to
be relatively little commentary upon them in either the local media or
among their fellow nationals. With almost astonishing speed and little dis
ruption, Chinesefrom the PRC have returned to the educationaland social
domain of American life. While their numbers remain relatively small in
terms of China's population of more than one billion, the fact is that the
potentialconsequences of expanded U.S.-China interactions in the cultural,
educational, and scientific areas have raised some important issues for aca
demic, social, and political leaders in both countries.

When the decision was made by PRC authorities to permit the open
ing to the West and to encourage and, at times, finance the training of
students and scholars, American surprise quickly translated into enthusi
asm and pleasure at the prospect of greater interaction. One hope was that
reciprocity would be forthcoming on the Chinese side so that Americans
would also have substantial opportunities for studying and conducting
research in China. Heretofore, however, only a small percentage of these
expectations has been realized, leaving some individuals dismayed at the
slow pace at which the Chinese have responded to American requests for
access to Chinese archives, statistical materials, and the like.

Various aspects of the Sino-U.S. exchange experience, especially in
terms of its overall development, have been the subject of interest and
study. The U.S. government, philanthropic organizations, and to some
extent the academic community have been interested in the development
process, its characteristics, and its potential impact. In the areaof academic
exchange, surveys of both Chinese and American participants have been
conducted, using statistical information garnered from the visa applica
tions of Chinese visitors as well as data collected through questionaires and
interviews with a number of educational institutions in the United States.
The results of these efforts are available in a monograph published by the
National Academy of Sciences entitled A Relationship Restored (1986).

Similarly, the scientific exchange and technology cooperation dimen
sions of the Sino-U.S. relationship have also been the object of analysis.



Working on behalf of the Department of State, Dr. Richard P. Suttmeier
(one of the contributors to this volume) has analyzed the implementation
and operation of the science and technology (S&T) cooperation agreement
originally signed in 1979. Suttmeier conducted extensive interviews with
both U.S. and Chinese officials in order to assess the exchange process and
to suggest ways in which government leaders on both sides could work
toward making the agreement more beneficial for both sides. A comple
mentary study is currently being carried out by the East-West Center under
the auspicies of China's State Science and Technology Commission.

In many respects, this monograph is quite different in composition,
design, and purpose from these other studies. First, it is a collection of
essays that explores the history, development, raison d'etre, and conse
quences of the renewal of Sino-American exchanges using as data, in a
number of cases, the education experience of Chineseand Americanpartic
ipants. Second, all of the participants have beeninvolved in various aspects
of the exchanges; in fact, most have played a central role. The papers are
therefore informed by the observations and recollections of those key indi
viduals who have had firsthand experience in initiating or administering
important aspects of the exchange relationship. Third, the essays are writ
ten largely from the perspective of the American side. While it has proven
possible to learn something about Chinese perceptions and attitudes from
reports in the PRC press and informal discussions with Chinese colleagues,
comprehensive judgments about Chinese viewpoints are difficult to make.
Thus, withsomeexceptions, the essays do not devote major attentionto the
array of Chinese perspectives on the issues under discussion.

Theessays in this monograph (except the paper by Madsen) were origi
nally presented and discussed at the Conference on Sino-American Cultural
and Scientific Exchanges held at the East-West Center in Honolulu in Febru
ary 1985. They reflect the usual intellectual "give and take" that occurs in
most conference settings. Theconference was characterized, at the time, by
sharp disagreements among the participants about the nature of the relation
ship that had been established, the policies that gave birth to many of the
exchange programs, their impact, and theirpotential implications. Out of the
very lively debate that took place at the meeting came both consensus and
continued disagreement. The papers in this volume reflect these different
opinions and perceptions of the exchange relationship.

The impetus for the Honolulu conferenceand the publication of this
monograph grows out of a concern with and interest in the rapidity of the
reintegration of China into the stream of the American education system,
research organizations, and social setting. The editors were motivated by a
common belief that it was necessary to consider the broader intellectual
consequences and policy issues that the proliferation of Sino-American
exchanges has raised. While no easy answers are provided to the many
questions that emerge in the papers that follow, the reader will walk away



with a greater appreciation of the plethora of critical issues that has come
to the surface since 1979.

The volume commences with a discussion of the cultural exchange of
ideas, the assumptions that seemingly underlie exchange policy, and some
queries about whether it is actually possible to exchange ideas between
different cultures. The discrepancies between the current Sino-U.S. rela
tionship and American experience during the early twentieth century
appear two-fold. Frank Ninkovich in the chapter "The Trajectory of Cul
tural Internationalism" sets out for the reader some of the thoughts that
characterized the American approach to cultural exchanges before 1940. In
a very provocative essay, he analyzes the powerful role of nationalism dur
ing this period and establishes the ways in which nationalistic consider
ations form the unspoken backdrop to the national roles that come into
play in the more contemporary periods. Moreover, his essay illuminates the
importance of the transition that has taken place in the locus of exchange
activity. In the pre-World War II period, much of the exchange work was in
the domain of the private sector; today, the lead role has fallen into the
hands of the public sector.

In her essay on the pre-World War II period, Mary Brown Bullock
surveys the exchange experiences of the United States in China. Drawing on
her own research on the Peking Union Medical College (PUMC), she sets
out the topography of the 1920s and 1930s. The essay should be read keep
ing in mind not only the commentary on the role of the PUMC, but also
the central role that Bullock plays in her capacity as director of the Com
mittee on Scholarly Communication with the PRC.

The current renewal of Sino-U.S. exchanges took place against the
background of more than twenty years of mutual hostility and suspicion.
On the Chinese side, this is illustrated in the strident denunciation of West
ern neo-imperialism and the calls for intellectual and technological self-
reliance by the PRC leadership during the 1950s and especially during the
1960s and early 1970s. On the American side, there was the McCarthy
period together with the intellectual and political attacks engineered by the
Committee of One Million, which opposed any renewal of Washington's
ties with Beijing.

Prior to the Communist takeover in 1949, the United States had been
engaged in a century-long education exchange program with China that
came to an abrupt end with the conclusion of the Chinese civil war. The
exchanges in the pre-1949 period were funded largely by American philan
thropic organizations together with a portion of the Boxer Indemnity
Fund. As American scholars visiting China discovered when they toured
Chinese campuses in the 1970s and 1980s, many Chinese men and women
recalled in a positive light their memories of the hospitality accorded by
such institutions as Berkeley (University of California), the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, Yale, and Oberlin. This legacy from the pre-World



War II period continues to survive in China today. Setting aside nostalgia,
however, there are still some important changes that have occurred between
the early twentieth century experience and the most recent phase of
exchanges. Moreover, the transition in Sino-American exchanges tells us
something about the nature of the American educational and research
enterprise itself.

Along with an appreciation of the historical context that informs
Sino-American exchanges, a number of other areas demand attention if we
are to fully understand the dynamics of the bilateral exchange experience.
Given the enmity between the two countries and the absence of formal
contacts between 1950 and 1971, there remain many questions about the
resources, in the form of foundation and missionary support, that sus
tained activities in the pre-World War 11 period. Where did the resources go
and what forces shaped American interests with respect to China and East
Asia? Warren Cohen's chapter, "While China Faced East: Chinese-
American Cultural Relations, 1949-71," explores these questions, provid
ing an integrated picture of the diverse forces that influenced American
thinking primarily up to the period of renewal.

A set of related questions with respect to political organizations and
funding must be confronted as well. These questions deal with the avail
ability and mobilization of resources for facilitating the development of the
exchanges in the 1970s. Where did the personnel come from? What organi
zations supported the effort on the American side? How did foundations
respond? Was their role similar to the pre-World War 11 experience? Joyce
Kallgren writes about three of the key organizations that were and remain
central to educational exchanges from the standpoint of formal educational
activities (CSCPRC), from a political and elite perspective (the National
Committee on U.S.-China Relations), and the more mass-oriented, people-
to-people activities (the U.S.-China People's Friendship Association). She
places these organizations and their activities within the tradition of Ameri
can political activism and explains why these "associations" did not disap
pear when their initial goals were achieved.

The Kallgren chapter is followed by a more intimate discussion of the
National Committee written by Jan Berris. Because of her close relation
ship with the development and growth of the National Committee, Berris is
able to provide specific details about the twenty years of National Commit
tee involvement in initiating and managing Sino-American exchanges. Her
paper is both thoughtful and provocative in that it reveals a number of
heretofore relatively unknown "tidbits" regarding the early phases of U.S.
China exchange relations.

With respect to the 1970s and 1980s, it is easy to underestimate the
importance and role of the various major philanthropic organizations.
While it is true that their role changed in contrast to the pre-World War 11
period, as Ninkovich suggests and Cohen shows, throughout the Cold War
period the foundations continued to provide funding for contacts with Chi-



nese communities in Asia. In addition, they funded many of the activities
arranged by the organizations discussed by Kallgren, and as Berris tells us,
they funded the work of the National Committee. The atmospherics sur
rounding the work of the Ford Foundation are brought to light by Frank
Sutton, who has spent most of his professional life associated with Ford.

Up to this point, the essays have set forth, from the American per
spective, the history, organizational structure, and funding sources for the
period of the renewed Sino-U.S. exchange relationship in 1970. It is now
appropriate to take a closer look at the exchange experience. The educa
tional problems of the 1970s and 1980s are also instructive in this regard.
Issues such as the establishment of equivalency in educational preparation
between the two countries, the allocation of financial support, and the
apparent enthusiasm of American universities for accommodating Chinese
students and scholars have all raised broad concerns among those who are
generally involved in the exchanges field. In a time of scarce resources for
all types of such programs, how do we account for the apparent success of
many Chinese students in gaining support for graduate training and
extended research-related stays in the United States?

In elaborating on the development of Sino-U.S. exchanges, it is
important for Americans to recognize that our experience with China is not
sui generis. It is equally important to explore whether or not Chinese pro
grams vis-a-vis the United States evolved de novo or whether they have
counterparts in China's relations with other nations. Some of these ques
tions are addressed in the three chapters that follow Sutton's. In a frank
appraisal of the reasons underlying American support for educational
exchange with China, Thurston and Maddox set before the reader a num
ber of the difficulties implicit in many of the programs, the views of Chi
nese participants, and the very real funding problems that confront
American colleges and universities in their efforts to assist the growing
numbers of PRC students and scholars who wish to attend U.S. institutions

of higher education.
Taking a more comparative perspective, the next two chapters are

designed to remind us that the problems highlighted previously are not
unique to the Sino-American experience. Ainslee Embree, in his account of
American-Indian exchanges, alerts the reader to many of the same themes
discussed by Thurston and Maddox. At the same time, the spontaneous
and very decentralized character of the American effort is contrasted with
the European experience in dealing with the PRC in the chapter by Ruth
Hayhoe. In her discussion of the thinking underlying European initiatives
toward China, Hayhoe offers some hypotheses about the interrelationship
between economic interests and bilateral exchanges, points that might well
be kept in mind in evaluating the American case.

The final third of the volume addresses three central issues. First, the
consequences of the exchanges in the humanities and social sciences are
discussed by Richard Madsen. So far, it has been in this area where Ameri-



can interest (in contrast to the Chinese orientation) has been highest, with
American scholars in the China field seeking to undertake their work in
historical archives, museums, cities, and the countryside. Madsen sets out
some of the organizational and value problems that are implicit in the con
temporary experience. The second issue deals with the counterpart questions
in science and technology. The majority of Chinese men and women who
have come to the United States under the exchange program are involved in
fields related to science and technology. Cooperative research provides a vehi
cle for imparting many of the West's norms regarding research (e.g., peer
review). Even though only a short time has passed, Suttmeier suggests that
the U.S. scientific community has already had a significant shaping effect—
both positive and negative—on the evolution of S&T organizations and poli-
cymaking in the PRC. For better or worse, in both domains the conclusions
of the authors are both interesting and potentially troublesome.

Finally, the volume concludes with a discussion of the policy ques
tions that are intertwined in the transfer of technology from the United
States to China. Although technology transfer problems are obviously more
acute in the case of direct hardware sales, the training of scholars in very
advanced fields, their access to well-equipped laboratories, and their expo
sure to state-of-the-art thinking about important scientific and technologi
cal developments all raise potentially important national security and
foreign policy questions. This has been particularly true in the case of U.S.-
PRC relations as well as U.S.-USSR relations. Some will deny the relevance
of these issues. To the contrary, however, Denis Simon's chapter suggests
that this should not be the case. Moreover, he argues that, in some but not
all respects, the Sino-American technology transfer relationship has pro
ceeded too far too fast in relation to the state of the bilateral political
relationship.

The world of exchanges in the pre-World War II period—when there
were fewer and less sharp discrepancies in the purposes and goals of the
United States—may have been much simpler. In the 1980s, the complexities
of issues such as scientific and technological development perplex govern
ments and academics more than ever before. Industrial espionage and
advantages in communications, for example, are linked with economic
achievement and industrial policy as well as with such goals as educational
development and quality of life. Under such circumstances, the overwhelm
ing attention of Chinese scholars and students in the United States con
trasts quite sharply with the current humanist and social science interests of
most American scholars in China.

All three of the final chapters address some very controversial and
important issues. The early chapters made clear that the exchanges were
linked to the state of bilateral relations and were bellwethers of diplomatic
problems. The organizations that sought to expand international interac
tions did not, for the most part, have to consider the broader political
context and outcomes. To a considerable degree, many of us hope that such



would also be the case today. But in the 1980s and beyond, the substantive
content of exchanges will be of concern to governmental bodies as well as
universities. In fact, given recent trends in the growth of applied research
on American campuses (e.g.. Star Wars), the tensions between government
and the university are likely to become further exacerbated.

The chapters in this monograph, taken together, provide a sense of
history and some insight into the organizations that carried forward the
exchange enterprise and offer a series of judgments about the underlying
objectives that informed the actions of the individuals and institutions that
implemented private and public policies. China will continue to hold a
great fascination for Americans, and thus exchanges are likely to expand in
the future. At the same time, it is important to keep in mind that despite
repeated assurances by some Chinese leaders with respect to their commit
ment to an ''open door" policy, the resignation of Hu Yaobang together
with new regulations applicable to students seeking to go abroad would
seem to indicate a conservatism with respect to exchanges and fuller screen
ing of those permitted to depart for study. The new campaign to criticize
intellectuals cannot help but chill aspects of the exchange program.
Whether the criticisms will extend to the foreign friends of Chinese scholars
is unknown at the time of writing.

In some important respects, China in the future will more closely
approximate a typical developing country, plagued with many of the same
problems and destined to s^ek out many of the same solutions. At the same
time, the December 1986 student protest and the CCP response will also
remind the reader that China is a developing country led by a Communist
party. This realization will also serve to limit the degree to which sole reli
ance can be placed upon the "developing nation" model in any analysis.
Under such circumstances, our previous orientation toward China may
gradually be changed, especially as issues such as foreign assistance, mili
tary cooperation, and trade problems move to center stage in the relation
ship. This change will have important implications for our treatment of
China as a partner in exchanges. The precise changes remain unclear, but
one thing is certain, namely, that the controversies of the past are likely to
continue. It therefore will be intriguing to follow the course of Sino-
American exchanges in the future as China's modernization moves ahead
and the United States seeks to play a role in that modernization. This
volume, it is hoped, will provide a foundation for dealing with some of the
new issues that are likely to emerge as bilateral relations mature and
exchanges proceed.



The Trajectory of Cultural
Internationalism

Frank Ninkovich

Although cultural policies are always framed in a political context,
international cultural relations also have a historical meaning that tran
scends immediate political concerns. Unlike traditional diplomacy, which is
always tightly corseted by the existential present, the practice of cultural
relations has traditionally depended on a panoramic sensibility that extends
both backward and forward in time. Therefore, any persuasive reconsidera
tion of cultural relations requires an assessment of how the evolution of
practice and principle has affected our conception of the future.

In the search for the larger historical meaning of U.S. relations with
the People's Republic of China (PRC), it would be tempting to interpret the
rapid and luxuriant flowering of cultural contacts following the resumption
of diplomatic relations in 1979 as a natural history marked by a fated
continuity. The story line would be simple and in the best Hollywood tradi
tion of happy endings. The period up to the founding of the PRC built a
solid foundation, but the erection of the superstructure was halted tempo
rarily by a Maoist-inspired work stoppage. With normalization—the term
itself implies that disruption was merely temporary and produced no funda
mental changes—the ideological picket lines came down, and the two
nations continued to build on the legacy of the past. With an extraordinary
burst of interest in exchanges since normalization and the release of long
pent-up energies, we seemed merely to be picking up where we had left off
in the 1940s. If so, it seems that our larger meaning is to be found in the
past, from which we can take comfort in a natural history of continuous,
progressive development.

Unfortunately, however, the story is both more complex and less opti
mistic than the cheery scenario charted above because the cold war was not
simply an unscheduled intermission, but a period during which the histori
cal script was rewritten. While the links with the past are undeniably there,
in myriad hopes, institutions, and transculturally shared memories, the dis
continuities are just as significant, if not more so. Since 1949, American
internationalism has undergone a drastic alteration in the sense of historical
process that once provided an ultimate meaning to the pursuit of cultural
contacts with China. Because this change has been less striking than the
high drama played out on the political stage, its meaning and implications
for cultural policy remain yet to be addressed.

The most visible evidence of the change is found in the institutional
arrangements and practices through which exchanges are conducted. The
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philanthropic pioneers of cultural exchange early in the twentieth century
viewed the promotion and organization of cultural contacts as a private func
tion. There was, to be sure, from the very beginning a necessary and intimate
connection with the government and its foreign policy. But while philanthro
pists, missionaries, and scholars tended to share with statesmen the same
broad liberal ideals of international community, the locus of policy-making
in cultural affairs was thought properly to reside in the private sector. To the
extent that an expanded governmental presence came increasingly to be
thought desirable, it was in the facilitative capacity of a stagehand rather
than in a directorial role. Domestically, the government's job was to serve as
a clearinghouse, as a national and international switchboard, by providing
information and coordinating communication. Abroad, its task was not
unlike the function it had assumed in commercial promotion: to keep the
stage machinery functioning for a private cast of characters.

The motive behind this private dominance was, quite simply, a fear of
state control. An aversion to the politicization and centralization of culture
has traditionally been so strong in the United States that a governmental
role in cultural policy (Indian affairs always excepted) has been much
slower in arriving than in the areas of social and economic policy—this
applies equally to the domestic support of the arts and humanities. And
even when it did arrive, the public-private relationship functioned less than
smoothly, being characterized by conflicting interests, cross-purposes, fre
quent failures of communication, administrative confusion, and periodic
uproars featuring hypersensitive responses to situations that raised ques
tions of final authority.

The suspicion of heavy-handed governmental involvement arose from
a body of beliefs deeply rooted in American political culture. Americans
have always believed that organizational structures and institutional
arrangements could have decisive political consequences. Too prominent a
governmental role in international cultural activities would threaten the pri
vate and voluntarist conception of authority that served as a substitute for
the bureaucratically centralized European models to which Americans have
traditionally been averse. This conviction was structurally embedded in the
Constitution, whose institutional architecture was designed as much to
frustrate the emergence of an overweening center of authority as to create a
national government. Subsequent generations would resolve the state/
society problem after their own fashion. The localist Jacksonian mentality
of the nineteenth century rooted authority in private associations, while the
emergence of a modern American nationalism in the early twentieth cen
tury came to rest on the unimpeded functioning of new communities of
professional and corporate experts.

This domestically rooted opposition to government power had its cos
mopolitan corollary in the belief that liberal modernization, which was
both cause and consequence of historical change, took place outside the
sphere of politics. The history of civilization was, by and large, thought to



be cultural history. This belief in the primacy of culture did not necessarily
entail a repudiation of the role of power in international affairs, for the two
were widely acknowledged to operate side by side. Even so outspoken an
evangelist of force and realism as Theodore Roosevelt would have been
quick to agree that there existed a basic, if by no means absolute, historical
distinction between cultural and political dynamics. He would have agreed,
too, that although it was indispensable in the short run, power was ulti
mately evanescent. In the long view, it was the highly distilled cultuml
residues that served both as a potent elixir for continued progress and as
the legacy of civilizational greatness. In the international pursuit of mod
ernization, then, it was only logical for the new elites to expect the same
degree of professional sovereignty that they had cometo possess at hQme.

When the U.S. Department of State established its Division of Ciil-
tural Relations in 1938, it agreed with these nonpolitical assumptions. The
new programs were launched with the understanding that private interests
would continue to shape policy and that programs would be conducted
without regard to the twists and turns of everyday foreign policy. The dis
tinction between policy and administration was sharply drawn, with power
radiating upward from a broad base of constituent organizations to a gov
ernmental apparatus which was supposed to be a neutral administrative
creature with no agenda or appetites of its own. So powerful is the appeal
of this organizational ideal that it continues to be rhetorically attractive to
the present day, but the symbolism's relationship to practice is somewhat
suspect. In the beginning, however, this was a long-range, visionary enter
prise, which looked forward optimistically to the time when cultural recon
ciliation would relegate politics to the trash heap of history.

With its eyes fixed firmly on the stars, this farsighted program soon
stumbled over the bumpy terrain of events. Thanks to World War II, no
sooner had the organizational pieces been set meticulously in place than
they wereoverturned in favor of a very different pattern. On the one hand,
the programs' nonpolitical assumptions were undermined by the war's
propaganda requirements. The general belief that the crusade against fas
cism was a war for civilizationproduced widespread agreementthat, in this
case at least, long- and short-range policies, culture, and power, were not
antagonistic and could work together. As for institutional developments,
the expansion of governmental funding and authority inevitably dwarfed
the contributions of private agencies and diminished their influence. The
philanthropic foundations and cultural community were soon reduced
either to running pilot programs, which, if successful, would be adopted
later by the government on an expanded scale, or to serving as subcontrac
tors to which the government farmed out its programs.

Unlike World War I, whose brevity permitted a nearly total adminis
trative demobilization, the bureaucratic structures erected during World
War II managed to survive and flourish in its aftermath. The onset of the
cold war shortly following the defeat of Germany and Japan in 1945 made
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permanent those changes that, when originally introduced, were thought to
be only temporary. Despite the resistance of some purist old-line advocates
of a return to strict public-private separation, the idea of cultural relations
as an instrument of foreign policy became firmly institutionalized, albeit
with a good deal of continuing discomfort and confusion about organiza
tional arrangements and uneasiness over the permissible extent of political
intrusion in cultural affairs, problems which continue to exist to the present
day (Ninkovich, 1981).

This new order of things did not result in the politicization of culture
or the direct control of cultural relations by the government, much as some
officials would have liked to see that happen. Even when the unthinkable
did occur, namely, secret funding of "private" organizations by the Central
Intelligence Agency, the content of cultural programs was relatively untar
nished by propagandistic manipulation, though many a nasty controversy
swirled around the issue. Indeed, in the socially conservative 1950s, when
the liberal commitment to freedom of ideas was severely limited by con
formist social pressures, this was one of the few ways in which genuinely
liberal movements and individuals arguing on behalf of intellectually and
artistically innovative viewpoints—unpopular and therefore undemocratic,
to some eyes—could be promoted. As one historian has recently argued,
modern art became a symbol of the liberal American commitment to intel
lectual freedom and cultural novelty more as the consequence of cold war
propaganda than of autochthonous artistic developments (Guilbaut, 1983).
A decidedly odd policy mixture thus emerged, composed in equal measure
of the liberal tabu against cultural control, popular revulsion against the
national subsidy of elitist liberal culture, and a complex balance of cold
war ideological imperatives.

The assimilation of cultural relations to foreign policy occurred in
other ways as well. The power of the purse shaped the flow of cultural
programs by geographic region, discipline, scale, and content. More impor
tant, though, was the implicit assumption under which this promotion
occurred: that if the other side played politics with culture, we had no choice
but to do the same. Although masked by administrative chaos and tradition
alist rhetoric, the priorities were clear: For the duration, culture would matter
less than power. In this strange fashion, within the short space of a decade,
the intellectual and institutional arrangements of American cultural policy
built up by a half century of deliberate and self-conscious evolution had been
reversed. The changes did not take place without debate or resistance, but it
was one of the more remarkable features of the cold war that traditional

ideas and practices, which like Excalibur appeared to be permanently embed
ded in America's political culture, were so swiftly (and almost as magically)
removed from their secure lodgment.

Contact with mainland China ended just as the cold war consensus
was gaining ascendancy, and, as a result, there was no need for a full-dress
debate over these issues as they related specifically to China. Even if one
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had taken place, it would probably have made little difference, for it was
clear that the resumption of cultural contacts following normalization
would have to be erected on a political foundation, if only because the
Chinese would insist on it—something that in the past they had been pow
erless to do. The absence of such a debate thirty-five years ago has served
to obscure, or at least to render less noticeable and problematic, this shift
from private and voluntarist to public and political assumptions.

Thus, one of the first things that strikes the historian's eye in the new
era of cultural interchange with China is the frank acceptance of a political
framework which at one time would have been thought intolerable. In place
of voluntarism, which was the term previously used to describe associational
activity in connection with government facilitation, we now speak of plural
ism, which accepts a decisive role for government. As a substitute for the old
rhetoric which rejected nationalism as the basis of cultursd policy, we now
speak of enlightened self-interest as our motivation. Instead of enthusiasti
cally serving the cause of cosmopolitanism, the large corps of China special
ists which has emerged since the 1950s seems to be more interested in
exchange from a technical, professional, and bureaucratic point of view.

All of this is now accepted in a matter-of-fact, pragmatic way in the
name of realism. Certainly there continues to exist an undercurrent of
unease about the untoward effects of politics on the exchange process. In
an era when it is increasingly difficult to find emphatic means of political
retaliation that are at the same time not overly threatening or injurious to
oneself, exchanges are very vulnerable to manipulation because of their
potent symbolic value and political innocuousness. There is also the possi
bility of exchange programs foundering suddenly as the result of yet
another inclement turn of political weather. But such doubts are overridden
by an understanding that if exchanges are to proceed at all, they have to
accommodate themselves to political realities. Politics and power for Amer
icans today are facts of life, realities that much of the pre-World War II
generation would have rejected.

All these changes notwithstanding, a good case for continuity could
still be made, a case rooted in the historical transition from private to
public which is characteristic of policy history in just about every sphere of
American life in the post-Civil War era. Moreover, to the extent that U.S.
Chinese relations rest on a base of common political interests, it could well
be argued that the relationship is more firmly grounded than in the past,
when cultural discourse was distorted by an asymmetry of power which
precluded normal processes of political give and take.

However understood, this new realism or pragmatism focuses primar
ily on the organized practice of cultural relations, that is, the institutional
methods by which they are conducted. These changes have occurred at the
level of social structure, and despite the considerable administrative com
plexity of the enterprise, their lineaments can be easily traced and compre
hended. But their implications for cultural relations in the realm of values
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and historical objectives are not so obvious and have yet to be discussed,
much less absorbed, by the cultural community. If we consider these
changes in values, there is indeed a natural history to be related, but it is far
from being a reassuring tale of continuity.

Early cultural internationalists would have questioned the legitimacy
of a marriage between politics and culture. Because they were thought to be
different species of behavior, fertile cultural offspring could not issue from
a political parent. To restate the problem, politics and power entanglements
at a minimum delayed or obstructed, and more likely prevented altogether,
the process of cultural integration. In foreign affairs, the power orientation
of traditionally informed ruling elites was thought to have become an all-
consuming end in itself. At the same time, cultural relations aimed not only
at ending the cultural isolation of peoples by eliminating nationalism and
ethnocentrism in international relations, but also at the abolition of its
diplomatic expression, power politics.

An apolitical style was thought to be essential to the fulfillment of the
overriding goal: the creation of a global community in which cultural val
ues held in common transcended the narrow and parochial political impera
tives of the nation-state. The unification of mankind, the rediscovery of a
common human nature lost following the dispersion of mankind at the
Tower of Babel, and the end of the alienated condition that resulted there
from would be accomplished by the breaking down of the cultural barriers
that isolated humanity from itself.

All this was to be accomplished primarily through the interchange of
ideas. The diffusion of rationality was promoted by a congeries of educa
tional projects as varied as the expressions of culture itself—in art, litera
ture, the humanities, and the social sciences—but most promisingly of all
through exposure to the universalist rationality implicit in the practice of
Western science (Bullock, 1985; Ninkovich, 1984). The common profes
sional identity shared by the new cosmopolitan elites and the common lan
guage of cosmopolitanism that they spoke would, it was envisioned, enable
men to tackle problems from a unified global perspective.

This was nothing less than liberal utopianism. It was more than a
static Platonic ideal, however, for cultural internationalism was based on a
liberal historical myth of progress, which in its own way was no less
compelling in the comprehensiveness and detail of its historical roadmap
than its Marxist shadow. Cultural progress in the nineteenth century was
left pretty much to the invisible hand of laissez-faire, but the Progressive
era gave birth to a new conception of the nature of historical change that
replaced the determinist faith in a benign Providence advocated by the
cosmologies of the Victorian period. The fin de siecle is known mainly for
its upheavals in art, literature, and music, but there took place at the same
time a revolutionary reorientation of our basic conceptions of space and
time that provided us with a modern historical sensibility (Kern, 1983).
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The central concept in this new view of historical process was plan
ning, the guidance of change through the purposeful application of scien
tific method. The only reason the great philanthropic foundations and later
the government became involved in the promotion of cultural relations,
after all, was to undertake tasks that otherwise might not be attempted or
that would get done inadequately if left to chance. Although the ideal
remained a free marketplace where ideas could be exchanged, the emer
gence of cultural policy was spurred by a recognition that such transactions
could best take place within a nurturing institutional environment that
would do for ideas what stock exchanges did for capital.

The twentieth century is notable for the emergence of the idea of
''social engineering," but the rise of this managerial ethos would have been
impossible without its cultural counterpart, which involved nothing less
than the scientific management of history: historical engineering, if you
will. In other words, cultural relations as a modern enterprise was born of a
distinctive historical cast of mind, an attitude toward history. The intellec
tual ground for this historical myth was first cleared by the Enlightenment
ideals of universality and rationality, while its operational code was planted
in the array of practices that one scholar has called the "New Liberalism."

When turn-of-the-century progressives thought about cultural rela
tions, they had in mind the flow of powerful world historical currents, the
imagined trajectory of mankind. They did not envision cultural relations as
a current of historical process separate from or, as it later came to be
conceived, as a minor branch of diplomacy. Instead, politics was viewed as
a tributary of cultural interaction that would, emptying itself out in the
process, eventually merge into an inclusive cultural mainstream. If we place
ourselves sympathetically within this historical frame of mind, we can see
that the larger meaning of American internationalism in the twentieth cen
tury is not found in the details of diplomatic history. Instead, American
globalism seems more like the tactical pursuit of a larger historical strategy,
a continuation of cultural relations by other means.

Today almost everyone would agree that the old cultural international
ism seriously underestimated the depth and tenacity of cultural traits that
lie at the heart of nationalist divisions; that cultural internationalism was
incredibly naive in its purist attitude toward the uses of culture as a political
tool; and that it was unjustifiably optimistic in its expectations of the quan
tity and quality of change that cultural methods alone could produce. We
have critically recognized these defects and changed our methodology
accordingly, but it is not so clear that these adjustments stem, at lejast
partly, from a concurrent, and no less radical, change in our attitude
toward history, in our historical—or, since we are speaking in terms of
history as myth, metahistorical—frame of reference.

Our break with the past goes far beyond the awareness of political
complications, qualifications, and subtleties. To be sure, if we look to the
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past and seek to unearth the buried antecedents of today's activities, his
tory construed as tradition can continue to provide us with a reassuring
sense of continuity. But once we attempt to focus on history as future, our
footing is no longer so secure. For what we see at work today are many of
the old processes of cultural internationalism without its objectives, an
internationalism of conditioned reflex that lacks the universalist ardor that

formerly animated cultural interchange.
It could be argued—most likely by unreconstructed cold warriors—

that today we are pursuing the same ends by different means. But it is not
my sense that those who possess what might be termed an early post-cold
war sensibility really believe that to be so. The end of the cold war in U.S.
Chinese relations represents something far more important than the
removal of a historical aberration. Rather, it provides a historical vantage
point from which we can discern the end of internationalism as it has
traditionally been understood in the United States.

Whether one believed that communism would mellow as a result of

containment, collapse of its own accord, or disappear following a final war
for civilization, the cold war at the outset was widely assumed to be a
temporary political detour, from which the world would eventually rejoin
the liberal main road of history. However, what began as a politically
heightened expression of the internationalist impulse has turned out alto
gether differently. The arms race, the paradoxes of nuclear deterrence, the
stubborn existence of national and cultural differences, and the increasing
preoccupation with power have produced such a marked decline in utopian-
ism that today it strains the imagination merely to recall the firm grip that
it once held as a governing ideal.

Since 1945, means have become ends, and the cold war has taken on
an institutional permanence. And while it is still fashionable to view the
U.S.-Soviet struggle in eschatological, if not apocalytpic, terms, there is no
end in sight. Darth Vader and his empire, the Klingons of Star Trek, and
other sci-fi bad guys are in one sense popular projections of a future that
seems to hold in store an eternal present. Gone is the conviction, once
unquestioned, that the building of an international community transcended
in ultimate importance the imperatives of the cold war. Unlike the earlier
internationalism, there are no ultimate ends, apart from a problematic vic
tory that no one would know what to do with even if it were achieved.

This is not to pronounce the death of internationalism. Old dreams
die hard, and there appears to be a good deal of residual internationalism
still about. The uproar in the 1960s over revelations of CIA financing of
some cultural activities, the persistent complaints over the politicization of
some USIA activities, not to mention the continuing, confusing battles over
where cultural relations should be located and the resistance to the decision

to withdraw from UNESCO, are testimony to the enduring strength of
historical memories. But such criticisms are rooted more in the equivalent
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of a Kierkegaardian leap of faith than in a well-defined eschatology. In
contrast to the clear and inspiring vision with which cultural relations as an
organized activity was christened, the future has become a foreshortened
object of confusion.

If we conceive of history in dramatic terms as a tale with a conclusion
or at least a general direction, we find that a sense of a common destination
is absent. The faith in progress is waning, as is the faith in the ability of
science and technology to overcome man's fundamental problems (Almond
et al., 1982). Just about the only universal idea of common destination is the
one that is strenuously to be avoided: a nuclear holocaust. But even in this
rather elementary matter, policy is frustratingly complex and controversial.

Our view of the future of Sino-American relations is an excellent
gauge of the current mood, for although the present state of Sino-
American amity is based in part on the cold war rivalry with the USSR, it
offers a glimpse into a post-cold war world in which ideological tensions
have been attenuated. The suspicion that Red Chinese ideology was a frag
ile implant, in contrast to the Russian variety, whose taproots were deeply
buried in Russian national history and tradition, seems to have been con
firmed, perhaps overoptimistically so. If we make allowances for the politi
cal inconveniences inherent in the new relationship, it would seem that the
United States and China are at least able to trade in true cultural currency
free from the counterfeit nuisance of ideology. But still the future appears
problematic and unfulfilling.

Our dissatisfaction stems from a historical irony. It begins with the
fact that our understanding of China and ourselves has grown far more
sophisticated and cosmopolitan than that of the old internationalists,
whose universalism originated in ethnocentrism. But the more truly cosmo
politan we have become, the more nearly we have approached a mutual
understanding with China free of the old illusions, and the more closely we
have come to agree on the common language of science, the more disen
chanted we have become, to use Max Weber's term. Intellectual enlighten
ment, it turns out, has come at the expense of a badly faded universalist
vision. As cultural relations have become more managerial, specialization
has narrowed our perspective so that it has become less clear what is being
managed. In brief, the cosmopolitan consciousness, which is an essential
ingredient of the modern sensibility, is one from which the magic of inter
nationalism is missing.

In retrospect, the worldview of the cultural pioneers was not as mod
ern as they fancied it to be. U.S.-Chinese relations were not characterfeed
by a polar contrast between a modern, rational society and a civilization
still covered with the cake of custom. Actually, the American myth of cul
tural internationalism, insofar as it was an expression of the social gospel,
stood closer to the traditional religious world view than to modern rational
ism. This helps to explain why those cultural entrepreneurs, many of whom
were impelled by a powerful missionary and religious motivation, could be
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so enthusiastic about their investment in secular reformation without feel

ing that they were undermining or corroding their own worldview. They
promoted modernity, but they were not moderns.

Weber saw the Protestant ethic as an agent for introducing the scien
tific and bureaucratic rationality of capitalism, thereby contributing to a
progressive disenchantment with a traditional magical worldview. He was
aware of the unintended consequences that the overall process produced
(Weber, 1958:90, 105-6; Bendix, 1977:139-40)—but he could not have
anticipated the details, especially the emergence of a parallel process of
reenchantment in which rationalization itself would be mythologized. Thus
invested with the magical qualities inherent in the old providential design,
rationality, too, became susceptible to being undermined by modernity.
This corrosion is so advanced that it now seems obvious that rationalistic

and scientific internationalism marked an intermediate, ideologically
flawed stage of modernization rather than its culminating phase.

The history of cultural internationalism seems to display all the char
acteristics of a natural history, a trajectory of rise and decline characterized
by radically transformed perceptions and organizational forms that has
been common to many ideologies and social movements. We can see this
metamorphosis at work in the history of such different social movements as
West European socialism, trade unionism, religious movements, and even
business ideology. Organizational life cycles typically go through phases of
initial articulation and enthusiasm, preliminary organization, political
institutionalization, and a stage of '^corruption" and decline caused by the
paradoxes and problems arising from realistic confrontations and compro
mises with the facts of life. Theodore Lowi suggested "Jesus, don't come
back," as a name for the point at which the enthusiasm and charisma of
the founders become wholly alien (Lowi, 1971:35-51).

The analogous trajectory of cultural policy began with a formative
period of ideological enthusiasm embodied in the tentative efforts of mis
sionaries and laymen. This was followed by the rationalization of dogmas
that made possible an expansion of the faith beyond the small circle of
initiates and by a phase of philanthropic organization and planning. Next
came the achievement of formal political status and permanent institution
alization in public policy. Finally, the process appears to have culminated in
a period of organizational complexity characterized by the emergence of
bureaucratic pathologies, goal displacement, and loss of the vision that
animated the enterprise to begin with (Seliger, 1976; Mayreder, 1917; Ger-
schenkron, 1968).

The new internationalism, if we can call it that, presently amounts to
little more than developmentalism in a world of complex interdependence.
Its practical aspect is increasing complexity and ambiguity. From the stand
point of cultural interchanges, its dominating characteristic is the evapora
tion of not only the certainty but also the desirability of what were once
considered ultimate political and cultural outcomes. Do we even want a
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world of developed states, as we now plot the implications in our imagina
tions? As our familiarity with the consequences of interdependence has
increased and assumed a practical shape, it has lost the unblemished attrac
tiveness that it possessed as an an ideal. Cultural relations, now institution
ally established, seem to be historically rootless.

It is understandable, given the disappointment arising from the punc
turing of historical and ideological illusions, that there should be a counter
vailing search for refuge and certainty in the concept of self-interest. But a
cultural policy based on self-interest would be even more illusory, partly
because the determination of self-interest is one of the most treacherously
difficult things that individuals and nations can attempt. Self-interest is
rarely self-evident, nor can it be encapsulated in a stimulus-response for
mula. Unlike animals, which are genetically programmed to instinctively
protect their interests, our concepts are filtered through our cultural appa
ratus, which, inevitably, introduces the complication of values that a hard
conception of interest seeks to avoid. Action without values is not action in
the national interest. Even if we accept the legitimacy and necessity of
virtuous action in the national interest, there is no satisfying larger mean
ing. We have already tried and failed to create such a meaning from nation
alist perspective when we interpreted U.S.-Chinese relations in ethnocentric
terms as a projection of our individual national destiny. We cannot take out
of the closet a cloak of historical assurance and legitimacy that we have
already outgrown.

We can, however, combine our contemporary understanding of the
workings of nationalism, cultural relativism, politicization, and the erosion
of idealism into a historical synthesis that provides a larger meaning of
sorts. But this ironic approach is of small comfort. Though it has an aes
thetic appeal, irony is completely unsatisfactory as a basis for policy. If we
wish to avoid both expediency and irony, we must still come to grips with
the larger meaning of modern internationalism. There do exist compelling
reasons, albeit of a decidedly nonmagical sort, for a continued allegiance to
cultural internationalism independent of transient political motives.

A modern internationalism can be reached only after we have success
fully worked our way through cultural relativism. Although cultural relativ
ism made its appearance as an anthropological doctrine early in this
century, it has taken some time to percolate through the intellectual envi
ronment. But once understood, it has become the main instrument for
dismantling our historical myth and has made its particularizing presence
felt with a vengeance. Just as we were once fixated on the basic identity of
human nature and the international harmony of interests, we now seem to
be equally mesmerized and even somewhat overawed by an understandmg
of the vast, perhaps unbridgeable, differences between cultures. Nomind-
ism is so ascendant that at times the prudent awareness of uniqueness mid
difference is hard to distinguish from its sanctification.
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Cultural relativism, fortified by the multiplication of anthropological
paradigms, is today a fashionable manifestation of advanced liberal
thought. The belief that all cultures are created equal and should be left to
develop autonomously in order to preserve their unique, almost sacred,
inner cores of meaning (see, e.g.. Link, 1984; Becker, 1975:64) appeals to
the liberal principles of individualism and equality that are second nature
to Americans. But while the resemblance is there, it is fraudulent in
essence. Though the disillusioning lessons of liberal adventurism seem to
draw us inexorably to its conclusions, an acceptance of cultural relativism
would amount to a radical and unwanted rejection of basic liberal tenets.
Despite its appeal, even a brief consideration of its weaknesses indicates
that it is more a symptom than a cure of internationalism's malaise.

In the first place, can cultures in any meaningful sense be said to have
been created equal? The liberal axiom of equality pertains to individuals,
not sociocultural wholes. But even if we accept the analogy, as some liberals
have, cultural pluralism on an international scale is of a totally different
order from the domestic variety. Equality among individuals (indeed, even
equality among nations in a balance of power system) presumes a Lockean
consensus on basic values, which does not exist among cultures. If no
international consensus is possible, how then can cultures interact except
through the exercise of various forms of power?

Another source of confusion centers on the related problem of vEilue
judgments. Strictly speaking, the term cultural relations is a misnomer that
confuses issues. Liberalism's intercultural stance has traditionally been
unabashedly hostile to custom. Whereas cultural relativism is tolerant and
nonjudgmental, liberalism's claim to authority stems from its rejection of
tradition as a fundamental value. It sees nothing sacred in culture. Quite
the contrary, some of its deepest values, which center on the liberation of
the individual personality from the mystifying tyranny of irrational tradi
tion, have been anticultural. It has advocated a progressive freedom from
cultural shackles and conceptual straitjackets as essential for the liberation
of the individual personality. Relativism, by contrast, by imposing a critical
silence, assumes the legitimacy of cultural domination.

If liberal internationalism was the projection of a historical fantasy
(Hunt, 1983:313), it was at least a fantasy constructed of real historical
building blocks and not mental Tinkertoys. The greatest irony of the con
temporary situation is that our cosmopolitan disillusionment should come
at a time when the world is more unified than ever. For all the tenacity of
nationalism and sovereignty, internationalism is economically, ecologically,
and, alas, militarily, if not fully accomplished, a fact nevertheless. Nations
and cultures, no matter how autarchic or reclusive, are everywhere subject
to outside influences that define and support as much as they threaten. To
rephrase Hegel: Pure culture is pure nothing.

Depending on whether the new realism takes the form of disillusioned
withdrawal or hard-boiled engagement, cultural relativism either wishes to
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abolish politics altogether or in effect reduces all cultural interaction to
politics. The first is only an emotional attitude, unrelated to reality. The
fact is that cultures do respond to power, and asymmetrical power relation
ships have historically been a major instrument of cultural change. But if
one eschews tampering with other cultures' values while admitting to the
possibility of change through mutual contact, and if one rules out the
possibility of the international equivalent of a Lockean consensus, relations
are possible only on the basis of interest and power. In the end, relativism
reduces cultural relations to politics. Rather than achieving the autonomy
of culture, cultural relativism sanctions its subjugation.

Culture is to liberalism in the twentieth century what nationalism was
in the nineteenth. Just as conservatives then turned liberal doctrines of

nationality to their own purposes, it is clear that an analogous misappropri
ation could take place with culture on the basis of relativist premises. By
accepting pseudoliberal tenets, liberal internationalists would be promoting
what they originally sought to eliminate. One questions whether they wish
to go this far, especially as the relativist syndrome was prompted in the fct
place by a revulsion against the excessive use of power. Disenchanted they
may be, but today's liberals are not heretics at heart.

We have been disillusioned by the myth of uniformity, but the same
fate is bound to befall our preoccupation with cultural uniqueness. The
relativist enchantment with the universality of difference is in its own way
no less reductionist and fallacious than the internationalist fascination with
unity and identity. It is natural that the one should follow hard on the heels
of the other, but it by no means follows that the end of the harmony of
interests should be equated with internationalism's senescence. Quite the
contrary, it is more sensible to suppose that American internationalism has
only begun to leave an adolescence in which enthusiasm and disillusion
ment were essential for maturation.

Irony is the end result of complexity, not of its initial emergence.
There is no need to understand the fine print of rhetorical theory to recog
nize that our historical imagination has been dominated by very simple
images grounded in master metaphors of likeness and uniqueness. Nor
should it take much persuading to see that our imagination need not—
indeed cannot—remain imprisoned by these images. Similarities and differ
ences remain to be combined into larger and more complex patterns of
historical meaning, into a dialectical conception of a whole with discrete
parts. Without taking into account the possibility of extraordinary calami
ties, internationalism as an ideology and as a practical process has quite a
way to go before it suffers from the disasters predicted by our futurologist
Nostradamuses and succumbs to its self-generated ironies.

The pattern of the emerging relationship between parts and whole
remains far from clear, but the internationalist direction is plain enough.
Instead of seeking to abolish conflict by creating or reinstating a fictive
harmony of interests, and instead of accepting the chaos of diversity, the
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task today has become the cooperative management of cultural and politi
cal differences. This entails continued adherence to some essential tenets of

cultural internationalism: the belief in the autonomous power of ideas, in
the universality of meaning, and in a common destiny. At the same time,
we must recognize that the old dilemmas between policy and administra
tion, between ideas and interests, and between culture and power that were
presumably "solved" by the politicization of cultural relations have in fact
not been solved at all. These perplexities are among the fundamental gener
ative problems of our civilization, and they must be challenged and sur
mounted anew in novel policy situations. With internationalism comes all
its difficulties, more formidable than ever because they can no longer be
ideologically concealed.

What troubles us today is not so much complexity as the absence of a
self-assured sense of historical mission. There have of late been eloquent calls
for "the care and repjiir of myth." But even if it were possible to trade one
myth for another, the truth is that wedo not want to recapturethe blind self-
confidenceof the past. However much we may feel nostalgic for the certain
ties of the old-time religion and its sense of a transcendent goal, we realize
that ultimate ends are more appropriate to God's realm than to our own.
Even when looked at from a religious frame, if the enchantment with mod
ernization was really a secularized faith in historical process, it was a species
of idol worship and maybe even an exotic form of sacrilege. In any case, as a
practical matter ideology as faith breeds zealotry. It is one of the more salu
tary results of the cold war, one that remains to be fully appreciated, that we
have learned not to take our beliefs absolutely seriously.

This comes finally to a choice of optimism over pessimism; but if so,
it is an optimism which is in its ownway firmly grounded in our traditional
Western understanding of history as a processthat moves from simplicity to
complexity, but stillmoves forward. And it remains the only idealistic alter
native to the historical equivalent of the Protestant need for justification
through faith. The larger meaning of cultural relations arises largely from
the intellectual necessity of such a meaning, from the conviction that, his
torically, the process is far from complete. To feel oneself part of a natu
rallyunfolding story is transcendence and larger purpose of a sort, and all
that we have a right to expect.
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American Exchanges with China,
Revisited

Mary Brown Bullock

President Ronald Reagan's May 1984visit to Beijing was replete with
symbolism, but few moments were as poignant as when Zhou Peiyuan, the
veteran scientist-diplomat, welcomed the American leader to the Great Hall
of the People (Foreign Broadcast Information Service [FBIS], April 30,
1984:B3). It had been a long journey for the "returned student" from
Tsinghua College to the University of Chicago to the California Institute of
Technology to this podium. For Zhou Peiyuan, the student, symbolized the
main thrust of American cultural policy toward China during the first half
of this century: to expose a new generation of Chinese to American science
and education and thereby inculcate both American values and long-lasting
political and cultural ties. The selection of Zhou, now white-haired and
over eighty, to introduce Ronald Reagan to the Chinese people and to share
the head banquet table with Premier Zhao Ziyang highlighted today's
extensive scientific and educational relationship. The irony of close educa
tional ties between an ideological communist country and a pluralistic dem
ocratic one or the anomaly of highly touted scientific relations between the
world's largest underdeveloped country and the world's most technologi
cally advanced one almost seems irrelevant. For the moment at least, cul
tural relations in its most inclusive sense—in the realm of ideas, science,
technology, and education—has once again become a central component of
U.S.-China relations.

Zhou Peiyuan and others of his generation have played key roles in
renewing Sino-American relations and in leading domestic scientific and edu
cational reforms which draw from their American educational experience. In
doing so, they have partially vindicated an earlier era of Sino-American cul
tural relations. Americans of the early twentieth century expected that induc
tive, scientific thinking and American higher education would assist China's
modernization by creating a "strong and democratic China" with close polit
ical and commercial ties to the United States. We well know that China did

not become "just like Kansas City," and the long interregnum in U.S.-China
relations provided early evidence of a failed cultural diplomacy. In "losing
China" politically, the assumption was not only that cultural ties were forever
broken, but that they had also contributed to "our loss."

This is a modification of a colloquium paper presented at the Woodrow Wilson International
Center for Scholars, March 1984, titled "Scientific and Educational Relations Between the
United States and the People's Republic of China: An Historical Perspective."
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We might have known better, for the span of a quarter of a century,
even a century, is far too short to assess intercultural exchange. John D.
Rockefeller, Jr., was personally involved in conceptualizing and funding
many American activities in China during the first half of the century.
Shortly after the nationalization of £ill American commercial and educa
tional institutions by the new communist government, he was unwilling to
dismiss a century's experience. Writing to a friend in the idiom of that earlier
era, he observed: "But who are we to say that this might not be the Lord's
way . . (Rockefeller to Mary Ferguson, 1951, quoted in Bullock, 1980).

There were few with such a long-term vision. I cannot recall anyone
who predicted the renewal of cultural relations between China and the
United States in patterns that so strikingly resemble the first half of the
twentieth century. Nor are there many who seek some understanding of the
dynamics of Chinese science and education in terms of the institutional and
normative legacy of a Western, especially American, influence (Hayhoe,
1984a and 1984c). Even fewer have sought to understand the resurgence of
Christianity, the tenacity with which families and communities have clung
to their foreign religious practices and beliefs. On the contrary, many writ
ers," including myself, have argued that the elitist, treaty-port, foreign-
dominated, ideological, and reformist nature of American cultural
relations with China in the pre-1949 period diminished its influence (Buck,
1980; Wang, 1965; West, 1972). These observations remain pertinent, for
they also accurately describe much of today's interaction. But they need to
be balanced with a new look at some factors which contributed to the

strength of the American cultural legacy in China.

By focusing on the natural sciences and higher education, this chapter
explores the tenacity of the pre-1949 legacy on both sides of the Pacific.
Cultural history, as an integral part of U.S.-China relations, has been too
frequently overlooked or narrowly identified with the missionary move
ment. Yet the American scientific and educational role in China during the
first half of the twentieth century greatly exceeded that of any other West
ern country. Its emphasis on the basic sciences and liberal arts was chal
lenged by Chinese nationalism during the 1920s and 1930s, presaging the
political rejection of the 1950s. The assertions of nationalism vis-^-vis
Western ideas and institutions remains a salient force. Nonetheless, a broad
secularization of American educational interests, the constant flow of Chi
nese students to the United States, the early priority attached to the natural
sciences, and the American commitment to institution-building had pro
found consequences for the professionalization of science and the indigeni-
zation of Western higher education in China. It is this complex legacy, far
transcending the careers of Western-trained intellectuals themselves, which
begins to explain the resonance between China and the United States and
today's extensive cultural relationship.
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The Secularization of the American Educational Role in China

Shortly before traveling to China in the spring of 1984, President
Reagan met with a group of Chinese students studying in the United States.
Ignoring the advice of his counselors, he compared their presence in the
United States to that of an earlier generation of Chinese students funded by
the Boxer indemnity scholarships. Reagan lauded both the Chinese and
American governments of that time for their farsighted commitment to
educational exchanges and expressed his hope that the numbers of Chinese
students in the United States would continue to expand.

For all the myths that surround American generosity in remitting the
Boxer indemnity funds for educational scholarships (Hunt, 1972), this was
a political decision that marked the emergence of a secular, as distinct from
religious, American educational involvement with China. This new cultural
approach embraced not only the U.S. government but major centers of
American academia. Close links existed with the missionary community
whose spirit of service infused it, but in time the newly created institutions
collectively defined a different kind of cultural relationship with China and
greatly modified the missionary educational role as well. This new Ameri
can cultural relationship came to be dominated by science and education.
As evinced by Reagan's remarks, our policies today continue to be
informed by the cultural consensus which emerged during this period.

Several factors account for the changes in American cultural orienta
tion toward China which occurred early in the century, especially the broad
appeal of science and higher education. Fundamentalist theology was fall
ing to a low-water mark, and religious organizations, domestically and
abroad, were increasingly attentive to hospitals and schools. Scientific dis
coveries and institutional changes were transforming American higher edu
cation, especially training in medicine and the natural sciences. The
modern-day American research university and medical college with an
emphasis upon laboratories and basic research. Harvard and Johns
Hopkins being their models, were taking shape. The Progressive era had
dawned, and a new confidence was at hand that education, distinctly liberal
American education, could reform society, individuals, and politics. All of
these currents were reflected in the emergence of a secular, as distinct from
religious, motivation for American cultural involvement abroad, with
explicit links to expanding American economic interests (Israel, 1971;
Brown, 1976).

During the early twentieth century, China appeared as a particularly
appropriate tabula rasa for American scientific and reform interests. The
Boxer Rebellion and the loss of American missionary lives dramatized for
the people at home the heroic nature of American involvement. The open-
door policy of Secretary of State John Hay reinforced an idealized image of
America's special interests in China. Rumblings of reform within the Qing
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dynasty, later manifested by the abandonment of the traditional examina
tion system and the tentative introduction of Western education, reinforced
the concept that America's contribution to China's modernization should
be through science and education. Inspired at the beginning by missionary
zeal, the American educational commitment to China by 1920 embraced a
diverse constituency—including both religious and secular scientific and
educational leaders from all parts of the country as well as officials of the
U.S. government. If missionaries, primarily evangelists, typified American
cultural brokers of the nineteenth century, then educators—including mis
sionaries, but also representatives of the full array of American academia—
are their twentieth-century successors.

The underlying American rationale, which remained widespread for
nearly three decades, was clearly stated in a proposal to President Theodore
Roosevelt concerning the remission of the Boxer funds. Edmund J. James,
president of the University of Illinois, reflected a broader American politi
cal and academic sentiment when he wrote:

China is upon the verge of a revolution. . . . Every great nation in the world
will inevitably be drawn into more or less intimate relations with this gigantic
development. . . . The United States ought not to hesitate. . . . The nation
which succeeds in educating the young Chinese of the present generation will
be the nation which for a given expenditure of effort will reap the largest
possible returns in moral, intellectual, and commercial influence. (James,
1907)

Drawing China into an American orbit via education became a widespread
goal. What is noteworthy today is that while the long-term mission was to
instill democratic values. Western science was to be the civilizing medium.
William Henry Welch, a key architect of the Rockefeller program in China,
put it succinctly: "It is of fundamental importance that China should come
to understand the influence of the experimental method and the verifica
tion of hypotheses on the progress of western civilization" (Welch,
1928:171).

This correlation between inductive scientific thinking and a reformed
Chinese polity was central to the thinking of many of the American individ
uals and institutions that became actively involved in China. It appears in
the writings of individuals as divergent as John R. Mott, Abraham Flexner,
John Dewey, Charles W. Eliot, Paul Monroe, Roger Greene, and John D.
Rockefeller, Jr.—each of whom contributed both to the institutional and
conceptual structure of early twentieth-century American cultural relation
ships with China (Eliot, 1913). Alternatively crassly pragmatic (Chinese
students will assist in opening the China market) and highly philosophical
(Chinese students will imbibe a new conception of the phenomenon of
nature), the operational implications of such a cultural approach were rela
tively straightforward: the need to strengthen education, especially in the
natural sciences, both for Chinese students in the United States and in
educational institutions in China.
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Modified during the 1930s by a new emphasis upon the social sciences
and humanities and in the 1940s by a two-front ideological war (Ninkovich,
1981 and 1984), this broad American commitment to Chinese education
endured until 1949. American universities were mobilized almost from the

outset. Although racial discrimination was a serious problem throughout
the first half of the century, particularly with regard to housing, work
restrictions, and social life, the university community, in contrast to local
political or labor groups, appears generally sympathetic to the Chinese. For
example, in 1909 the U.S. Bureau of Education commissioned John Fryer,
the Shanghai scientific translator who had retired to the University of Cali
fornia, to survey nearly one hundred American colleges and universities to
ascertain their potential reaction to Chinese students. Given the high tide of
anti-Chinese sentiment and the relatively few foreign students in American
universities at the time, the responses are noteworthy. All were willing to
substitute Chinese for the customary requirement of Latin or Greek, most
offered some forms of special housing or academic assistance, and about a
quarter provided some form of financial assistance (Fryer, 1909).

American scholarships for Chinese students became central to long-
term American cultural goals. The Boxer fund ultimately provided more
than 2,000 scholarships and also funded and maintained Tsinghua College,
later Tsinghua University. Funding from a second remission in 1924 created
the China Foundation for Education and Culture, which, in addition to a
host of other educational and scientific grants, provided an additional 400
awards for advanced scientific study. While these have always been the best
known, the Boxer fellowships were not the only significant source of Amer
ican financial support for Chinese students: The Rockefeller Foundation
provided more than 600 grants between 1920 and 1949 and the China Medi
cal Board (CMB) an additional several hundred. The continuing American
emphasis on the natural sciences is reflected by the types of scholarships
offered. The Americans, not the Chinese, first targeted the Boxer fellow
ships for science and engineering. Eighty percent of the Rockefeller grants
were in the natural sciences, as were nearly all the CMB and China Founda
tion grants (China Foundation, Annual Reports; Rockefeller Foundation,
Fellowship History File).

During World War II, the U.S. government again became active in
promoting and funding the study of Chinese students in the United States.
With the Boxer fellowships as legitimating precedents, the Committee on
Wartime Planning for Chinese Students, drawing from the President's
Emergency Fund, supported 2,000 students. And between 1948 and 1955,
the U.S. Congress authorized $10 million to provide scholarships for 3,641
Chinese students, nearly all of the Chinese students studying in the United
States during that time. The majority of this latter group remained in the
United States and, with U.S. government funding, went on to finish M.A.'s
and Ph.D.'s, rapidly becoming absorbed into American colleges and univer
sity faculties. This was the origin of many of the ethnic Chinese who have
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become integral parts of the American university community (Memo on
Chinese Student Aid Program, 1949; International Educational Exchange
Service, 1956; Committee on Education Interchange Policy, 1956).

During the forty years between the inauguration of the Boxer scholar
ships and the communist victory in China, American college and university
involvement in modernizing China via education became institutionalized.
The literature is replete with reports of American educational commissions
to China, meetings of university leaders concerned about the problem of
^'returned students" in China, and emergency efforts to provide for
stranded students during periods of severe inflation or wartime conditions.
And during the nearly twenty-five years between 1949 and President
Richard Nixon's new opening to China, the impressive contributions of
Chinese-American scholars was a constant reminder of an earlier era of

cultural ties.

Chinese Educational Exchanges

This broad secularization of American commitment to Chinese edu

cation and the continuous availability of scholarships, coupled with a pref
erence for the English language, were among the factors that encouraged an
increasingly large number of Chinese students to study in the United States
during the first half of the century. In retrospect, it is thus significant that
China's first educational mission abroad was not to Japan, as might have
been expected, but to the United States. As part of the late Qing "self-
strengthening" effort to defend China against Western military intrusion,
approximately one hundred young Chinese students were sent to the Con
necticut Valley in 1872. The rationale for the program, as outlined in a
memorial to the throne, has a contemporary ring:

To establish arsenals for manufacturing and to open schools for instruction in
China is just the beginning of the struggle to rise again. To go abroad for
study, to gather ideas and the benefits of greater knowledge can produce far-
reaching and great results. Westerners seek knowledge for actual use. If we
Chinese wish to adopt their superior techniques and suddenly try to buy all
their machines, not only is our power insufficient to do this, but also there is
no way for us to master either the fundamental principles or the details of the
profound ideas contained in these superior techniques, unless we have actu
ally seen them and practiced with them for a long time. (Fairbank and Teng,
1970:92)

Less than ten years after it began, the mission was canceled and the
Chinese students called home. The primary reasons were fear of accultura
tion, high costs, and failure to gain access to American defense
technology—Chinese students were denied expected admission to Annapo
lis and West Point (Yung, 1909:177-78; Foreign Relations of the United
States, 1883:123; Consular Dispatches, Shanghai, 1872). These issues did
not disappear in future years, but the technological and educational needs
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of the country became overriding. Concern about deracination and liberal
influences were usually shunted aside by the pragmatic need to train scien
tists and engineers abroad.

Beginning in the late nineteenth century and gaining momentum in
the early twentieth century, China became the first modern nation to
attempt to leapfrog domestic educational deficiencies by massive training
abroad. The lure of America was not immediately apparent. Germany,
England, and France were initially more responsive to Chinese educational
missions, especially in providing access to naval arsenals and military train
ing. With its geographical proximity and cultural affinities, Japan's educa
tional influence greatly exceeded that of Europe and the United States
during the first quarter of the century. During that period as many as
300,000 Chinese students went to Japan, ten times the number who studied
in the United States prior to 1949.

Understanding the truncated nature of Japanese scientific and educa
tional influence in the pre-1949 era—in spite of these numbers—helps to
explain the growing importance of Sino-American educational links. It is
impossible to calculate the political, military, and educational influence of
returned students from Japan during the first quarter of the century. The
Revolution of 1911 and the May 4th Movement were fueled by student
activists returning from Japan, most of China's military leaders were
trained in Japan, and China's early modern education system was modeled
after Japan. Of those who went to Japan, however, the vast majority went
for short sojourns and either were not enrolled in colleges and universities
or never completed formal degrees. Japanese higher education itself was
newly established and in the natural sciences and engineering remained
highly dependent on Europe and the United States. Few higher degree pro
grams existed. Most importantly, by the late 1920s Japan's military ambi
tions in China put an end to the appeal of foreign study in Japan.
Consequently, Japanese higher educational influence slowly declined
between 1930 and 1950, except in Manchuria, and was only residual upon
the founding of the People's Republic of China (Jansen, 1975:149-58).

It still comes as a surprise to realize that more Chinese students grad
uated from American than Japanese universities prior to 1949. Of even
more significance for the institutionalization of Western science and higher
education in China was the fact that nearly twenty times as many Chinese
received Ph.D.'s in America as in Japan. A distant second to the United
States was Germany. Table 1 presents those figures.

Keeping in mind these statistics, one sees that the PRC's decision to
send thousands of students to the West represents continuity, not a radical
departure, in modern China's cultural policy. For over a century, with the
sole exception of the period from 1967 to 1974, Chinese students have been
studying abroad, frequently in large numbers. Today's numbers pale beside
the tens of thousands who studied in Japan during the first decade of the
century. And, given increased population and larger university enrollments,
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Table 1. Foreign Degrees Received by Chinese
Students, c. 1900-50

Country (years) Number Awarded Degrees Awarded Ph.D.'s

U.S. (1850-1953) 13,797 2,097
Japan (1901-39) 12,000 100
Germany (1907-50) 3,500 678
France (1907-50) 3,000 527
Great Britain (1911-49) 2,500 250

SOURCES: Adapted from Chu-yuan Cheng, Scientific and Engineering Manpower in Com
munist China, 1949-1963 (Washington, D.C.; National Science Foundation, 1965), pp. 222-
34; Yuan Hing-li, A Guide to Doctoral Dissertations by Chinese Students in America,
1905-1961 (Washington, D.C.: China Institute of America, 1961); idem, "A Guide to Doc
toral Dissertations by Chinese Students in Continental Europe, 1907-1962," Chinese Culture
Quarterly 5(3-4), 6(1) (1964).

they are of the same order of magnitude as during the late Republican
period and the high tide of Soviet training in the mid-1950s (Filatov,
1976:72-81; Cheng, 1965:195-200).

Cultural continuity in China's study abroad program transcends the
numbers: The policy issues concerning overseas training remain remarkably
similar. While policy debates may continue, they do so within the bounda
ries of a century's experience. For the management of students abroad has
always been a vexing problem, philosophically, diplomatically, and opera
tionally. Official Chinese views of their outflow of students varied over
time, but several issues remained fairly constant: the shifting emphasis
between the practical sciences or Western culture, appropriate and effecfve
political supervision, differential policies toward officially sponsored and
self-supporting students, and ongoing concern over quality and expense.

Policies of the Republican era—from 1911 to 1949, when the bulk of
China's students studied in the West—illustrate some of these themes.
After the establishment of the Republic in 1911, wholesale Westernization,
for a brief moment, became a dominant motif. As China sought broad
exposure to Western legal, political, and economic systems, technical and
military trainingabroad was deemphasized. Provinces vied withmunicipali
ties and the central government in establishing scholarships to send young
proteges abroad. Predictably, this generally laissez-faire and decentralized
system of the early Republic was tightened under the Kuomintang, which
promulgated numerous regulations concerning foreign study abroad. Criti
cism of the previously lax attitude became common, as reflected by the
minister of education's disquietude in 1932:

There has never been any limitation on students abroad. Even middle-school
graduates are free to go abroad. There are no restrictions on age, academic
qualifications, and subjects to study. . . . From now on, the sending of gov-
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eminent scholars must be made more strict and confined to university gradu
ates with two years of practical experience and to university instructors. The
fields of study must also be specified by the ministry. (Wang, 1965:128)

Regulations concerning study abroad became increasingly more
restrictive under the Kuomintang (KMT) during the 1930s and 1940s. Only
experienced students and faculty in the natural sciences and engineering
sciences were selected, and efforts were made to tighten government super
vision over self-supporting and officially sponsored students alike. Not
effectively implemented during the 1930s, these efforts reached their climax
in the mid-forties, when all students and scholars studying abroad were
required to attend a KMT indoctrination program. American university
officials, preparing to receive increasingly large numbers of Chinese stu
dents as a symbol of support for 'Tree China," were outraged. They were
especially disturbed by the official regulation requiring that "all the
thoughts and deeds of self-supporting students residing abroad must abso
lutely be subject to the direction and control of the superintendent of stu
dents and the embassy. If their words are found to be contrary to the San
Min Chu I (ThreePrinciplesof the People)or their actions are irregular, they
shall be immediately disqualified for study abroad and shall be summarily
recalled to China." The New York Times editorialized that "American col
leges and universities are becoming reluctant to admit moreChinese students
until these rules have been removed. . . . American universities are greatly
concerned with the issues involved, and are hoping that the regulations will
be modified so as not to interfere with the standards of academic freedom
considered so important in this country" (W. Fairbank, 1976:125, 127).

These issues were eventually resolved, but they illustrate the persist
ence of an uneasy tension: It has never been easy for an authoritarian
Chinese government to accede to American university standards of aca
demic freedom.

If it was difficult for the Chinese government to oversee political behav
ior, it was equally difficult to regulate fields of study. Although official schol
arships frequently specified fields of emphasis, the widespread availability of
American scholarships and private family funding mitigated against any
national plan. Nonetheless, the disciplines pursued by Chinese students in
Americaduring the first half of the centuryindicatethat the greatest empha
sis was on engineering and the natural sciences—mirroring Chinese govern
ment priorities. The high percentage of Ph.D.'s in the natural sciences was a
direct result of American research fellowships in those fields. Tkble 2 illus
trates the general disciplines studied and the degrees received.

A careful study of the life of these Chinese students in America and
their subsequent role in the United States, Taiwan, and China has yet to be
made (Yieh, 1934; Kwoh, 1946). Although Western-trained individuals
achieved prominence in political circles and dominated academic institutions,
they were also widely caricatured during the 1920s and 1930s for their West-
em affectations, frequent unemployment, and divorce from the realities of
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Table 2. Degrees Received by Chinese Students in the United States

Subject B.A.'s (%) Ph.D.'s (%)

Engineering 28 21

Natural sciences 12 40

Humanities 17 7

Social sciences 13 11

Education 12 5
Business 8

Medicine 7 5

Agriculture 3 2

♦Includes economics.

SOURCES: Adapted from China Institute in America, A Survey of Chinese Students in
American Collegesand Universitiesin the Past 100 Years (New York:China Institute in Amer
ica, 1954); Yuan Hing-ii, A Guide toDoctoral Dissertations byChinese Students inAmerica,
1905-1961 (Washington, D.C.: China Institute of America, 1961).

Chinese life. Rough estimates suggest that just less than half of those with
American Ph.D.'s had returned to China by the early 1960s. We know
enough about their careers to appreciate their individual scientific and educa
tional accomplishments. It is difficult to conceiveof modern sciencein Chma
without their presence. In 1964, 77 percent of the board members mid
departmental standing coimnittee members of the Chinese Academy of Sci
ences were Western-trained, and 55 percent had received their Ph.D.'s abroad.
In the social sciences and humanities, the Western-trained cohort was much
smaller. Despite the significant numbers who received Ph.D.'s abroad,, it
appears that a much smaller percentage returned to China, and few of these
held leadership positions. Of the sixty-four members of the Chinese Acad
emy of Science's Department of Philosophy and Social Sciences only 38
percent had any Western exposure (primarily in Japan), and only 20 percent
had received Western Ph.D.'s (Cheng, 1965:218-63). This is at leastone rea
son why recent Western social scientists and humanists visiting China have
found so few intellectual connections.

In spite of the importance of individual accomplishments, the influ
ence of these Western-trained individuals probably would have dissipated
over time had not their return to China during the 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s
coincided with the emergence of a professional Chinese scientific commu
nity and the indigenization of Western institutions of higher education.
Understanding that American cultural activities in China contributed to
this institutional development is key to understanding the long-term Ameri
can legacy.
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Institution-Building: The American Scientific and Educational
Presence in China

The American educational presence in pre-1949 China has been the
subject of much controversy, both in the United States and in China. Deni
grated as "missionary" education in the United States and denounced in
China as "aggressive cultural imperialism," the American scientific and
educational role in China was far more diverse than has been widely recog
nized. It included over a score of American-managed institutions of higher
education and specialized research institutes. Their model was a typical
twentieth-century American education—liberal arts and the basic sciences.
These institutions were perceived as a foreign presence, with many negative
political ramifications. But the American presence also included extensive
financial and professional support for distinctly Chinese educational and
scientific facilities and was thus integrally related to the growing profession-
alization of the Chinese educational and scientific community.

The American vision of transforming China via American educa
tional models has been a persistent one. In 1872 the U.S. House of Repre
sentativeswas asked to use surplus Opium War(not Boxer) indemnity funds
to establish an American college in China that would "operate to remove
international misunderstandings and prejudices, aid in the scientific explo
ration and development of the natural resources of China, recommend
American inventions, and open up new paths for American enterprise and
new opportunities for the progress of China in modern civilization" (U.S.
House of Representatives, Document no. 70). In the early twentieth cen
tury, efforts were made to establish a comprehensive secular college in
China along the lines of the University of Chicago. These efforts failed.
But Johns Hopkins via Peking Union Medical College, M.I.T. via
Tsinghua College, Cornell via the University of Nanking, and the Ameri
can liberal arts college conceptvia Yenching and others—all became viable
institutional models during the Republican period.

This American institutional presence was nonetheless an intrusive one
and served from the early 1920s on as the negative focusof a Chinese nation
alism determined to rid the country of foreign-dominated institutions—
especially in the cultural and economic spheres. That the prevailing American
models of the period emphasized the basic sciences and liberal arts and
appeared elitist in their standards intensified the Chinese reaction, which was
dominated bya social revolution, not professional standards. The Republican
era critique of American educational models was also stimulated by Euro
pean influences, especially via the League of Nations. League educators
from Europe advised the Chinese government to centralize scientific and
educational planning, to adapt systems of "state science" and "state
medicine"—institutional concepts at variance with the decentralized, highly
individualistic American model of liberal education and basic scientific
research (Duggan, 1933; Lucas, 1982). In spite of this troubled history even
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during their heyday, American institutional concepts of science and educa
tionappear to have hada lasting influence in China. This is dueprimarily to
the sinificationprocess that took place prior to 1949, but an American insti
tutional strategy also contributed to this indigenization.

But let's first discuss sinification. The relative speed with which
American-managed institutions were sinified was the result of Chinese gov
ernmental policies, not an American agenda. American attitudes through
out the period are well captured by the remarks of Roger Greene,
vice-director of the Peking Union Medical College, in 1928;

We do, of course, encounter some ebullitions of national feeling and a ten
dency to be rather critical of proposed foreign appointments as against pro
motion of Chinese, but this has not been serious. A sufficient number of the
Chinese staffareso interested in theirwork and in the welfare of the college
that theyare not disposed to press their nationalism too far. (Roger Greene to
Nelson Johnson, May 17, 1928, Nelson Johnson Papers)

Such attitudes fueled, rather than stifled, Chinese nationalism and stiffened
governmental regulations over foreign educational institutions. These regula
tions could be implemented because, in contrast to African or Asian nations
under European colonial rule, a Western educational system was never
imposed upon China (Bastid-Bruguiere). The umbrella of extraterritori^ty
provided some insulation, but almost from the start foreign schools were
subject to Chinese regulations. As a result, while all American colleges were
foreign-dominated in the early 1920s, by the mid-1930s control had passed
into Chinese hands. Even though funding remained in American hands,
these institutions had Chinese presidents, Chinese faculty, and Chinese
boards of trustees. Some even received Chinese governmental funding.

We know a fair amount about the sinification of institutions (Lptz,
1971; West, 1976; Bullock, 1980; Israel, 1982-83; Holden, 1964; St. John's
University, 1932). We know far less about the ways in which institutional
concepts were adapted or changed by the Chinese faculty who inherited
them. Many Chinese professors within these institutions were alumni who
had further intensified their exposure to American educational norms
through graduate study abroad. From the existing literature, one gains the
impression that not only were institutional values transferred from the for
eign to the Chinese faculty, but that the onset of the Sino-Japanese War
fostered allegiance to an American educational ethos. During the war
years, significant American private and government aid flowed to Western-
educated Chinese intellectuals and Chinese educational institutions, which
regrouped in southwest China. After the war, most of these institutions
were reconstituted in their earlier images. Disbanded or amalgamateH dur
ing the 1950s, an unmistakable legacy is frequently evident at their succes
sor institutions in China today.

When viewed against the more ideologicalgoals of their founders, all
of these American institutions could be judged as failures. The Christian
colleges did not "Christianize" China. Peking Union Medical College did

34



not "transform the scientific spirit of China." Tsinghua College has not yet
led to a "democratic China." When viewed over time as American educa
tional models, however, each has had a lasting influence.

The most underestimated have been the missionary colleges. The
famous include Yenching University in Beijing, Lingnan University in Can
ton, and St. John's University in Shanghai. But there were others, some
smaller and more specialized, such as Ginling College for Women in Nan
king and Boone Library School in Wuhan. The strong personalities of
missionary founders, varying denominations, or local conditions contrib
uted to their diversity. Each did include Bibleand religionin their curricula,
but as an educational model they represented the American liberal arts
concept, with an unusual emphasis upon the natural sciences.

The secularization of American education in China is well reflected by a
steadystreamof funding to the missionary colleges from the Rockefeller Foun
dation, the China Medical Board, and the China Foundation for Education
and Culture. These secular funding sources emphasizedscience, not religionor
the liberal arts, affirmingthat the Christiancolleges were an important institu
tional vehicle for Western science. Through them, as elsewhere, American
science—particularly basic inductive science—put "its best foot forward."
Laboratories were upgraded and incentives for faculty research and advanced
training provided. As a result of this infusion, the natural sciences accounted
for a third of the instruction in the American colleges, exceeding in quantity
and quality that offered in Chinese institutions.

It is not surprising, then, that many of China's leading scientists
received their undergraduate education in the Christian colleges. With their
English and basic science training, many went abroad, returning to China
as professors of science in their alma maters. Over time, most of the scien
tific faculty in the Christian colleges became Chineseand included some of
the most distinguished scientists of their generation. The botany and genet
ics faculty at Yenching, the chemistry faculty at Lingnan, and the agricul
tural faculty at Nanking became among the best in the country.

Ironically, the Christian colleges appear to have been more successful
in nurturing the basic sciences than they were in promoting the social sci
ences and humanities. Under American auspices in China, these fields were
attenuated because the cultural, humanistic emphasis was primarily a West
ern one. Courses were typically on American civics or English literature,
and the textbooks utilized were intended for an American audience. While
this expanded knowledge about America itself. Western concepts of the
humanities or social sciences were not integrated into the Chinese cultural
experience. There were some important exceptions, such as at Yenching and
Tsinghua. And the 1930s would see a new infusion of American foundation
funding for the social sciences in China, especially economics and sociol
ogy. But the Western-inspired social sciences never achieved the same insti
tutional base in China as did the natural sciences (Chiang).
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As an institutional model, Tsinghua University has had a more lasting
influence than the liberal arts college. Tsinghua College evolved out of the
preparatory program for Chinese scholars receiving scholarships from the
Boxer indemnity fellowships and was funded during the 1920s and 1930s by
the investment return on this indemnity. Jointly managed by a Chinese mid
American board of directors, during the 1920s and 1930s Tsinghua was
evolving into a comprehensive university along American lines. Under
American-trained Chinese leadership, efforts were made to introduce related
colleges of arts, sciences, law, and engineering, and Tsinghua was one of the
first Chinese institutions to offer doctoral degrees. More graduates from
Tsinghua studied in the United States than from any other Chinese univer
sity, and many became China's leading scientists and engineers. During the
1930s and 1940s, this American university model was one among several
which competed for national acceptance. During the 1950s it was rejected in
favor of the Soviet pattern, which separated the pure from the applied sci
ences and research from education. Tsinghua was modified to reflect that
formula, but its earlier manifestation retained a significant following. It was
probably the inspiration behind the decision of the Chinese Academy of
Sciences to establish a University of Science and Technology (today existmg
in Anhwei) in the late 1950s (Hayhoe, 1984b). And it is one model for Qii-
na's recent efforts to integrate the pure and applied sciences within a univer
sity system which includes both research and teaching functions.

In its day, Peking Union Medical College (PUMC) was perhaps
regarded as the most isolated and elite of all of the American institutions,
graduating only 313 students in its twenty-year history. But its summer
seminars and graduate fellowship program brought a steady stream of Chi
neseand missionary biomedical faculty through its well-equipped laborato
ries. Its influence, too, ultimately transcended narrow institutional walls.
Today, not only has PUMC regained its original name and identity, but the
prestigious Chinese Academy of Medical Sciences is also a direct institu
tional descendant, five of China's key medical colleges were founded by
PUMC alumni, and the curricula and organization of Chinese medical
colleges and hospitals continue to be influenced by the original "Johns
Hopkins model" (PUMC Alumni, 1984).

If residual concepts of American science and education were
embodied only in these original American institutions, it would be
noteworthy, but perhaps not historically significant. What has made the
American influence so durable is that it was not limited to these American-
managed institutions. One obvious reason is the steady flow of alumni and
returned students into national Chinese institutions of science and higher
education. Forty percent of the alumni of the Christian colleges found
careers in higher education. Manynational Chinese universities were led by
American-trained faculty, including Nankai University and National South
eastern University.
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A second reason is less well known: In addition to helping American-
managed institutions, American philanthropy sought to strengthen dis
tinctly Chinese institutions, at first primarily in the natural sciences, but
later in the social sciences as well. Two foundations alone, the China Medi
cal Board and the China Foundation for Education and Culture, contrib
uted over $15 million to one hundred different Chinese educational
institutions—libraries, schools, and research institutes such as the Aca-
demia Sinica, the Fan Memorial Botany Institute, and the Geological Sur
vey. Their decision, reached in the late 1920s, to concentrate resources
primarily on Chinese rather than Westernized institutions significantlydif
fused the American scientific and educational model (Schneider,
1982:1217). These foundations were the most important, but they were not
alone. Private philanthropists such as John D. Rockefeller, Jr., and smaller
foundations such as the Millbank Memorial Fund targeted Chinese institu
tions ranging from Jimmy Yen's Mass Education Movement to the Peking
Library for financial assistance (Millbank Memorial Fund Quarterly Bulle
tin; Rockefeller Family Archives).

American connections to Chinese institutions of higher learning were
more than just financial: These funds brought visiting faculty and American
institutional relationships. With these grants went foundation surveys, rec
ommendations, and conditions. Then, as now, these assessments were used
to monitor the development of the institution and to prod it toward an
implicitly Americaninstitutional pattern. Since Americanfunds were rarelya
large percentageof the funding, one cannot say that these Chineseorganiza
tions became dependent upon American largess, but one can say that many
Chinese scientists and educators became skilled in American grantsmanship.

A national scientific research venture took shape, first by the estabhshment
of scholarly societies, then by the organization of the Academia Sinica in
1928, finally by the creation of university research centres. If these organiza
tions depended on foreign cooperation for their equipment and scientificdoc
umentation, they wereby no means simply appendages to foreign institutions,
but decided on their own programme of research. They knew how to create
their own methods in certain fields and to gain results which subsequently
contributed to foreign research. (Bastid-Brugui^re, 1984:17)

This American emphasis upon institution-building occurred during a
highly eclectic period in China. The American model by no means became
the only one, and many returned Chinese scholars drew from a variety of
Chinese and Western concepts to design distinctly Chinese institutions.
One example is the Academia Sinica, which was modeled after the Kaiser
Wilhelm Gessellschaft, the French Academic des Sciences and Louis Pas
teur Institute, and the American National Research Council (Yang). With
an additional overlay of Soviet influence, the Chinese Academy of Sciences
is the successor, today embarking on reforms which again draw from the
earlier American and European influence. The point here is not that an
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undiluted American model persisted, but that American-inspired institu
tional concepts became deeply embedded in the Chinese scientific and edu
cational milieu of pre-1949 China.

Professionalizing Chinese Science: The American Role

As it is evolving today, China's scientific community is a highly pro
fessional one, which emphasizes scientific competence, publications, disci
plinary societies, and national and international recognition (Suttmeier,
1984). While it exists in a close symbiotic relationship with the Chinese
state and is thus not politically autonomous, recent reforms call for self-
regulation, personal mobility, and some degree of research independence.
American-trained scientists such as Zhou Peiyuan have been persistent
advocates of an independent professional community:

What the scientific and technological workers ask for is ... to have greater
right of speech and right of decision in the formulation of scientific research
projects, the selectionof scientificresearchpersonnel, the judgment of results
in scientific research, the promotion of scientific and technological personnel
. . . (Zhou, 1979:118)

The highly professional interaction between this Chinese commuiuty
and its counterparts in the West since 1949 has been one of the most reas
suring aspects of China's new opening. At its best, this renewed relation
ship is professional and collegial, not politicized or paternalistic. Thespeed
with which Chinese scientists, transcending political and cultural differ
ences, have become an integral part of the world's scientific community
appears to be due to more than the commonality of a scientific language.
There is a professional resonance which has roots in the pre-1949 era.

The development of modern Chinese professions has been little stud
ied. Here, as in other areas of cultural interchange, the emerence of a Sino-
Western synthesis needs to be explored. Tlraditional concepts of group
behavior and organizations, scholarship, the relationship betweenthe intel
lectual and the state, and premodern patterns of scientific communities
have imparted uniquely Chinese characteristics. But the American smd
European contribution to the formation of a modern Chinese professional
scientific community was an important one. It flourished in the many for
mal and informal binational exchanges that proliferated during the fct
half of the twentieth century. Thesecollegial activities, many of them trans-
Pacific in nature, conveyed a Western, especially American, style of scien
tific organization, research process, professionalization, popularization,
and educational management to several successive generations of Chinese
educators and scientists.

The flavorand scopeof these activities is suggested by their range mid
diversity: editorial boards of scientific journals, boards of trustees of col
leges and universities, membership in China-based scientific and educa
tional societies, joint management of several foundations, and so forth
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(Cohen, 1978). At the beginning of the century, participation was primarily
by foreign missionaries, but it increasingly became both more secular and
more Chinese. By World War II, an extensive and professional Chinese
scientific infrastructure was in place.

The proliferation of scientific societies and journals provide exam
ples. By the mid-1930s there were scores of professional societies and over
200 scientific journals. Their evolution from foreign inception to Chinese
management is illustrated by the Chinese Medical Journal still China's
premier medical journal. It has been published almost without interruption
since its first issue as the Chinese Medical Missionary Journal in 1887. By
the late twenties, more than half of the articles were by Chinese, and the
title was changed to reflect the broader constituency. The more influential
K'o-hsueh (Science) and its sponsoring Science Society of China was always
under Chinese management, but was founded in 1914 at Cornell University
by Chinese students who took the American Association for the Advance
ment of Science and its Science as a model. Within their covers these two

journals trace the proliferation of scientific societies during the 1920s and
1930s, which were modeled after their American counterparts—the Chinese
Physiology Society, Botany Society, and Geology Society, among others.
Frequently, but not always, Americans or Europeans were early partici
pants, but leadership quickly passed to Chinese scientists, usually those
who returned from study abroad.

Close collegial ties between Chinese and Westerners characterized
these professional associations. Even as Chinese scientists took over the
leadership and more journals were published in Chinese rather than in
English, an orientation toward the West persisted. Peter Buck's study
American Science and Modern China concludes that the basic science ori

entation of these publications, coupled with the authors' desire to impress
their American and European colleagues, greatly limited their contribution
to a modern scientific tradition relevant to China's economic and industrial

development (Buck, 1980:212-22). This is a harsh judgment. Further study
discipline by discipline is required before such a conclusive assessment can
be made. For example, Laurence Schneider's review of genetics in Republi
can China portrays a discipline that was sensitive to Chinese agricultural
needs as well as to international scientific acclaim. His view is that the

American professional connection was a liberating one:

Chinese scientists became collaborators (as opposed to passive students) of
leading Western geneticists and, on returning to China, continued to commu
nicate and sometimes collaborate with them. This provided an important
outside source of community and direction for genetics in China. . . . Chi
nese geneticists established new programs and created research institutions
where none had existed before in China. . . .Whatever might be said about
the "cultural imperialism" of American philanthropy, in China the Founda
tions' central policy was to create an elite corps of science Ph.D.'s who would
liberate Chinese education from resident Western educators and build a new
asset of state-of-the-art science programs. (Schneider, 1984:4-5)
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We clearly need to know more about the dynamics of the interaction
between a Western concept of scientific community, the Chinese synthesis
of the 1930s and 1940s, the Soviet influence of the 1950s, and the Maoist
injunction to be both "red" and "expert." We can affirm that the scope
and intensity of today's interaction in science and education is related to a
cultural history that transcends individuals and is manifest in professional
and institutional affinities in both countries.

Conclusion

Science and education once again dominate cultural relations between
the United States and China, but we should not presume that their role will
be the same as in the past. Americans of the late twentieth century no
longer see science as a medium for the American way. That view began to
change in the 1930s and 1940s as an emphasis upon the social sciences and
the humanities in international exchange programs supplanted the earher
blithe faith in the natural sciences. In 1941 John Fairbank reflected a more

chilling view of science when he observed that science per se would not
promote American values: "The Chinese can accept our technology as the
Japanese did. Their absorption of modern science may not bring us
together. It may merely give China the means of opposing us" (J. Fairbank,
1982:234).

With the onset of the cold war and subsequent political and intellec
tual tensions with the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, preoccupation
with reciprocity and concern about technology transfer have continued to
erode our confidence in science as an appropriate vehicle for cultural rela
tions. Even though we greeted China's decision to send students abroad
with enthusiasm, we have remained ambivalent about their stress on science
and technology, seeking to offset it by scholarships for American studies,
the social sciences, and humanities.

Along with more talk of reciprocity, there is also more concern with
"mutual benefit," a concept that would have surprised our early twentieth-
century predecessors. Cultural relations in the pre-1949 era were primarily
conceived of as a one-way street—knowledge flowed from America to
China. A little-known clause in the 1860 Treaty of Nanking stipulated that
American students had the right to study in Chinese educational institu
tions, but not many persisted. In the late 1940s the Fulbright program, first
implemented in China, conceived of educational exchange as a balanced
flow of Chinese and American scholars in each direction. In an increasingly
interdependent world, this focus on mutuality holds great promise. The
implementation, however, will not be easy. Some tension exists between a
university tradition that embraced, without condition, the Chinese student
in the first half of the century and a newer academic tradition that seeks
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equality of scholarly opportunity in both societies. And as a Chinese schol
arly community comes of age, a competitive rather than collegial American
academic presence in China could become as divisive as a paternalistic one.

The greatest change, just on the horizon, is the scale of a potential
new institutional relationship in science, education, and technology. Until
recently, China's open-door policy excluded significant foreign participa
tion in a new wave of institution-building. This is changing. As open labo
ratories, binational review commissions, and joint management of
educational facilities becomes a reality, the fundamental nature of Ameri
can participation in China's modernization will change. This will involve
both the public and the private sector. To be sure, the U.S. government's
role in scientific and technical exchanges already differs from the pre-World
War II era, but thus far it has primarily fostered individual exchanges and
discreet research projects. If changed Chinese policies coincide with an
American political decision to allow technical assistance funding for China,
the American governmental role in developing China's science and technol
ogy will escalate. Our earlier experience in institution-building is irrelevant
for cooperation with a mature Chinese educational system, which must
simultaneously solve problems of research, training, and economic produc
tion. The scale alone will require a new type of Sino-American scientific
and educational cooperation.

This chapter describes some major themes in the pre-1949 cultural rela
tionship and concludes with a few differences in the post-1949 relationship—
from an American perspective. What is not addressed here and what is more
important still are the changing Chinese perceptions of their century-long
educational and scientific relationship with the United States. We can recog
nize that China's search for wealth and power will never be synonymous with
promoting the American way. Nonetheless, appreciating that today's cultural
relations are at least made possible by the legacy of an era once judged a
failure provides some optimism for the future.

References

Bastid-Bruguiere, Marianne. 1984. **Servitude or Liberation? The Introduction of
Foreign Educational Practices and Systems to China from 1840 to the
Present." Paper presented at the 5th World Congress of Comparative
Education. Paris. July.

Brown, Richard E. 1971. Progressivism and the Open Door. London: University of
Pittsburg Press.

1976. **Public Health in Imperialism: Early Rockefeller Programs at Home
and Abroad." American Journal of Public Health 66 (September):897-903.

41



Buck, Peter, 1980. American Science and Modern China, 1876-1936. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Bullock, Mary Brown. 1980. An American TYansplant: The Rockefeller Foundation
and Peking Union Medical College. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Cheng, Chu-yuan. 1965. Scientific and Engineering Manpower in Communist
China, 1949-1963. Washington, D.C.: National Science Foundation.

Chiang, Yung-chen. "Professional Service Through the Social Sciences: YencWng
Sociology in the 1930s and 1940s." Harvard University. Unpublished paper.

China Foundation for Education and Culture. Annual Reports.
China Medical Board. Annual Reports.
Cohen, Warren I. 1978. The Chinese Connection. New York: Columbia University

Press.

Committee on Education Interchange Policy. 1956. Chinese Students in the United
States, 1948-55: A Study in Government Policy. Washington, D.C.

Consular Dispatches, Shanghai. 1872. Record Group 59. Washington, D.C.:
National Archives, January 4 and February 17.

Duggan, Stephen, 1933. "A Critique of the Report of the League of Nations'
Mission of Educational Experts to China." Institute ofInternational Education
Bulletin 1.

Eliot, Charles W. 1913. Some Roads TowardPeace: A Report to the Trustees of the
Carnegie Endowment on Observations Made in China and Japan in 1912.
Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment, 1913.

Fairbank, John K. 1982. Chinabound: A Fifty-Year Memoir. Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press.

Fairbank, Wilma. 1976. America's Cultural Experiment in China, 1942-1949.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of State.

Foreign Broadcast Information Service. 1984. Beijing Domestic Television Service,
April 30:B3.

Filatov, L. 1976. "Soviet-Chinese Scientific and Technical Cooperation." Far
Eastern Affairs 1:72-81.

Foreign Relations of the United States. 1883.
Fryer, John. 1909. "Admission of Chinese Students to American Colleges." U.S.

Bureau ofEducation Bulletin 2.
Hayhoe, Ruth. 1984a. Chinese, European, and American Scholarly Values in

Interaction. London: London Association of Comparative Educationists.
Occasional Paper no. 13.

1984b. "A Comparative Analysis of sino-Western Intergovernmental
Cooperation in Higher Education." Paper presented at the 5th World Congress
of Comparative Education. Paris. July.

1984c. "German, French, Soviet, and American University Models and the
Evaluation of Chinese Higher Education Policy Since 1911." Ph.D. diss.
University of London.

Holden, Reuben. 1964. Yale-in-China. New Haven, Conn.: Yale-in-China.
Hunt, Michael H. 1972. "The American Remission of the Boxer Indemnity: A

Reappraisal." Journal ofAsian Studies 31(3):539-59.
International Educational Exchange Service. 1956. The Program ofEmergency Aid

to Chinese Students, 1949-1955. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of State.
Israel, Jerry. 1971. Progressivism and the Open Door. London: University of

Pittsburg Press.
Israel, John, ed. 1982-83. "Draft History of Qinghua University." Chinese

Education 15(3-4).
James, Edmund J. 1907. "Memorandum Concerning the Sending of an

Educational Commission to China." In China and America Today. Edited by
Arthur Smith, pp. 213-18. New York: Fleming H. Revell.

42



Jansen, Marius B. 1975. Japan and China: From War to Peace, 1894-1972,
Chicago: Rand McNally.

Nelson Johnson Papers. 1928. Roger Greene to Nelson Johnson, May 17.
Washington, D.C.: Library of Congress.

Kwoh, Edwin Sih-ung. 1946. ^'Chinese Students in American Universities." Ph.D.
diss. Columbia University Teachers' College.

Lucas, AnElissa. 1982. Chinese Medical Modernization: Comparative Policy
Continuities, 1930s-1980s, New York: Praeger.

Lutz, Jessie, 1971. China and the Christian Colleges, 1850-1950. Ithaca, N.Y.:
Cornell University Press.

Memo on Chinese Student Aid Program. December 5, 1949. Washington, D.C.:
National Archives, 811.3193SE/12-549

Millbank Memorial Fund Quarterly Bulletin, 1934-1937.
Ninkovich, Frank. 1981. The Diplomacy of Ideas: U.S. Foreign Policy and Cultural

Relations, 1938-1950. London: Cambridge University Press.
1984. *The Rockefeller Foundation, China, and Cultural Change." Journal

ofAmerican History. 70 (March):799-820.
Peking Union Medical College Alumni. 1984. Personal interviews with thirty

PUMC alumni in Beijing, Tianjin, Shanghai, Chengdu, and Guangzhou.
May-June.

Rockefeller Family Archives, New York City.
Rockefeller Foundation. 1914-49. Rockefeller Foundation Fellowship History File.

Fellows from the People's Republic of China.
Archives. Rockefeller Archive Center, Hillcrest, Pocantico Hills, Tarrytown,

New York.

Schneider, Laurence Allen. 1982. *The Rockefeller Foundation, the China
Foundation, and the Development of Modern Science in China." Sociology of
Scientific Medicine 16:1217.

1984. **Genetics in Republican China." Paper presented at conference on
Research and Education in Twentieth-Century China. Tarrytown, N.Y. May.

St. John's University, 1879-1929. 1932. Shanghai: Kelly & Walsh.
Suttmeier, Richard P. 1984. **New Conflicts in the Research Environment." Bulletin

of the Atomic Scientists. 40(October):75-115.
Teng Ssu-yu and John K. Fairbank. 1970. China's Response to the West: A

Documentary Survey, 1839-1923. Harvard University Press.
U.S. House of Representatives. Memorial and draft of a bill from the Committee of

Citizens of New York in relation to the Chinese indemnity fund. 42nd Cong.,
2d Sess. Document no. 70.

Wang, Y. C. 1965. Chinese Intellectuals and the West, 1872-1949. Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press.

Welch, William Henry. 1928. **Opportunities for the Development of Scientific
Medicine in China." In Addresses and Papers by William Henry Welch.
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

West, Philip. 1972. '^Liberal Arts in Republican China." History of Education
Quarterly 12 (Winter):563-73.

1976. Yenching University and Sino-U.S. Relations, 1967-1937. Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Yang, Tsui-hua. *The Academia Sinica and Modern Scientific Research in China,
1927-1937." State University of New York at Buffalo. Unpublished paper.

Yieh, Tsung-kao. 1934. *The Adjustment Problems of Chinese Graduate Students
in American Universities." Ph.D. diss. University of Chicago.

Yung, Wing. 1909. My Life in China and America. New York: Henry Holt.
Zhou, Peiyuan. 1979. ^'China's Science in the Past Six Decades." Red Flag June 1

in Joint Publications Research Service (JPRS) 73956, p. 118.

43



While China Faced East:

Chinese-American Cultural Relations,
1949-71

Warren I. Cohen

The story of cultural exchange between the United States and China,
1949-71, has three reasonably distinct chapters: first, the elimination of the
American presence on the mainland and the virtually complete loss of cul
tural contact, 1949-51; second, the gradual transfer of programs to Hong
Kong and Taiwan and their flowering there, and the enormous expansiori of
Chinese studies in the United States after 1952; and, third, a groping
toward new exchanges with the mainland, beginning in the mid-1960s.

Elimination of the American Presence on the Chinese Mainland

Cultural contacts between the United States and China in the prewar
era had depended largely on American missionaries in China and Chinese
immigrants in the United States. Michael Hunt has discussed the subversive
impact of both in his brilliant The Making of a Special Relationship: The
United States and China to 1914. ^ On the eve of World War II the most

important missionary contact in China was the network of Christian col
leges. The trickle of Chinese still entering the United States was primarily
graduate students.

During the war, many of the students and faculty of the Christian
colleges retreated to the southwest with their government. When the war
ended and the Japanese began to go home, preparations commenced for
the reconstruction of the American-supported Christian colleges. Henry
Luce flew to China to assess college needs. The Rockefeller Foundation-
funded China Medical Board in New York prepared plans to reopen the
Peking Union Medical College (PUMC) and sent a team to Peiping. The
government of the United States, a relative newcomer to cultural affairs,
had begun programs during the war. Frank Ninkovich has traced the course
of official involvement generally and Wilma Fairbank has written the his
tory of official cultural relations with China in the 1940s. For our purposes
we need only note that the Republic of China was the first nation to sign an
agreement to implement the Educational Exchange Program, popularly
known as the Fulbright program, in November 1947. Under a wide range of
auspices, generally private, thousands of Chinese continued to study at
American universities. With the war's end, Americans and Chinese looked

toward the gradual resumption of prewar ties and programs with the likeli
hood of a greater role for the American government.^
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It was soon apparent, however, that the Chinese had a civil war to
fight. Moreover, by late 1948 it was clear that the Chinese communists, bitter
about American support for the Kuomintang government, at best unsympa
thetic to Christianity, had become the dominant force in China. At the Chris
tian colleges, at PUMC, at the home offices of these institutions, as well as
in the American government, there was great apprehension about communist
rule over China. But there was also hope—hope that the new Chinese govern
ment would conclude, as the Kuomintang had after its victory in the 1920s,
that American-supported institutions of higher education served China's
interests—and should be allowed to continue their operations.

Early contacts with communist forces fanned these hopes. Between
September 1948 and the end of 1949, all American-supported institutions
in China came under communist control—without evidence of hostile

intent on the part of the new authorities. Indeed, there were instances of
what administrators perceived as "friendly concern" for the protection of
buildings and equipment, instances of encouragement. At the PUMC and
the Christian colleges, most leaders were persuaded that their schools could
coexist with the communist government. If the Chinese would allow Ameri
can cultural contacts to persist, the American government was eager to
retain them. Dean Acheson, President Harry Truman's secretary of state
(1949-53), was seeking accommodation with the new regime in Beijing and
indicated his hope that missionary and educational activities would con
tinue. The United Board for Christian Higher Education in Asia promised
continued support to its colleges provided they were able to function in a
manner consistent with Christian principles and practices. Complete
administrative control by Chinese was easily acceptable. Many Americans
had been willing to accept the passing of the torch much earlier.^

Nonetheless, many Westerners left China during 1949, threatened by
civil war, revolution, and a regime that was doctrinally anti-Western and anti-
Christian. Some Americans grew more hopeful, some despaired, and their
relationship to China drifted undefined in cultural affairs as in political.

The outbreak of war in Korea was ominous, but even then Americans
who remained in China and Chinese administrators at American-supported
institutions retained hope—as did Secretary of State Acheson. Other
events, unrelated to the war, narrowed expectations of the survival of the
Christian colleges. The leaders of the PRC were more interested in voca
tional and professional training than in liberal arts—and were determined
to assert their control over curriculum. Governmental policy toward reli
gion left little if any scope for foreign missionaries. Finally, Chinese inter
vention in Korea shattered whatever hopes remained for maintaining
Chinese-American cultural relations, for a continued American involve
ment in the PUMC, the Christian colleges, or any other cultural programs.

The "Resist America, Aid Korea Movement," begun in November
1950, was a clear signal for all Chinese who hoped to survive to separate
themselves from their American colleagues—and for the remaining Ameri-
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cans to go home. Some, like Harriet Mills and Allyn and Adele Ricketts,
Fulbright fellows in Beijing, waited too long. They spent years in prison,
under sometimes barbarous conditions—as did countless Chinese—in the

years that followed as the price for involvement in cultural relations. The
Christian colleges received the proverbial kiss of death in a speech by War
ren Austin, American ambassador to the United Nations, who, in Novem
ber 1950, referred to them as evidence of American friendship for China.
To Chinese authorities, the subversive nature of the colleges as bastions of
American imperialism seemed more to the point."^

As Chinese and Americans killed each other on the battlefield in

Korea, the American government froze Chinese assets in the United States
and the Chinese government retaliated. Licenses were required to remit
funds to China, and while these were sought by the United Board, they
were not issued in time for the transfer of funds to be feasible. In January
nationalization of the PUMC and the Christian colleges began. Viewed as
evidence of cultural imperialism, of bourgeois ideology, the American-
supported institutions came under attack. Higher education in China had
to be rid of American influence, elitist curricula, and standards that
impeded Chinese efforts to foster democratic education and failed to meet
the needs of the Chinese people. Curricula shifted toward vocational aiid
professional training, and Russian became more popular than English. An
era had ended.

One striking feature of the century of cultural exchange that ended in
1951 was the emphasis on giving the Chinese what they needed to know
about the West. Christian colleges in China, Chinese students in the United
States, the PUMC, and USIA programs (at least in part) focused on pro
viding the Chinese with American know-how—as in their way did the mis
sionaries. Few American participants—and fewer among the general
population—showed concern for what Americans needed to know about
China. There was no great center of Chinese studies in the United States,
and there were few American students in China. Most Chinese studies were

sinological—stressing classical language and ancient history, not contempo
rary China. Programs and funds went one way—American money for the
benefit of Chinese. Because few of these programs were of mutual benefit,
all of them were open to the charge of cultural imperialism. Even the vol
untary aspect of Chinese acceptance of what Americans gave was not suffi
cient to shield Americans from the charge. Nothing asked in return meant a
vertical, hierarchical relationship, which the recipient came to resent and
suspect. Altruism is probably the most suspect of human motives.

A second point worth remembering is the way in which Chinese par
ticipants especially, but Americans as well, suffered as a result of their
involvement in cultural exchange. The Mills and Ricketts case and the thou
sands of Chinese whose contacts with Americans bought them grief in the
antirightist campaigns and again in the Cultural Revolution should not be
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forgotten; nor should the handful of China specialists whose message was
deemed intolerable by McCarthyites in the 1950s. Who indeed would dare
say it cannot happen again?

After the Fall: The Development of Programs in Hong Kong,
Taiwan, and the United States

Although opportunity for work on the mainland had ceased to exist,
the United Board and several American foundations found other outlets for

their interests in cultural relations with China. One activity of immediate
concern was the provision of assistance to refugee Chinese intellectuals—
much of it conducted under the auspices of Congressman Walter Judd's
organization. The Henry Luce and Ford foundations were among the con
tributors to Judd's effort. The United Board put aside funds sufficient to
operate the mainland colleges for two years, should the opportunity arise,
and focused its remaining budget on efforts to find jobs, fellowships, and
scholarships and to provide other services for refugees from the Christian
colleges and Chinese who sought to study at Christian colleges elsewhere in
Asia. In September 1951 it responded to the request of a group of Chinese
teachers and students who founded Chung Chi College in Hong Kong. Also
in late 1951, the United Board began thinking about the establishment of a
Christian college on Taiwan.^

Hong Kong and Taiwan were the two obvious magnets for Americans
who wanted to work in a Chinese cultural context. After losing access to
the mainland, missionaries began to drift to Taiwan in the 1950s. Oberlin
College and Princeton joined the United Board in the development of
Hinghai University in Thichung, Ikiwan, and support was received for
Tbnghai and Chung Chi from the Luce and Rockefeller foundations and
the Harvard-Yenching Institute. Yale-in-China, with a major grant from the
Ford Foundation, worked with New Asia College in Hong Kong. The Rock
efeller Foundation gave several small grants to individuals and institutions
on Ikiwan, including support for American studies at National Taiwan
University and research at the Institute of History and Philology of the
Academia Sinica. The Asia Foundation also gave a considerable number of
small grants to scholars and scholarly institutions on Taiwan for transla
tions, bibliographic publications, library acquisitions, travel, and the publi
cation of monographs in the humanities and social sciences. Throughout
the 1950s, the China Foundation gave four or five annual grants to
National Taiwan University. Curiously, the American government remained
inactive until a new agreement on educational exchanges was signed in
Tkipei in late 1957. It is possible, however, that as revealed later, govern
ment funds for cultural affairs were being channeled secretly through pri
vate foundations, like the Asia Foundation.^
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At home, the Luce Foundation gave generous support over an
extended period to the China Institute in America—until the mid-1950s the
only important commitment to reversing the flow of cultural information
for teaching Americans about China. Other foundations, most notably
Ford, gave small grants to Americans studying China. Again, the American
government was curiously dormant.''

In the early 1950s, the development of cultural programs relating to
China was hampered not only by limited access to Chinese culture areas, but
also by the political climate at home, by McCarthyism. Policy toward China
had been the focus of extraordinary controversy in the late 1940s. After
Chinese intervention in Korea, Americans critical of Chiang Kai-shek ^d
especially those sympathetic to the Chinese communists were victims of a
wide range of harassment, including charges of treason. The McCarran com
mittee's investigation of the Institute of Pacific Relations created problems
for the Rockefeller Foundation. The Cox and more hostile Reese committee

investigations of American foundations imposed caution on the foundations.
Dean Rusk came close to being denied the presidency of the Rockefeller
Foundation because of his association with Truman's policy toward China,
and the foundation never came back into Chinese affairs in a big way.®

If foundation executives seemed apprehensive and cautious in the early
1950s, they were no different from scholars or government officials concerned
with China. Chinese affairs were a minefield amid the hysteria triggered by the
Korean War. Discretion was certainly sensible. It was essential to be ceireful
about the kinds of projects undertaken and the individuals supported.

McCarthy was finished by 1954, but there were plenty of little mccar-
thyites still around, and anxieties persisted for at least another decade.
Nonetheless, the Ford Foundation jumped into the fray. Its leadership was
committed to international projects and became intensely interested in
Asia. The foundation set for its objectives the training of Americans for
long-term involvement in the development of noncommunist Asia, the
introduction of non-Western studies into American curricula, and the
bringing to bear of expert resources on policy issues relating to Asia. In the
last context, the foundation recognized a shortage of expert knowledge on
contemporary China. Aware that the American government and other
foundations were leery of taking initiatives regarding China, Ford leaders
seized the nettle. ''Know thy enemy" was a safe enough rationale for
financing an enormous buildup of Chinese studies in the United States—
and the Ford Foundation took on the task virtually alone.^

Beginning in 1955 with modest grants to programs on China at Stan
ford and the University of Chicago and major grants to Columbia and
Harvard, Ford began to stimulate and underwrite the study of modern
China. More than $700,000 was granted that year, primarily for research on
the political evolution of modern China and its economy. Over the next
fifteen years, the Ford Foundation invested approximately $30 million in
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Chinese studies. Harvard and Columbia and the Universities of California
(Berkeley), Michigan, and Washington were the major beneficiaries, as
Ford executives kept an eye open to regional and ideological distribution.
The University of Washington program was probably never equal to the
other centers either in the quality of its faculty or students, but its leaders
represented the faction in American Asian studies considered most sympa
thetic to Kuomintang China and could not be ignored. From coast to coast
and across the spectrum of respectable political beliefs, the Ford Founda
tion facilitated efforts by academic specialists to assemble knowledge on
modern China and to train a new generation of scholars. Foundation offi
cials thought of their activity as ''stockpiling" China experts for the inevi
table day when they would be needed not only throughout American
institutions of higher learning but by government and business as well.^®

Several million dollars later, in 1959, the Ford Foundation concluded
that the study of modern China in America was still lagging. Ford decided
to push harder, and the bulk of the Ford funding was contributed in the
decade that followed. From its initial experience, the foundation decided to
focus its effort on four major research centers—Columbia, Harvard, and
the Universities of California and Washington—in social science education
and language training. A decision was made to develop a research base in
Hong Kong. Optimistically, the foundation anticipated visits to the Peo
ple's Republic of China and programs involving the PRC.^^

By 1959, the Ford Foundation had an important new partner in the
funding of Chinese studies in the United States: the federal government. In
1958, prodded by Soviet successes in space. Congress appropriated large
sums to improve the quality of American education. The National Defense
Education Act of 1958 included provisions for supporting area studies cen
ters and for language training fellowships. In the next decade the U.S.
government provided approximately $15 million for Chinese studies, more
than half of which went into language fellowships. In the 1960s, the Ford
Foundation, the U.S. government, and American universities together spent
more than $50 million to make possible the best scholarship on modern
China in the world. John Lindbeck estimated that more than half the

scholars working on China in 1970 had received their doctorates between
1960 and 1969. As the United States prepared for a new era in its relations
with China, a new generation of China specialists was available, thanks
primarily to the foresight of the leaders of the Ford Foundation.

The Ford conception of developing resources for the study of modern
China was sufficiently broad to include grants to foreign centers in England,
India, Japan, and Thiwan. Major grants were given to the Institute of Mod
ern History of the Academia Sinica, Ikiwan, with a particular eye toward
linking Chinese and American scholarship. An important grant to the Toyo
Bunko in Tokyo was similarly designed to strengthen that facility and
strengthen relations between Japanese and American specialists on China.
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Other important facilities developed abroad for the training of Ameri
can scholars were supported by the Carnegie Endowment and the Luce
Foundation. Carnegie, Luce, and Ford helped with the Inter-University
Program for Chinese Language Study in Taipei where at least half of the
current generation of specialists sharpened their language skills. Carnegie
was the principal supporter of the Universities Research Center in Hong
Kong, easily the most important resource on the People's Republic avail
able to Americans in the 1960s and 1970s. With minimal external support,
the Association of Asian Studies sponsored the Chinese Materials and
Research Aid Service, where Robert Irick held court in Taipei.

Most of the money and energy put into the American study of China
in the 1950sand 1960s was focused on the study of contemporary China by
social scientists. At the Ford Foundation there was some concern that the
foundation's programs had been too heavily weighted on modern China,
that perhaps the pendulum had swung too far.^^ Interest in traditional Chi
nese culture—literature and the arts—did not disappear, however. One of
the most important series of events of the era involved Chinese art.

In 1933, the Chinese government had packed the greatest art treasures
of China, the Palace Museum collection, and shipped them south from
Peiping to keep them out of Japanese hands. Four more times over the next
fifteen years those treasures were moved again until they were shipped to
Taiwan in 1948 along with the art treasures of the Central Museum. These
objects were kept stored in caves near Ihichung until, in 1957, a grant from
the Asia Foundation enabled the Chinese to build a small exhibition hall, in
which a few of the objects could be displayed for the first time since 1932.
The collection included those objects that had electrified art historians
throughout the world when they were shown in the Burlington Exhibition
in London in 1935. Never before had Westerners seen Chinese art objects of
such quality. Shipped back from London in 1936, the Burlington collection
had never been unpacked until it arrived in Tkichung.^®

Henry Luce and Wang Shih-chieh, the Chinese ambassador to the
United Nations, decided in 1959 that an exhibition of Chinese art treasures
from the Palace Museum collection should be sent to the United States.

They were determined to make it a very important exhibition comparable to
the great Japanese exhibition of 1953. With the help of Luce, his sister,
Elizabeth Moore, and members of his staff, the nation's leading museums
were easily enlisted. Small grants from the Luce Foundation and the
Department of State facilitated the arrangements. And beginning in the
spring of 1961, at the National Gallery in Washington, Americans across
the country had the opportunity to see the greatest show of Chinese art ever
exhibited in America.

For the first time American scholars had an opportunity to see large
numbers of major paintings by great Chinese masters. James Cahill has
referred to heated discussions taking place in the galleries as painting after
painting—and the attributions—shook the confidence of art historians and
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curators across the country. Enormous controversy—and new interest—in
Chinese painting ensued in the United States. A symposium of seminal
importance raged in New York for two days in October 1962. With support
from the Luce and Bollingen foundations and the John D. Rockefeller III
Fund, Cahill organized a large photographic project at the Palace Museum,
and the slides were deposited at the University of Michigan.^®

In the years that followed, Cahill, Richard Edwards, Wen Pong,
Laurence Sickman, and Michael Sullivan continued to fuel both the interest
and the controversy with their exhibitions and writings. The opening in
1966 of the Avery Brundage Collection in San Francisco was another
important milestone.

The Asia Foundation continued its assistance to the Palace Museum

after it moved to splendid new headquarters in Taipei, funding both English
and Chinese editions of its first catalog, "Illustrated Handbook on Chinese
Cultural Art Treasures." Again in 1970 and 1971, the Asia Foundation gave
modest support to the Palace Museum for an international symposium on
Chinese painting and for a program in art history designed to train future
curators.

A significant two-way flow of exchanges developed during the 1950s
and 1960s, highlighted by the resumption of the Fulbright program with the
Republic of China in 1958. Between 1958 and 1971 several hundred Chinese
and American scholars were exchanged under that program, primarily in
the sciences. In addition, thousands of privately supported Chinese stu
dents went to the United States for graduate work, and hundreds of
Chinese-born American professors combined teaching, research, and visits
with relatives on Tkiwan. Again, Chinese in America became a major con
duit of Chinese culture as an overwhelming percentage of graduate students
from Taiwan stayed and worked in the United States. John Lindbeck esti
mated that in advanced Chinese studies, more Chinese were trained in the
United States in the 1960s than in all Chinese universities combined—and

many stayed to enrich American understanding of China. American gradu
ate students and researchers—Martin Wilbur suggests thousands—turned
to Taiwan for their experience of China. Anthropologists and sociologists
flocked there for field work, and others found the Academia Sinica, the
Palace Museum, and the universities of Taiwan generally hospitable—
especially if they or their mentors were well connected.^®

One interesting pattern is revealed by the activities of Michigan State
University (MSU). MSU had no tradition of involvement in China at the
beginning of the 1950s. In the immediate post-World War II years, John
Hannah, its new president, determined to extend its land-grant mission
overseas to provide an international mission for the university and an inter
national dimension for its curriculum. The ubiquitous Ford Foundation
provided essential support. The university played a major role under the
Agency for International Development (AID) with the College of Agricul
ture at National Taiwan University (NTU). MSU professors taught at NTU,
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and NTU students and scholars worked at MSU. Paralleling these develop
ments was the introduction of courses in Chinese history and language at
MSU. By the early 1960s a Chinese language major was available, and
courses on China were offered in anthropology and geography as well.
When the American government chose to end AID support for Tkiwan in
1964, Hannah decided the university would support an exchange program
with NTU. Discussions with Ch'ien Shih-liang, president of NTU, led to an
agreement for NTU to help MSU develop its Chinese studies program while
MSU helped NTU with its American studies program. In the years that
followed, NTU professors of Chinese philosophy, drama, history, anthro
pology, and economics taught or lectured at MSU—and MSU sent a steady
flow of specialists in American history and literature.

The MSU-NTU program was linked to the Fulbright program in the
late 1960s when MSU agreed to train four Fulbright-supported young NTU
scholars who agreed to be retooled as Americanists. When Fulbright sup
port ran out, MSU provided additional support, as did the American
Council of Learned Societies (ACLS) as part of its Ford Foundation-
funded American studies program. IWo of these scholars received Ph.D.'s
from MSU and are now the backbone of a very successful American studies
program in Tkiwan—not only at NTU but also with key roles in the Insti
tute of American Culture of the Academia Sinica.

By 1971, MSU had expanded its Chinese studies offerings and was
providing a very respectableprogram for undergraduates. Over a period of
approximately two decades the university had gone from no courses on
China to a program with components in language, history, anthropology,
art, geography, political science, economics, agricultural economics, philos
ophy, and religion. And the university had a linkage with NTU, which
provided a valuable connection for students and faculty who wanted to do
research on Tkiwan. In varying degrees, the MSU experiencewas duplicated
in dozens of schools across the United States, reflectingthe growing aware
ness of and interest in non-Western and especially Chinese culture in tiie
1950s and 1960s.

Institution-building on Taiwan and Hong Kong also continued
through the 1960s, spearheaded as before by the activities of the United
Board. The Rockefeller Foundation gave small grants to the Chinese Uni
versity of Hong Kong, and the Asia Foundation continued its steady contri
bution to a wide range of institutions on Tkiwan. The Luce Foundation was
active in both places, working primarily through the United Board. The
United Board also succeeded in drawing Wellesley and Dartmouth colleges
and Syracuse University faculty into its programs.^'

T\vo problems emerged in the 1960s. First, at Hinghai University, per
haps the jewel in postwar United Board operations, the tensions that had
developed much earlier on the mainland between the Christian colleges and
Chinese nationalism recurred. Jessie Lutz has noted that in Tkiwan, in the
1950s and 1960s, Christianity was linked to anticommunism and a conserv-
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ative approach to economic and social problems. The United Board readily
accepted the trend toward Chinese control of the university but, through
judicious use of financial aid, succeeded in retaining a liberal arts curricu
lum and a greater sense of a free intellectual community than existed else
where on the island. (I do not know if the climate changed significantly
after Mei K'e-wang—former head of the police academy, once named by
Jack Anderson as head of a Kuomintang hit squad in the United States and
an MSU Ph.D.—became president). Second, the world discovered in 1967
that the CIA had been subsidizing a wide range of projects around the
world, "laundering" its funds through private foundations and trusts. One
of the foundations named was the Asia Foundation, and it was widely
assumed that much if not all of that organization's activity on Taiwan was
conducted with CIA money. Subsequently, government support for Asia
Foundation activities was provided openly through appropriations to the
Department of State.22

In sum, despite the break in American relations with the Chinese
mainland that began in 1951, cultural relations continued in the two dec
ades that followed. American activity in China was conducted on a much
smaller scale, best measured by the geographical diversification of United
Board activities. But by the mid-1950s, the flow of graduate students and
scholars between Taiwan, Hong Kong, and the United States probably
exceeded pre-1951 levels. Most striking about the 1950s and 1960s is the
fact that most money and effort went into Americans learning about Chi
nese culture, a stunning reversal of the one-way flow of the previous one
hundred years. Finally, without denigrating the importance of efforts and
contributions of the other organizations mentioned, it must be noted that
without the extraordinary contribution of the Ford Foundation, the history
of that era would have been significantly different.

Reaching for Beijing

By the early 1960s, several executives of the Ford Foundation were
anticipating opportunities for programs with or in the PRC. The founda
tion granted $450,000 to the Council on Foreign Relations for a ten-volume
study of American relations with China, designed in part to prepare for a
new relationship.McCarthyism was fading. Dulles was gone. Chinese
rhetoric seemed less harsh, and there had been some contacts between Chi
nese and American scholars abroad, stimulating interest in more. In the
1960s a new administration in Washington might prove more flexible.

Similar thoughts had long stirred within the scholarly community.
Pressures mounted for elimination of the barriers to the exchange of ideas
with Chinese. Just as differential discriminatory trade policies toward the
PRC and the Soviet Union had seemed senseless, there was little to justify
stiffer discrimination against intellectual and cultural contacts with China
than against the Soviets. In the early 1960s both the Joint Committee on
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Contemporary China of the ACLS/Social Science Research Council
(SSRC) and the National Academy of Science (NAS) began stepped-up
efforts to establish contacts with Chinese counterparts. Exploratory meet
ings funded by the Hazen Foundation led to agreement that the NAS would
take the lead. In 1966 the Committee on Scholarly Communication with
Mainland China (later the CSCPRC) was formed under the NAS with sup
port from the Hazen Foundation and the Carnegie Endowment. An effort
was made in late 1966 to establish contacts through European scientists,
but the moment could hardly have been lessauspicious. In China the Great
Proletarian Cultural Revolution was underway. Moreover, America's war in
Vietnam had caused widespread revulsion there and elsewhere. Contact
with China would have to wait.^

Also in 1966 the National Conunittee on U.S.-China Relations was
formed, representing scholars and "interested citizens" with a broad range
of viewpoints and committed to educating the American people about
China. When it began its operations in 1967, it was the Ford Foundation
again that provided the bulk of its funding with substantial assistance from
the Rockefeller Brothers Fund. The Ford Foundation kept looking for a
breakthrough, hoping it might comethroughdiscussions in third countries,
keeping informed of the work of the Committee on Scholarly Communica
tion, very pleased with the activities of the National Committee in the
waning months of the Johnson administration—waiting, waiting for an
opportunity. By late 1969, David Bell stressed the importance of the
National Committee's work in a memorandum to McGeorge Bundy, then
president of the Ford Foundation. There was a new president in the United
States, a new situation in China. There was talk in Washington of "normal
izing" relations with the PRC.^^

In 1970 the National Committee, steered by Douglas Murray, its new
program director, began to modify its mission from educating the public
about Chinaand reopening the national debate on policy to preparing for
exchanges. In August 1970 Murray proposed a new seminar topic, "Prob
lems of Negotiating with China." The National Committee would hdp
various segments of the American public consider "their mutual interests,
priorities, and problems in opening channels of contact with the China
mainland." His board of directors liked the idea, and the committeemoved
rapidly to implement it.^®

At last, in 1971, the Chinese signaled their readiness to begin a new
era of relations with the United States with Zhou Enlai's invitation to the
American ping-pong team to China and his remarks to the team in Beijing.
Quickly the National Committee stepped forward as a joint sponsor with
the U.S. Thble Tfennis Association of the return visit by a Chinese team. At
the same time, a letter went from the committee to Beijing "proposing
exchanges in the scholarly field and suggesting that a delegation go to
China to discuss exchanges." Alex Eckstein, chairman of the committee.
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suggested that one role it might play in the future was to prepare "special
constituencies" for contacts with the Chinese—precisely the role Murray
had foreseen earlier.^'

By June 1971, the National Committee's metamorphosis was nearly
complete. Murray informed the board of meetings to help coordinate
exchanges with China and of workshops for those likely to become involved
in exchanges. Although some members of the board thought the committee
had served its purpose and might well disband, the prevailing view was
Murray's: The committee would promote and coordinate educational cul
tural exchanges. Accordingly, its bylaws were changed. In the absence of
any other organization so qualified, the National Committee would hence
forth serve a "unique function" as the American equivalent of China's
"nongovernmental" cultural organizations.^'

Residual McCarthyism, Mao's belligerence. President John Kenne
dy's animosity toward the PRC, the war in Vietnam, and the Cultural
Revolution all combined to prevent American cultural contact with the Chi
nese mainland in the 1960s.Throughout the decade the American scholarly
community and an interested public were primed for contacts that never
came. Ironically, it took Richard Nixon to clear the way. His administration
made it clear to executives of the Ford Foundation and many others that it
would welcome serious private initiatives. Ford immediately put aside
$250,000 and prepared to send staff members to China.^' When the time
arrived, American scholars and others eager for cultural and educational
ties were ready, with considerable gratitude due to the great private founda
tions that had financed the preparations.

Conclusion

There has been much wonder expressed at the rapidity with which
Chinese-American cultural ties have been established since "normaliza
tion." Anyone familiar with the earlier record would not be terribly sur
prised. Some patterns, such as faculty exchanges and American support for
faculty development at Chinese institutions of higher education, had
evolved long before. Others had been developed in the post-World War II
era in relations with Ikiwan—and the rest of the world. Many lessons had
been learned by the U.S. government, private foundations, universities, cul
tural organizations, and individual scholars. Most important, however,
were the almost incredible buildup of resources and desire for exchange
with China in the 1950s and 1960s and the preparations for renewed cul
tural ties undertaken in the late 1960s. Experts and funds were "stock
piled" by the foundations and the universities. The apparatus was in place.
All that was needed was an end to political barriers.
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Public Interest and Private Interest

in Sino-American Exchanges:
De Tocqueville's *Associations'' in Action

Joyce K. Kallgren

'Americans of all ages, all stations in life, and all types of disposition
are forever forming associations. They are not commercial and industrial
associations in which all take part but others of a thousand different types.
... If they want to proclaim a truth or propagate some feeling by the
encouragement of a great example, they form an association*' (De Toc-
queville, 1969:513).

American businessmen, missionaries, and students—both individu
ally and as groups—have always played a role in Sino-American relations.
Business people have wanted more trade, missionaries to save more souls,
students to contribute to the "betterment" of life in China while traveling
and studying. The targets of their organizational efforts have been diverse.
Sometimes calls for action were directed to the U.S. State Department, such
as the nineteenth-century petitions of the American business community in
China for assistance in regularizing trade. Other groups thought the
responsibilities for a course of action rested with the religious congregation
or their governing boards. Missionaries were of two minds with respect to
the appropriate role of their government vis-a-vis missionary safety. In the
early twentieth century foundations and educational administrators consid
ered themselves responsible for program development in China.

In the opening chapter, Frank Ninkovich has tried to explain the
underlying historical rationale for both the initial role of the private sector
and the shift in the late 1940s and early 1950s to government involvement.
By the mid-1960s most observers of the American scene accepted the role
of government in exchange programs. An intimate relationship between the
private and public sector in the past thirty years is quite well illustrated in
the American experience in the negotiating and sustaining of Soviet-
American exchanges through periods of relative harmony and tranquility
and more tumultuous moments of conflict.

The China experience is somewhat distinct from that of most other
exchange programs both with countries outside of the socialist bloc as well
as within it. Here the initiation and nurturing of a modest exchange effort
was largely, though not exclusively, in the hands of "private associations";
that is, central to the development of relations between the United States
and China in the mid-sixties and early seventies were the private interests of
Americans, which are expressed in De Tocqueville's "associations."
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These associations developed in a period when formal diplomatic
relations did not exist between China and the United States. This accounts

in part for the fact that the exchange organizations do not display some of
the characteristics generally presumed by social scientists to be necessary
for the success of single-interest groups. None of the three organizations
studied here had the narrow agenda that is commonly attributed to the
single-interest groups, nor did their bargaining strategies (when such
existed) require a single issue. Yet they were successful in their own terms.
Exchange programs sent people to China, received guests, and provided a
climate of acceptance. What are the underlying themes of their success?

As shall be demonstrated shortly, the three organizations analyzed
here developed an expertise in their self-defined tasks and an ongoing con
stituency. These two common features account for the major portion of
their success. In addition, of course, the Chinese decision to move ahead
with the exploration of improved relations made it imperative to find or
develop some American counterparts. The international and domestic
changes in Chinese priorities provided support for the existence and efforts
of the organizations that I will examine.

The three American "associations" centrally involved in the conduct
of Sino-American exchanges in the decade before normalization were the
National Committee on U.S. Relations (hereafter the National Committee),
the U.S.-China People's Friendship Association (hereafter the Friendship
Association), and the Committee on Scholarly Communication with the
People's Republic of China (the CSCPRC). In an era when no formal
relations existed between the two countries, the ability to foster informal
exchanges in a variety of educational and cultural fields was an all-
important way of maintaining contact, hence the importance of the three
groups. When relations were resumed, all three remained active. Therefore,
how they have fared and what accounts for their fate are important facets
that must be included in any analysis of relations between the United States
and China, for the prenormalization period as well as since 1979.

It is important to explain my choice of these organizations. The
National Committee is quite obvious. It was the first effective "associa
tion." The CSCPRC is essential to any analysis of education and cultural
exchange, the main themes of this book. What might be more problematic
is the choice of the U.S.-China People's Friendship Association. Some
might argue that the National Council on U.S.-China Trade (hereafter the
National Council) would have been more appropriate.

It is true that the National Council presents an interesting picture. Its
emergence and growing role in the bilateral relations of the two countries is a
story worth telling. Its development was based partially upon the need to
establish an arm for addressing economic needs when the National Commit
tee resources and staff were stretched to the limit. In addition, however, it
was encouraged by both the private and public sectors to serve as a potential
counterforce to the Friendship Association when it seemed to have a monop-
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oly on visas to China. For the purposes of this chapter the National Council
activities, at least in part, replicate the activities of the National Committee
and portions of the work of the CSCPRC. The Friendship Association is sui
generis and within the tradition of private interests in their basic and tradi
tional form, relying as it has done on local groups.

Despite the contributions to the continuing dialogue between coun
tries achieved by exchanges, none of these three associations had the
administration of exchanges as their primary goal. Indeed, the National
Committee did not include this activity in their initial statement of pur
pose. Was there no governmental organization ready and willing to take on
the assignment? How did the purposes of the associations come to be rede
fined and what has followed from this redefinition?

To answer these questions, this chapter addresses the "private inter
ests" of the three associations in the context of the American foreign policy
decision to attempt to improve relations between the United States and
China and then, after 1979, to expand ties between the two countries. The
subject will be discussed in three parts. In the first part, the broad policy
background—against which the exchange efforts developed—are set forth.
While only briefly outlined, it is essential to sketch selected aspects of the
process since there is a close relationship between formal negotiations and
the exchanges. Canceled or altered programs, as well as ongoing public
enthusiasm, often reflected the tenor of private diplomatic discussions. The
second part of the chapter sets forth the private interests and goals of the
three organizations and the means they employed to achieve their aims. The
chapter concludes, in the third part, with a discussion of the shared charac
teristics and experiences of the "association." It reflects on the manner in
which the current status of an "association" has been linked to interna

tional developments, as well as internal politics in both the United States
and China.

Background

From 1966 until the establishment of diplomatic relations in 1979, the
overwhelming majority of exchanges, whether cultural, scholarly, or politi
cal, were facilitated by these organizations. Secretaries of state often spoke
of the importance of exchanges {New York Times, April 19, 1971), but the
government did not administer the programs. Yet certainly Washington was
involved in funding, in arranging appointments and interviews, and in
assisting with security. For the most part, these quasi-public, quasi-private
organizations carried on the work, negotiated most aspects of the
exchanges, even set the number of groups to be facilitated, and bore the
responsibility for their programs. Of the more prominent and more visibly
official efforts of the three, the National Committee and the CSCPRC were
the key units.
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It should be kept in mind that few if any of the American participants
expected or assumed that the exchanges would be equal for both countries
in number of groups or participants. In the days when travel to or from
China of any sort was quite rare, as well as in the 1980s when people '*come
and go,'* the term exchange may have precise meaning, but it also was used
somewhat euphemistically to refer to a study tour in China.

When appropriate, the American associations were paired with their
Chinese counterparts, such as the Chinese People's Association for Friend
ship with Foreign Countries (You Xie), the Chinese People's Institute for
Foreign Affairs (CPIFA), the Chinese Science and Technology Association
(PRCSTA).^ In the process of working out these exchanges between such
groups, personal relationships developed, agreements on procedures were
established, and ways of handling issues such as the granting of visas,
formation of itineraries, and handling of luggage were created. The Ameri
can groups were received by whichever unit the Chinese thought appropri
ate for the group's purpose and status (e.g., congressional delegations were
hosted by the CPIFA). Until the United States and China had developed
political ties, concluded agreements, and finally normalized relations, the
exchange associations provided public evidence of improving relations or
bore the brunt of the occasional frosty period.

After normalization, and with new Chinese modernization priorities,
exchanges expanded dramatically in number and scope; bilateral arrange
ments between U.S. governmental agencies and Chinese ministries were
signed; the Fulbright program reemerged in China; universities and colleges
suddenly began signing bilateral letters of intent to establish exchange pro
grams; and the USIA (like its predecessor, the International Communica
tion Agency) rushed into the exchange business. The CSCPRC
consolidated its effort and stabilized and expanded its program initiated in
the late 1970s. The National Committee reconsidered and redefined its mis

sion; and the Friendship Association experienced a decline in that aspect of
its national program that had derived from its unique access to Chinese
visas. When travel and exchange opportunities diversified, the Friendship
Association became oriented once again toward ''friendship" programs.

It will become readily apparent below that the Friendship Association
was the most political and perhaps most ambitious in its aims: "to build
active and lasting friendship based on mutual understanding between the
people of the United States and the people of China through both public
education programs within the United States and cultural exchanges"
(Murray, 1976:36). In contrast, the National Committee, a classical "asso
ciation," was more equivocal in its goals and first shifted its priorities from
policy and education to managing exchanges; more recently, it has moved
to a mix of exchange, education, and service. Finally, there is the
CSCPRC—more focused in its purposes, more elitest in its constituency,
and more powerful in its capabilities. The contrasting experiences of these
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organizations illuminate the relationship between public and private inter
ests, as well as both the constraints and unique contributions made by
"associations" to the relations between the United States and China.

Exchanges did not follow the development of good relations, but
rather werea bellwether of the state of relations. The process of reestablish
ing relations between the countries lasted for almost eight years. In that
period of time no formal federal organization could have taken on the task.
Instead, both sides pretended that the exchanges wereorganized by private
organizations.

Once having taken on the exchanges either by choice, in the case of
the National Committee, or by happenstance, in the case of the CSCPRC,
these organizations developed two important characteristics for survival: a
constituency and an expertise. Normalization in 1979 led to diversification
of strategies and tasks, but since all three organizations were well estab
lished, they survived. The National Committee's survival has been in some
what reduced circumstances. The CSCPRC, as a more solid bureaucratic
organization, has been able to defend its prerogatives and "turf" in the
rush that occurred to divide up the field. The Friendship Association, never
limited by lack of interest, has been constrained by fears about its political
stance and its financial resources to carry on two-way exchanges.

Why have the organizations survived past the period when they pro
vided unique functions in lieu of governmental efforts? This question will
be addressed in the final section, in an effort to delineate the special char
acteristics of de Tocqueville's "associations."

America's China Policy

No doubt American presidents intended to review national China pol
icy when their political strength and the American domestic scene permit
ted the exercise of this option. But President Kennedy's intentions were
postponed to his second term and thus never took place. President Johnson
had no time to reconsider a policy for China once he became mired in the
Vietnam War. Moreover, American choices were sharply restricted by the
events of the Cultural Revolution, which, coupled with the withdrawal to
China of its diplomatic personnel, made the argument for policy reconsid
eration difficult to sustain.

Thus, the opportunity and will to initiate a review of China policy did
not combine until the presidency of Richard Nixon. The first intricate steps
to reopen a dialogue occurred when President Nixon lifted the ban on travel
to China. The Chinese extended an invitation to the American ping-pong
team to visit for friendly matches. The American acceptance set the state
for the return visit of the Chinese, which took place in March 1972. For his
part. President Nixon had expressedan interest in visiting China. This pub
licly expressed wish, together with apparent Chinese interest in some form
of renewed discussion, made it propitious for National Security Adviser
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Kissinger to explore possibilities in secret meetings with Chinese representa
tives. (These matters are discussed at some length in the Kissinger volumes
1979, 1982.)

Choreographed with great care, the Nixon trip and the language of
the resulting Shanghai Communique set the tone and terms for bilateral
relations until the normalization agreements. The Chinese ping-pong
team's visit to the United States provided public opportunities for some
interaction, signaling a possible new era. Matters became easier to facilitate
with the establishment of liaison offices in Beijing and Washington. The
senior officials selected as leaders (Ambassador Huang Chen for China and
Ambassador David K. Bruce for the United States) indicated the impor
tance both sides attributed to this practical development. These offices then
assisted exchanges until normalization was achieved in 1979, when embas
sies were opened.

In reviewing the history that precedes the reestablishment of diplo
matic relations between China and the United States, it is important to keep
in mind that throughout this period, China was not wholeheartedly com
mitted to a policy of pursuing contacts with the American educational
establishment. To be sure, in the early 1970s, Chinese colleges and universi
ties had reopened, graduate training was resumed in the mid-1970s, and,
after the death of Chairman Mao, there is evidence that internal policy
regarding science, technology, and, to some extent, culture was being recon
sidered. But none of the exchanges in the pre-1980 period occurred against
the background of openness that has characterized recent years. This
means, therefore, that the exchanges during the years 1971 to 1979 should
be seen to represent foreign policy initiatives and only secondarily a con
cern with the intrinsic value of the exchange itself.

With the death of Chairman Mao, the downfall of the Gang of Four,
the return to power of Deng Xiaoping, and the adoption of the policies of
the Four Modernizations campaign, new considerations entered into Chi
nese exchanges for the Chinese—and thus inferentially for the Americans.
In late 1978 and early 1979, the era of bilateral exchanges commenced. At
the same time that national programs were being extended, students and
scholars were received in the United States and China through the efforts of
individual institutions. The programs surely profited from improved
Chinese-American relations, but from the Chinese perspective exchanges
were valued primarily not for foreign policy considerations but for their
content and contribution to Chinese modernization, and hence for their
concrete value to the Chinese participants.

Despite the growing importance of exchanges, they still became, from
time to time, instruments for punishment. In the prenormalization period,
programs were subject to cancellation or delay when either side determined
that some decision or group member or proposed activity had unacceptable
political overtones. After normalization this occurred less often. However,
the Hu Na case is one example: The young Chinese tennis player defected
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to the United States and was eventuallygranted political asylum. Chinese
authorities registered their displeasure by canceling a number of planned
exchanges; Americans traveling in China were reminded of Chinese objec
tions. Nonetheless, the incident also demonstrated that exchanges were not
to be treated haphazardly. Those canceled were selected carefully and
seemed of low priority (Kallgren, 1984). The Chinese point was made, but
with low cost.

Exchanges in the prenormalization period did serve symbolic pur
poses and even now, retain an element of this symbolism some years after
normalization. At the same time, the increased importance assigned to the
development of science and technology in China has resulted in a height
ened value of exchanges. This fact has implications for the Chinese partici
pants and for American organizations.

From the American side, the symbolism component has also
declined. Exchanging units, whetherthey are departments, colleges, organi
zations, or research centers, have developed something of a vested interest
in the programs they support. Policy differences between the two countries
are now commonly resolved through means other than the cancellation of
visits. In 1984, the American exchange associations found themselves in
circumstances quite different from those that characterized their founding
period, often with constituenciesand participants different from those sup
porting their earlier efforts, and not infrequently with less power than they
had had a decade before.

Private Interests and Goals: The Three Associations

The National Committee

De Tocqueville's observation that "associations" were designed to
"propagate some feeling by the encouragement of a great example" is quite
aptly applied to the case of the National Committee. Those familiar with
the development of China exchanges in the United Stateswouldquite likely
consider this organization to be the most well known, senior to others, and
certainly most centrally involved in facilitating the major exchanges with
China of the early 1970s. Nonetheless, the National Committee was not
established for this purpose.

The National Committee was established in 1966 to bring about a
review of America's China policy. It was composed of China scholars, a
few political leaders and activists, together with individuals prominent in
the labor movement.^ The time was ill-chosen since the Cultural Revolution
broke out that same year, and thoughts of policy review were interspersed
with reports of violence in China. Despite that fact, between 1966 and 1971
the National Committee carried on work that was essentially educational
and aimed at American audiences. The American ping-pong team's invita
tion to China, however, initiated a contact with National Committee staff
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members that commenced the chain of events eventually bringing the
National Committee to the forefront of the exchange effort in the prenor-
malization period.

The visit of the Chinese ping-pong team to the United States symbol
ized a new era in Chinese-American relations. It was a ''media" event, with
virtually every decision—as to program, travel, translation, as well as other
more personal matters—scrutinized and interpreted for insights it might
provide into Chinese-American relations. The trip also provided an oppor
tunity for the Chinese visitors and the Chinese American community to
begin reestablishing the links that had been largely severed in the post-1949
period. Since the arrangements for the visit were coordinated by the
National Committee, working closely with the American Table Tennis
Association, the resulting exposure gave the National Committee an oppor
tunity to achieve prominence vis-i-vis the Chinese, the American media,
and those planning subsequent exchanges. Funding and special services for
the trip were provided by the government, foundations, and various corpo
rate sponsors.

The trip was successful not only from the perspective of those who
wished to heighten the visibility of China and its citizenry for the American
public, but also as providing a head start for the National Committee on
the complicated and touchy matter of managing exchanges. After this initi
ation, the National Committee's work and its yearly budget increased.
Relations with Chinese counterpart personnel and organizations developed
as both sides recognized the value of properly conducted exchange trips,
together with the advantage of working with the same experienced individ
uals. The status of the National Committee rose.

Success brought its problems. Requests for National Committee par
ticipation in educational activities also increased as the American discus
sion of China policy grew. Obviously the first goal of the National
Committee—review of policy—had been achieved. The next step was to
discuss alternatives. Many of those who were members of the National
Committee came increasingly to advocate normalized relations, with debate
focused on how to bring this about and on what terms.

After 1972, therefore, two competing pressures coexisted: the requests for
providing experienced escort service to visitors from and to China, together
with claims on staff and members' time to participate in the China policy
discussions underway in the American political and educational scene. Rather
than try to meet both needs, the National Committee chose the first emphasis.
In 1975, the leadership adopted a policy of stressing exchanges and moved
away from its "educational" services to the American public and policymakers
that had been provided in seminars, conferences, briefings, and similar activi
ties customarily part of "association" activities. In retrospect, it is difficult to
fault the decision, given the context at the time, but it set the National Com
mittee on a very different path for the future.
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The Asia Society assumed the educational activities formerly provided
bythe National Committee and assigned them to the newly organized China
Council. The China Council recruited some National Committee members
for their initial membership. It thenvigorously encouraged city and regional
China councils to provide educational programs. These local units, funded
largely on theirown with some national assistance and staffing, proceeded to
develop programs on the arts, cultm-e, and politics of China. There was
interaction between the National Committee and the ChinaCouncil, but the
councU took the responsibility for educational activities.

The choice of emphasis by the National Committee arguably may be
linked to the development of the National Council on U.S.-China Ttade as
well. With good feelings between the United States and China, requests for
National Committee assistance in matters of trade and commerce began to
surface. To have retained an important role in this aspect of activities would
have called for careful planning, a specialized recruitment drive, possibly a
very different set of activities (and the staff to implement them). The
National Committee did not take on this assignment. Instead, the National
Council was established in 1973 asa separate organization. It soon developed
its own set of activities, resources, publications programs, and clientele.

The work the National Committee did choose to perform has been
carried out with a relatively small, relatively stable staff. There have been
two presidents, Charles Yost and Arthur Rosen (who has announced his
retirement in 1987). Douglas Murray served as the first vice president, suc
ceeded by Jan Berris (whose account of the National Committee history
follows this chapter). Several individuals have served as program assistants,
with a turnover that reflects the growing possibilities of alternate employ
ment after gaining experience in exchange work. It has been possible to
draw upon various faculty and graduatestudents to assist in interpretation
and other work. In the most recent years, the activities of the National
Committee and, to some degree, the budget, have been stabilized. More
over, lacking permanent funding, the staff has, wisely, remained small.

Yet the National Committee is composed of more than its small staff.
In addition to a core work group, the committee members represent a
broad slice of American opinion-makers and leaders, including representa
tives from academic, business, media, government, and volunteer organiza
tions. From the early 434 members {AnnualReport, 1973), the recruitment
efforts of the National Committee staff have been designed not only to
sustain the membership of those interested in China policy, but also to draw
in a coterie of supporters who might provide assistance and service to visit
ing delegations. In 1983 membership was in the high 600s {Annual Repent,
1982-83). The list of regular members is the base from which the board of
directors is drawn; the board numbered forty-five in 1983. Most are from
the northeast Washington triangle and have positions that enable them to
provide assistance to the work of the committee. Other board of director
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members confirm the status of the National Committee by their acceptance
of membership; former President Ford doubtless serves in this capacity.
Turnover is low.

In addition to the increase of members, National Committee growth
has been reflected in budget increases. In 1972-73, the total income of the
National Committee was $377,872; ten years later the figure was reported
as $800,098; by 1986 it was over a million, but the percentage allocated to
staff salaries remains very modest.

Equally important for an understanding of the work of the Commit
tee is the source of funding. The role of the government in this matter has
become decisive. This fact, together with the changes in the list of corpo
rate sponsors, apparently indicates that (1) corporation and foundations
continually reconsider the support they will provide to China activities, and
in what form; and (2) the activities of the National Committee have been
sustained by the decision of the U.S. government to use a private organiza
tion to provide assistance to special groups of Chinese. That work remains
a key component of National Committee activities {Annual Report,
1983:12, 13).

These observations about National Committee activities are reflected

in their newsletter. In the early and middle 1970s the publication recorded
lists of Americans successful enough to arrange travel to China, together
with reports on trips to and from China in which the National Committee
played a central role {Notes, February 4, 1975). As exchanges multiplied,
relations began to diversify: The lists disappeared, to be replaced by reports
of Chinese official speeches to the National Committee, as well as new
activities {Notes, Summer 1977:1, Spring 1978:3).

Since 1979, new ventures have been developed. When the Chinese
began to send scholars abroad, the National Committee developed and now
manages a series of ''educational" programs to provide selected Chinese
visitors with supplemental opportunities to learn about U.S. scholarship
and research. In 1984 the National Committee recruited Chinese partici
pants in short-term programs on American history, law, and society.

For Americans, the National Committee has long conducted annual
travel trips to China for committee members and their friends. These trips
are escorted by a member of the National Committee staff and, though
expensive, are said to provide opportunities for experiences not commonly
granted to those seeing China as tourists. In 1984 and presumably into the
future, the National Committee has commenced an informal seminar
between selected leaders from American and Chinese societies. The seminar

includes those thought to be influential in foreign policy or in research on
American life. The emphasis is not upon those directly involved in political
decisions, but those presumably influential in decision-making.

In sum, the National Committee program is now composed of a core
of services to the government and certain foundation-supported travel
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groups, as well as a small education program aimed at Chinese. Indeed,
while the work is service-oriented, with some educational components, the
audience is primarily Chinese.

The China-U.S. People's Friendship Association

The China U.S. People's Friendship Association stands in contrast to
the National Committee. Though both wanted China policy changed, their
ways of bringing this about were different. The Friendship Association is
organized from the bottom up, and the initial chapters were political in
their program. Its staff, largely volunteer and part time, is larger than the
staff of the National Committee. It was and still is a mass organization.
Finally, and quite important, the Friendship Association possessed, from
the day of its inception, a Chinese counterpart—the Chinese People's Asso
ciation for Friendship with Foreign Countries (YouXie). The assistance and
support provided by the counterpart was of decisive importance for the
Friendship Association's growth and sustenance.

The Friendship Association is composed of small local chapters
(sixty-three in 1985), the first of which were established in 1970 and 1971 in
the West Coast cities of San Francisco, Los Angeles, and Seattle, plus New
York. The linking together of chapters occurred at a national meeting in
1974. Until the early 1980s the headquarters was in Los Angeles. After
considerable discussion, in 1981 the office was moved to Washington,
D.C., on the grounds that a greater impact would be made there.

Who joined the Friendship Association? What "truth"—". . . to
proclaim a truth ..." (de Tocqueville)—brought them to expend the time
and energy in this voluntary activity? The Friendship Association was
begun by men and women who had been activists in the social and political
struggles of the 1960s. They had been, and were, opponents of American
foreign policy; some were socialists (which led to a ban on seeking financial
support from corporations or foundations). Some were graduate students
who had been and remained active in the alternative academic organiza
tion, the Committee of Concerned Asian Scholars. Many applauded and
endorsed the revolutionary goals and policies of China. They intended to
counter the erroneous information they saw presented about China and to
see that the "real truth" was set forth. This goal led them to work for a
new China-U.S. policy. Many were experienced organizers.

A second group was composed of a few Americans who had been
long-time residents of China, who had been involved themselves in current
U.S. foreign policy upon returning to the United States. The larger number
of ordinary members were people with an interest in China derived from
relatives or missionary ties. Some local counterparts of the American
"establishment" saw the Friendship Association as a place to work for
better relations. These people believed in people-to-people diplomacy.
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The grass-roots operation of local chapters marked the Friendship
Association as distinct from the other two organizations studied here. Each
local unit, although autonomous, seems to have proceeded in a similar
manner. They established a Friendship Association office. They initiated
and carried on a program of speakers, initially those knowledgeable about
China and acceptable to the group. In due course, returned visitors from
China, together with Chinese visitors, were added. The local chapter fre
quently published a newsletter that reported local events plus some materi
als from China. There were modest dues ($15 per year in 1985), with
scaled-down charges for the aged, students, and others with financial prob
lems. The dues remained in the local chapter treasury except for a small
sum sent to the national office and some monies used for publication costs.
Each member received the local newsletter, the Friendship Association
magazine U.S.-China Review, and might select one Chinese publication in
English from a list of alternatives, including Beijing Review, China Recon
structs, and other more or less popular magazines.

In these characteristics the Friendship Association seems no different
from many local or single-interest organizations. Since the dues were so mini
mal, how did the transition from a collection of small units to a relatively
well-known organization come about? The answer involves three separate
aspects of the association history and composition. First, the original organi
zation possessed experienced and energetic organizers. Second, the counter
part structure provided an extremely scarce and valuable resource—contacts
within China. Third, the resumption of U.S. China relations, together with
the change in Chinese domestic priorities, made it much easier for the
Friendship Association to engage people in its educational efforts.

We have already commented on its early activities. As a volunteer organ
ization with aspirations for a national presence, this experienced staff was
of critical importance. The second aspect, the scarce commodity of Chinese
contacts and information, is of special interest. From the moment that U.S.
China relations began to change, Americans wanted to travel to China. In
that sense President Nixon reflected his countrymen quite well. Americans of
all economic backgrounds, representing all manner of political views—drawn
from the scholarly community and the media, from businesses and
foundations—ail schemed to be among the first to enter China. The Chinese
were hesitant and reluctant; at most, the conditions of the country and scar
city of resources for tourists seemed to dictate group travel.

From this insistence on group travel came the Friendship Associa
tion's special expertise. You Xie had been working in this area for decades
and was experienced (Passin, 1962:132). When the Friendship Association
sent a delegation to China, the topic obviously arose {People's Daily,
November 20, 1972). You Xie arranged for an allocation of visas for the
American counterpart. The Friendship Association handled the arrange
ments and selected the group members. It oriented them as it saw fit and
profited from the travel charges.
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Domestically, the Friendship Association apportioned the visas to its
regional organizations; in the early years when the costs were lower, a few
of these trips were saved for Friendship Association activists who had
devoted their energies to the organization. For the remainder of the slots,
the local staffs made the announcements, established criteria (which often
included membership in the association), interviewed applicants, and
selected those to participate. Though the number of annual travelers was
small (in 1985 the allotment was 500), so interested were Americans that the
opportunity to travel could easily be integrated into the Friendship Associa
tion programs. These domestic programs have always included lectures,
movies, social events, cultural exhibits, work with cities (i.e., sister city
relationships), and travel opportunities. The trips have remained competi
tive with tourist opportunities, involve orientation programs, and still seem
to have a special quality that is emphasized in the literature. The national
organization was, and is, dependent upon the resources that are derived
from this portion of the Friendship Association activities.

The third aspect of the Friendship Association experience that con
tributed to its success is derived from the political changes in China and its
treatment by the Friendship Association. Since the association had been
based on an alliance—between political activists, whose major commitment
was to set forth the value of Chinese revolutionary policies, and those who
wanted better relations without much attention to the domestic priorities of
the Chinese—events in China soon led to a major confrontation that
threatened the Friendship Association.

In 1977-78, those ideologically committed to Maoist policies found
themselves confronting an unacceptable situation in China. With the fall of
the Gang of Four, the denial of its ideological premises, and the return of
Deng Xiaoping to power, American activists perceived themselves as wit
nessing a Chinese counterrevolution. From a distance they could do noth
ing but call for debate in the Friendship Association chapters, with the
clear intention of denouncing domestic Chinese developments. Those who
had joined the Friendship Association because of a generalized interest in
China, with perhaps some feeling for China derived from relatives or past
experience, were clearly concerned about what might happen if the chapters
engaged in wholesale criticism of the current policies of the country with
whom they had a special relationship. Moreover, undoubtedly a number of
Friendship Association members approved the new policies. Since the
organization provided for considerable local freedom and autonomy, the
struggle was fought out in some of the larger and more powerful of the
chapters. In some cases the ideologues won.

At the 1978 annual meeting in San Francisco, a heated, lengthy, and
acrimonious fight over bylaws was in fact a struggle over the direction of
the Friendship Association. The majority of the delegates opposed those
critical of current Chinese policies and eventually adopted a series of bylaw
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changes that led to a withdrawal by the more activist members (some of
whom were members of the Revolutionary Marxist party, which protested
during the 1979 Deng visit). It seems reasonable to assume that had the
critics been successful and remained within the Friendship Association, the
visa allocations might have diminished or been cut off. The normalization
celebrations in Washington, D.C., provided a moment of triumph when
Chinese visitors congratulated the Friendship Association.

But then what? The Friendship Association was not bypassed by his
tory. Their initial goal to provide information about China remained intact
(and probably became much easier to carry out with the post-1979 politics).
Their policy emphasis included presentation and support of many of the
Chinese proposals for continued improvement of Sino-American relations.
The chapter programs diversified when the exchange of student programs
began to produce a number of Chinese visitors on American campuses. For
these Chinese, the Friendship Association provided language tutoring,
helped find housing, and organized dinners and social events.

The travel component of Friendship Association efforts now became
two-way. As the Chinese became willing, indeed eager, to send representa
tives abroad, the Friendship Association included a small program of
exchanges in their yearly discussions of travel arrangements. Chinese
organizations nominated individuals to participate in short-term travel
opportunities and in the longer-term opportunities for study. Because the
Friendship Association is composed of local units, the arrangements pro
vide for very modest costs and the opportunities for visitors to stay in local
homes even for as long as a six-month stay. This portion of the program
does not approach in size or cost the travel opportunities that their program
depends upon, but it does inject a real element of exchange into the Friend
ship Association's program. Moreover, when seen in conjunction with the
courtesies extended to visitors, it makes the *'exchange" program of their
efforts more substantive.

In the main the Friendship Association's constituency remains pri
marily one of a local, volunteer nature. Its 1985 membership of 6,000 was a
substantial drop from the maximum of 9,000 some years ago and shows the
fragile nature of local units. In the post-1979 period, the national efforts of
the association have taken on a new dimension. First, the long-time prohi
bition on seeking funds from the business community has been set aside to
permit solicitation of support from organizations engaged in China trade.
This decision is coupled with an effort to show a greater national presence.
The Friendship Association now conducts a yearly two-day program on
China, which the presence in Washington makes possible.

Both history and domestic American political changes have been rela
tively kind to the Friendship Association. While it may lose members
because the controversy and conflict of China policy no longer draws so
many supporters, the association's travel program provides it with the nec-
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essary basic financial support; the cellular organizational structure permits
each chapter to function in an autonomous manner; and the association
remains able to stress its central purpose of educating the American public.

Committee on Scholarly Communication with the
People's Republic of China

When several aristocrats want to form an association they can easily do so.
As each of them carries great weight in society, a very small number of associ
ates may be enough. So, being few, it is easy to get to know and understand
one another.

When aristocrats adopt a new idea or conceive a new sentiment, they
lend it something of the conspicuous station they themselves occupy, and so
the mass is bound to take notice of them and they easily influence the minds
and hearts of those around them, (de Tocqueville, 1969:513)

The Friendship Association sees itself as a people-to-people organiza
tion. The National Committee has worked assiduously to develop connec
tions and ties to the necessary, local organizations and people to carry
forward its work. The CSCPRC has long been, and remains in the 1980s, a
powerful association integrated into the seam of science organizations in
the United States and thus is particularly well situated to advance its pro
grams. It contrasts in terms of goals, staff, organizational cohesiveness,
and financing with the other two private associations discussed above.

Like the National Association, the CSCPRC was established in 1966.
Initially titled the Committee on Scholarly Communication with Mainland
China, it was composed of China scholars together with the presidents of
the National Academy of Sciences, the American Council of Learned Soci
eties, and the Social Science Research Council. It included all prominent
organizations of the academic world. Its purpose was to facilitate in some
manner the exchange of scientific information and knowledge between Chi
nese science and the American scientific community.

For some years its efforts to establish contact, let alone support, with
the Chinese scientific establishment was frustrated by the Cultural Revolu
tion. Until 1971 it was sufficient to have a part-time staff person assigned
to oversee any possible developments; occasional meetings, recalled one
member, were made up of discussions about what one would do if it were
possible to establish contacts with the Chinese.

An important, special aspect of the CSCPRC was that its connections
with the Chinese Academy were facilitated through close personal relation
ships enjoyed by certain Chinese American scientists with the Chinese politi
cal and educational leadership (Kallgren, 1981). Events since normalization,
and the current development of Chinese science, continue to demonstrate
that American scientists of Chinese descent play an exceedingly important
role in facilitating programs and progress in exchanges at all levels.
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The housing of the CSCPRC in the National Academy of Sciences
(NAS) and the status of its staff as NAS employees have been an especially
fortunate occurrence. The NAS has an extensive program of foreign
exchanges and contacts. Scientists have long committed themselves to the
universality of their work and the utility of scientific exchanges. It may well
be that there was a legacy of respect for what little was known of Chinese
science, despite the theories and priorities of the Cultural Revolution.

The Chinese interest in science is demonstrable even during the early
post-Cultural Revolution days. For example, the People's Daily was used to
highlight the visits of foreigners deemed important to China. The visits of
U.S. scientists, both Chinese and non-Chinese, were consistently empha
sized (e.g.. People's Daily, July 2, 8, 10, 13, 1972). While the National
Committee was addressing the matter of the ping-pong team and the
Friendship Association chapters were still evolving, the CSCPRC took on
the development of what are considered the premier educational exchanges.
These developments were set in motion by the initial trip of a medical
delegation from China to the United States and the return visits in 1973 of
an American medical group and a CSCPRC delegation.

As with its counterpart the National Committee, CSCPRC programs
were negotiated at two levels. Because exchanges were of symbolic as well as
substantive importance in the initial phases of American-Chinese relations,
they were discussed in the abstract at the highest diplomatic levels at the
same time that the negotiations by a CSCPRC delegation were conducted
over procedures, topics, membership, and related practical matters.

While it can be argued whether or not the initial month-long field
visits that characterized the early phase of the CSCPRC were valued by the
governments, there can be little doubt that they were valued by those who
participated in them. Between 1972 and 1978, the CSCPRC assisted in a
total of sixty-eight delegation visits. The terms of travel, the negotiated
topics of study, and the number of participants all were the subjects of
rather intense negotiation with an effort made by both sides to ensure a
rough equality of effort and number. Program development is discussed at
some length in a detailed report of the CSCPRC (Bullock, 1978), which set
forth a careful and quite complete analysis of the exchange effort.

One important characteristic of these prenormalization efforts should
be highlighted, namely, that the CSCPRC in membership was an alliance of
scientists, humanists, and social scientists. Throughout the history of the
organization there has been an effort to ensure that the social scientists and
humanists would have some degree of participation in the total program.
Moreover, because a review of the topics covered will show only a scant few
delegations focused on the social sciences and humanities, the CSCPRC
decision to assign a China scholar to each delegation to provide resource
and background data provided the initial opportunity for many social sci
entists to see China. Until fairly recently this alliance remained intact.
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None of the associations discussed here profited as much as did the
CSCPRC from the domestic changes in China. The 1978 decision to send
students abroad, and particularly to send substantial numbers to the United
States, opened the possibilities for exchanges of information, of real collab
oration between American and Chinese scientists. The growing numbers of
American-trained Chinese scientists (as each year's cohort of scholars and
students returned home) may well be an important contribution to fJiis
collaboration.

Given the goal of educating Chinese students and scholars in Amer
ica, one might have expected the CSCPRC to have played a central role in
facilitating the educational effort. They did not. President Carter is said to
have endorsed American participation in placing Chinese students in the
United States: He is also reported to have insisted on full payment. The
Chinese reaction was to place individuals by themselves, without resort to a
centralized agency. Undoubtedly, cost was a factor in this decision.
Whether the outcome will be as helpful to the Chinese modernization
efforts as other options will never be known. Nevertheless, the principle of
exchange has had an important impact here. One result is that the
CSCPRC array of programs—facilitating American students undertaking
graduate study in Chinese universities, the year-long programs for
advanced research, and the short-term lecturing and research programs-
has been supplemented by a broad range of alternative possibilities for
Chinese students that include virtually all major research universities in the
United States in some formal or informal arrangements. (These are ^s-
cussed in the Thurston-Maddox chapter.) Of this total offering of pro
grams, the CSCPRC programs represent only a small portion of the effort.

Nonetheless, the CSCPRC programs remain of crucial importance,
particularly for social scientists and humanists. The programs are also of
value for Chinese visitors because the CSCPRC provides funding and intro
ductions that assist the Chinese scholar. For the American scholar, particu
larly in the social sciences and humanities, an important benefit is the full
funding available from the CSCPRC. This aspect of the program, together
with the prestige and reputation of the CSCPRC in placement, has made its
awards very desirable. Moreover, as a national organization, its successes
and failures take on more importance. When a bilateral relationship
between two universities encounters difficulties over a given matter, it is
never easy to know whether they reflect local politics or national policy.

The CSCPRC has certainly confronted difficulties in carrying out its
program, but its ability to resolve these difficulties lies in the fact that they
must be addressed at the national level. Since the CSCPRC is, itself, closely
connected to government and educational circles, it has the national connec
tions to address the difficulties. Its committee members work at the highest
levels of science, provide advice and consultation to government agencies,
and interface with funding organizations and governmental personnel.
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There is ambiguity in this degree of interaction between the science
establishment and the government, which can be interpreted in a number of
ways. Some will emphasize the autonomy of the CSCPRC and point to its
NAS funding and even foundation support for selected activities as indica
tors of its independence from government. Others will emphasize the role
of government monies in CSCPRC programs and point out that an aca
demic advisor served in the American Embassy during 1979-81 as a govern
ment employee. A separate CSCPRC scholar/administrator now resides in
Beijing and assists Americans. Success in the quasi-private activity requires
Embassy cooperation and support. The present arrangement makes possi
ble some independence in action that would be difficult to sustain if the
CSCPRC representative were within the Embassy.

Simultaneous with picking a careful way in its relationship with the
government, the CSCPRC has had to contend with the diversification of
exchange programs in universities. Increased efforts for collaborative schol
arship are all to the good, but the diversity does make it difficult to orga
nize university support for CSCPRC efforts. The CSCPRC may organize
meetings, and it can draw upon the collegial commitment of scholars who
have worked with the CSCPRC over the years and perhaps even traveled to
China through CSCPRC assistance. It can suggest and propose measures
that are outside its programs, but it has neither the means nor the power to
shape the nongovernmental programs that continue to emerge. Moreover,
the growth of governmental bilateral agency-to-agency efforts, flowering in
the aftermath of the Deng trip in 1979, are outside its purview.

In contrast to the staffs of the National Committee and the Friend

ship Association, many CSCPRC staffers are individuals who have com
pleted dissertations and then sought employment outside of teaching
positions. Their salaries and benefits reflect this educational background.
The richness of the exchange program and the opportunity to work with the
society they studied make their assignments attractive. As the programs
have expanded, so has the staff and the related bureaucracy.

Since its expertise and constituency were critical in the CSCPRC's
early years, we must look closely at what has happened to these recently.

The close relationship with the SSRC, ACLS, and NAS provided a wealth
of experience when the CSCPRC was suddenly confronted with the neces
sity to establish a nationwide program for scholars to go to China. Drawing
on the forms and experience of other foundations and award-giving institu
tions, the CSCPRC developed the procedures that now annually select
scholars to visit China and process the programs of Chinese scholars visit
ing the United States.

The SCSPRC has continued to focus its efforts on its originally con
ceived goals, although obviously the manifestations of its interests have
changed as programs have changed. Nonetheless, the CSCPRC works with
intellectuals in China. What might not have been foreseen was the dramatic
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change in Chinese domestic priorities that accompanied the Four Moderni
zation programs, and the consequences for scientists and intellectuals. Uni
versities regrouped; the value of science and its practitioners was upgraded.
The 1980s domestic programs depend upon scientific expertise—and so the
groups with whom the CSCPRC interacts have become more important in
China. The expertise of the CSCPRC has become more valuable in the
postnormalization period.

One casualty of this otherwise promising state of affairs has been the
alliance among scientists, social scientists, and humanists. While the latter
two groups of scholars profited from this coalition, in 1983 some moved
into separate activities. Most prominent has been the establishment of a
separate funding program for international relations, law, and economics.
It is probably not possible to determine whether the decision grew out of
the expressed frustrations of the foundations, which were constantly
beseiged for assistance, or from the emphasis that the Chinese leadership
wished to place upon these three fields of work. Whatever the reasons,
there now exists a separate program, separately funded, without a formal
link to the CSCPRC. Some have argued that this independent program will
not negatively affect the remaining social scientists and humanists who
depend upon the support of the CSCPRC because changes have made
China more hospitable to those outside the central scientific fields. After
initial skepticism, evidence may prove them correct.

Setting aside this issue, the CSCPRC seems the most successful of the
associations discussed here. This is not surprising in view of its ability to
profit from its intimate relationship with and the legitimacy bestowed by
the NAS; its close relationship with official Washington; its relatively gen
erous funding and some degree of stability; and the growing approval, on
both sides of the Pacific, of scientific exchanges with China. Within the
comparatively narrow range of its charge, the CSCPRC therefore has
proved the most effective.

The ^^Association" and U.S.-China Relations

Tracing the fate of these three organizations through normalization
illuminates important aspects both about the nature of ''associations" and
about the state of relations between the two nations. Given the dramatic

changes in these relations, we must ask how the associations have fared.
What characteristics of the organizations themselves have contributed to
the present state? What role have international and domestic events played?

Let us begin with the first question. IWenty years after its founding,
the National Committee functions as an important service organization
that facilitates exchanges in the cultural field together with those in the
semiofficial political arena. It has returned, at least in part, to the educa
tion tasks it undertook almost twenty years ago. Most successful in achiev
ing its goals has been the CSCPRC, which has command of a substantial
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portion of the senior exchange efforts in the American and Chineseeduca
tional fields. Though limited in numbers by financial constraints, the
CSCPRC's influence is substantial in the broader field of China exchanges.
The Friendship Association now emphasizes the wide-ranging possibilities
implicit in people-to-people diplomacy, though its national standing may be
less prominent. There is considerable turnover in the organization; it has
lost a third of its membership in a few years and has seen dramatic altera
tions in the number of chapters—hence its overall vitality is somewhat at
risk. The organization itself is not in jeopardy, but rather its ambience: The
sense of adventure, the defense of a noble cause, the struggle against odds
that characterized much of the discussion of China policy into the 1980s
cannot be sustained when the United States and China are considering the
sale of weapons. This does not suggest that the organization will disappear,
but rather that it may face a long period of decline.

Of the three organizations, there would seem to have been the least
possibility of disbandment for the Friendship Association. Possibilities are
wide-ranging, and cultural exchanges constitute only a fraction of the activ
ities it has carried on since its establishment in the early 1970s. Though
often locally based, the scope of personal interaction, from tours to pic
nics, movies, socials, and the like, is chronicled in the group's magazines
and newsletters. Disbandment was surely an alternative of the National
Committee in the mid-1970s when the Pye Committee (named for chairman
Lucien Pye) recommended a change of course. Instead, the decision was to
continue to perform a valuable service that could not easily have been
transferred elsewhere. Policy review does not seem to have been an issue for
the CSCPRC in the 1970s. Moreover, the nature of scholarly exchanges,
with their link to modernization, was such that the momentum created by
internal events in China was seized upon by the American educational cir
cles. The CSCPRC was the lead organization in this process. Though other
American educational organizations existed, it is difficult to imagine that
the Council on International Educational Exchange, the Council on Inter
national Exchange of Scholars, or the American Council on Education
would have been equipped or able to take on the job. Moreover, none of
them presented the scientific credentials of the National Academy of Sci
ences with its clear counterpart in China.

Single-purpose organizations are of course subject to obsolescence. In
all three cases presented here, the organizations developed an expertise, a
special knowledge, that enhanced their work and permitted them to adjust
to the changing circumstances of international relations. Nevertheless, nei
ther the Friendship Association nor the National Committee has translated
expertise into solid financial endowments.

Lacking funding, a second important characteristic of these organiza
tions has played a definitive role in their survival: All three organizations
have been supported by their special constituencies. Of the three, the
National Committee worked with Chinese party officials, high-ranking
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cadres, and highly visible political leaders—both as visitors to the United
States and also within their Chinese organizations—and thus was in a posi
tion to establish the best credentials. Though the CPIFA obviously could
have adjusted to the provision of assistance by an alternative American
counterpart, the close and skillful efforts of the small staff at the National
Committee constantly reinforced and personalized the nature of the rela
tionship. In sum, the very size of the staff of the National Committee
prevented an alienation of ties with the CPIFA. Such support would not
resolve the National Committee's financial difficulties, but it could be used
to seek financial support from American groups and the American govern
ment. The National Committee, as an association, could continue.

With respect to the Friendship Association, the expectations were and
remain quite different. Despite the fact that travel is a major source of
financial support, the expertise here is not travel, but rather success in
facilitating Sino-American relations. In that respect the Friendship Associ
ation, especially as it has functioned after 1978, has been successful. More
over, its use of visas has maintained a close relationship with You Xie that
has presumably proved profitable for both sides.

The matter of constituency with the CSCPRC reflects in part the
large issue of relations with China. Within the United States the leaders of
the CSCPRC have been prominent in American educational circles, in rela
tions with the government, and in the basic field of science. This promi
nence has sustained the program of the CSCPRC. Since more or less
adequate funding has been available, it has not been necessary to make the
case for the CSCPRC at the expense of other programs.

The history of "association" in China's exchange programs demon
strates that such organizations survive so long as they use their expertise to
successfully retain either their original purpose or retain its appearance
while shifting the substance of activities; so long as they can retain a con
stituency of some importance; and so long as the cost of sustaining their
activities is not judged excessive in terms of the task at hand. While the mix
of cost, constituency, and expertise is different in each of the three cases,
they all demonstrate that it is the broader definitions of constituency and
expertise, unique to each organization, that have permitted these "associa
tions" to meet their goals in a convincing and cost-effective manner—and
thus to survive and influence the changing realities of U.S.-China relations.

Notes

1. Herbert Passin (1962) discusses the Chinese methods and goals up to die
early 1960s, but I know of no analysis of the past twenty years that provides
comparable coverage.
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2. Warren Cohen's chapter in this volume discusses the National Committee
from the perspective of the end of the anti-Chinese period.
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The Evolution of Sino-American

Exchanges: A View from the National
Committee

Jan Carol Berris

Introduction

In April of 1971 the Chinese startled the world by inviting an Ameri
can ping-pong team into 'Torbidden territory." Within a week fifteen
American table tennis players and officials were on their way to China from
Nagoya, Japan, where the invitation had been extended during an interna
tional tournament. Ping-pong diplomacy was in full swing.

To everyone's surprise, after more than twenty years of hostile rela
tions between the two countries, exchanges quickly flourished. What began
with ping-pong took on a momentum of its own so that by the mid- to late
seventies there were more exchanges occurring between China and the
United States—two countries that did not maintain diplomatic relations—
than between China and any other country except Japan.

The Sino-American exchange relationship rapidly moved from ground
zero (prior to 1971); to the ping-pong diplomacy period of high-profile
events, during which the main purpose was to change hearts and minds
(1971-73); to a brief hiatus in which exchanges were buffeted by political
winds (1974-75); to a time when substance began to win out over form
(1976-78); and finally, to the present era when the process has expanded
and so matured that even an incident like the defection of the tennis player
Hu Na slows down only the official program but does not affect the consid
erable activity in the private sector. Although no periodization is absolute,
delineating these stages provides a useful starting point for looking at the
evolution of Sino-American exchanges. The National Committee on U.S.
China Relations—a key player in the development of exchanges, an organi
zation whose history reflects the evolution of Sino-American exchanges,
and the organization with which the author is most familiar—is the focal
point of this chapter.

The Evolution of Sino-American Exchanges

The Early Structure: 1966-71
The National Committee on U.S.-China Relations was formed in 1966

by a coalition of civic leaders (several with Quaker roots), businessmen, md
academics who were concerned that U.S.-China relations were frozen in the

mutual hostility of the 1960s and that the American political climate was
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not conducive to a dispassionate discussion of the issues. The objective was
to stimulate and legitimize nonpartisan public discussion of American
China policy through conferences, seminars, publications, and educational
outreach programs. Its board and membership, carefully selected to repre
sent the gamut of the political spectrum, included people with sharply dif
fering views on China. The Committee's activities in the late 1960s in
promoting public discussion around the United States have been credited
with helping to create a climate that enabled acceptance of President Nix
on's initiatives toward China. But its original mission of public education
was altered dramatically by the events of April 1971.

Those American table tennis players who unexpectedly became part
of history wanted to reciprocate. However, the U.S. Table Tennis Associa
tion, a small, loosely knit organization of ping-pong enthusiasts, lacked the
administrative and financial resources and the knowledge of China neces
sary for undertaking such a project. The National Committee learned of
the association's predicament and offered to cosponsor the Chinese team's
visit, raising funds, coordinating with both the Chinese and American gov
ernments, and providing administrative structure and China expertise."
The offer was accepted and the resulting tour was a great success. A few
months later officials of the PRC Mission to the UN (the only Chinese
government representatives then in the United States) asked the National
Committee to sponsor the American tour of the Shenyang Acrobatic
Troupe. Thus began the Committee's involvement in exchanges with China.

There were several reasons why the National Committee and its sister
organization, the Committee on Scholarly Communication with the Peo
ple's Republic of China (CSCPRC),i played such pivotal roles in the early
days of exchanges. In the absence of diplomatic relations between the two
countries, private agencies provided the only channels available for such
activity. The sudden Chinese initiative left no time to create new institu
tions, and the two committees were already functioning. They had offices,
organizational structures, funding (albeit for other activities), and a desire
(National Committee) and a mandate (CSCPRC) to move into the
exchange process. The membership of both committees included leaders in
civic affairs, business, academia, and science, as well as former government
officials or advisors. Men such as W. Michael Blumenthal and Ambassador

Charles W. Yost (NCUSCR), and Dr. Frank Press (CSCPRC) chaired the
committees during the early 1970s.

Given the dominance of extreme ideologues in China during the Cul
tural Revolution period, one would have expected the Chinese to insist on
dealing with more radical, less ''establishment-oriented" organizations,
and to a certain extent they did, working with the U.S.-China People's
Friendship Association, an organization set up to promote sympathetic
understanding and support of the PRC and its policies. The Friendship
Association provided an important vehicle for the involvement of Ameri
cans at the grass-roots level in China-related activities, primarily by sending
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Americans to China (no Chinese delegations were sent to the United States
under the Association's auspices until the late 1970s). On the other hand,
the Chinese were looking for legitimacy and apparently believed it could
best be achieved by dealing with respected public leaders. The American
government, it its turn, was comfortable entrusting an important aspect of
a delicately evolving relationship to organizations whose membership was
known and trusted. There may also have been a belief that the nonpartisan
and diverse views represented by the members of both committees might
help minimize any potential political backlash resulting from a rapproche
ment with China. Thus, it is probably because of the prestige and influence
of the membership of the two committees that both the Chinese and Amer
ican governments chose to work with them.

Form over Substance: 1971-74

It has been argued elsewhere in this book that the early exchanges
between China and the United States were primarily symbolic, that they
represented "foreign policy initiatives and only secondarily a concern with
the intrinsic value of the exchange itself" (Kallgren). Unquestionably, this
was a period of form over substance as both sides sought to use exchanges
to move the political relationship forward. While there was some concern
over whether deeper, more nuanced, longer lasting contacts were developing
between people and between organizations, it was primarily the image that
counted.

The importance of the high-profile, spectacular exchanges, therefore,
cannot be dismissed. It was essential to create a climate of acceptance, and
the extravaganzas in the performing arts and sports certainly helped achieve
this goal. They brought needed visibility at a time when people in both
countries were unaccustomed to the idea of friendly human contact with a
former adversary. With the McCarthy era and the Korean War barely two
decades past, both sides needed to correct the distortion in the widely-held
negative stereotypes. The image of America as a flabby, declining society
was changed by the impressive display of American athletes winning event
after event during the visit to China of the U.S. Tfack and Field Team. And
Americans' perception of Chinese as unfeeling automatons was altered by a
gymnastics competition at Madison Square Garden, during which the Chi
nese team's piano player came to the rescue of an American gymnast whose
music tape broke just before her performance; with no rehearsal—in fact,
without ever having seen her routine—the Chinese pianist enthusiastically
improvised an accompaniment.

The theme of "friendship" so dramatically highlighted by the latter
example was pervasive in this period and was constantly emphasized by
both sides. During their visits the Chinese were inevitably asked what
impressed them the most. The invariable answer was a refreshing conflu
ence of diplomacy and truth—"the friendliness and generosity of the
American people and their warm welcome to us."
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While Americans are generally considered to be open and enthusias
tic, the warm welcome was almost ensured by the personalities (and, most
likely, careful coaching) of the Chinese who were chosen to represent their
country. They were extraordinarily effective, multi-talented goodwill
ambassadors. Each seemed to have been handpicked for his or her cheerful
personality and ability to charm everyone in sight as well as for athletic or
artistic talent. Not only could they play ping-pong or juggle twenty-five
plates while standing on their left toe, but they could sing '*Home on the
Range" at the drop of a hat. Spectators who stayed on after the completion
of the gymnastic competitions were treated to renditions of American folk
tunes by the gymnasts, and the musicians who accompanied the Shenyang
Acrobats serenaded the departing audiences with *Turkey in the Straw"
played on traditional Chinese instruments.

Of course, the visibility of high-profile exchanges had negative
aspects as well. Right-wing extremists threw dead rats at the Chinese ping-
pong players from the stands of Cobo Hall in Detroit, religious fundamen
talists carried picket signs comparing Mao and Hitler, and an unknown
culprit exploded a tear-gas cannister in the Chicago Opera House as the
Shenyang Acrobats were performing. During the ping-pong matches at
Maryland University's Cole Field House several protests came together at
once. On one side of the stands sat Tricia Nixon, representing her father.
Across the way sat about two hundred Taiwan sympathizers. Up in the
bleachers sat a group of American college students. Throughout the games
there was a tremendous cacophony as the Taiwanese loudly and persistently
called for the Chinese team members to defect, while the American stu
dents, unhappy over President Nixon's resumption of the bombing of
Haiphong Harbor, chanted "Nixon bombs Haiphong, Tricia watches ping-
pong."

But whether to applaud or oppose, large crowds attended such events
in both countries, thus meeting one of the major goals of the exchanges—
to reach as many people as possible. Indeed, the National Committee and
its early cosponsors (such as the U.S. Table Tennis Association and the New
York City Center of Music and Drama) deliberately set low prices on tickets
for performances and competitions both to ensure that costs would not
prohibit anyone from attending and to assure large turn-outs. The objective
in those days was exposure, not profit. Even when the National Committee
sponsored smaller, professional exchanges, they tended to be projects that
would draw large audiences or that had a potential ripple effect, such as
delegations of journalists or education policy makers.

The initial exchanges received extensive media coverage and public
attention. The ping-pong entourage traveled in two planes: one for the
Chinese and American teams and accompanying personnel, the other for
the press corps. All the major newspapers and news magazines were repre
sented, and an ABC camera crew filmed the entire three-week tour. In
addition, local press swelled the numbers of reporters, editors, cameramen,
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and producers at each stop. TVvo American escorts worked full time coordi
nating press activities. Media interest remained high during this stage,
achieving a level matched only by Deng Xiaoping's American visit in Feb
ruary 1979.

The Americans were not the only ones caught up in the media frenzy.
TVvo Chinese camera crews, one working on a TV documentary, the otier
on a film, accompanied the ping-pong team and the Shenyang Acrobats in
1972. Xinhua (New China News Agency) and other correspondents were
legion. It was a heady experience indeed for this author to be greeted
throughout China in 1973 with "Oh, I know you. You're the one who was
in the ping-pong documentary."

Thus, while tens of thousands of Chinese and Americans attended the
sports and performing events, hundreds of thousands more saw them on
television or read about them in newspapers or magazines. This extensive
mediacoverage and publicattention were central to the key objective of this
period: building popular support for the U.S.-PRC relationship.

Political Pressures: 1974-75

After the initial leap forward there was a sudden decrease in
exchanges—the National Committee sponsored or helped facilitate eight
exchanges in 1973 but only two in 1974 and two in 1975. This was a period
of overt politicization of the exchange process, reflecting a major internal
struggle in the Chinese leadership in which the U.S.-China relationship was
an important weapon. American leaders may have been prepared to insu
late the exchanges from the political problems between the two countries,
but their Chinese counterparts sawexchanges as a way of pressuring Amer
ica into greater movement on the political front. Americans who met with
Chinese leaders at this time were often told that it was not convenient to
broaden the exchange process until the American government altered its
policies on the Taiwan issue.

Not only was the exchange process not broadened, but serious obsta
cles were placed in its path, primarily by the Chinese. The composition of
American professional and academic delegations was challenged, raising
the thorny issue of the sending side's right to select its own delegation
members and a country's sovereign right to exclude anyone it chooses. Only
a few weeks before the arrival of the first U.S. tour of a performing arts
company, the Chinese government demanded that the song "We Will
Surely Liberate Thiwan" be sung and its words printed in the playbill. M a
time when the U.S. government still recognized Thiwan and when local
officials (who would be featured at opening ceremonies in each locality)
had to be mindful of the feelings of various constituents, this was viewed as
an unwarranted intrusion of politics into a cultural event. Five months later,
in a show of support for Third World countries championing Puerto Rican
independence, the Chinese refused to issue a visa to the mayor of San Ju^,
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who was to be deputy leader of a delegation of American mayors. On each
occasion both sides stuck to their "principles," and the resulting confronta
tions led to the postponement of these projects. They were, in fact, under
taken later (the performing arts tour in 1978 and the mayors' trip in 1979),
but only after considerableexpenditureof time and moneyand much irrita
tion on both sides. It was later learned that the crisis over the performing
arts tour had been deliberately created by Jiang Qing, who was, for a time,
the dictator of cultural policy in China.

This was not the first intrusion into the exchange process by the
widow of Mao Zedong. Indeed, it seems she was involved from the begin
ning. In 1973 the American Swimming and Diving Team was maneuvered
into giving an impromptu exhibition in Beijing in addition to its two sched
uled performances. When the accompanying escorts protested that the
team was tired from a visit to the Great Wall, they were told that the
performance had been requested by a very high official, and, indeed, the
chairman of the Sports Commission attended. They were not told until
later that the request came directly from Jiang Qing, who appeared incog
nito, wanting a "peek" at the Americans. It is assumed that she played a
similar role during the visit of the Philadelphia Orchestra. In a command
meeting immediatelyafter a midnight arrival in Beijing, an exhausted Phil
adelphia Orchestra leadership was requested to change its program to
include Beethoven's Sixth Symphony (not in the orchestra's repertoire at
the time) rather than the Fifth, which had been rehearsed specifically for
the China tour. The orchestra was told not to be concerned that they had
no sheet music; indeed, the Chinese dusted off and flew up the Shanghai
Orchestra's scores of the Sixth Symphony and merged them with the
equally dusty Beijing Orchestra scores to provide enough copies for the
performers. While the Chinese were neverspecific about the reasons for the
change, the sinologists accompanying the orchestra all agreed that the
request likely came from Jiang Qing herself.

Neither the changes in schedules nor the intrusion of politics into
cultural events seemed to effect the U.S. government's policies, but they did
affect the National Committee, resulting in a fundamental restructuring of
the organization. There was growing concern at the Committee that its
education and exchange programs were becoming increasingly incompatible
and that the integrity of the educational programs could suffer as a result.
The board, while agreeing that both functions remained vitally important,
believed that the continuity of the Committee's visible role in the exchange
relationship was particularly desirable at that stage of U.S.-China relations.
This assessment led to the decision to assist the Asia Society in developing a
major new program to assure an effective nationwide educational program
on China and U.S.-China relations in line with the National Committee's
past efforts. The Committee thus took a preemptive step to ensure that its
education program did not become hostage to the political climate of
the time.

85



Even the vaunted Chinese slogan of the first period, "friendshipfirst,
competition second," sometimes fell bythewayside during this second per
iod of political pressure. During the 1975 Chinese Women's Basketball
tour, one American team decided to take advantage of the spirit behind
"friendship first." Videos of previous matches had shown the Chitese
always stopping to helpup opponents whotripped or to make certain fhat
an opponent who had fouled them was all right. On orders of their coach,
the American team members purposely committed more than the ordinary
number of fouls, hoping to slow down the Chinese players. Byhalf time,
the Chinese had caught on to this tactic. From then on, if an American
player suddenly tripped and fell, the Chinese player just jumped right over
her and went on (usually) to make a basket. All pretense of friendship was
dropped, and the spirit of competition led the way to a Chinese victory.

Substance over Form: 1976-78

It should not be assumed that the high-profile exchanges of the early
periods were just media hype, designed only to "win friends and influence
people." Another objective was to open communication, with emphasis on
fostering enduring ties among professional colleagues and working toward
eventual collaborationand joint projects in a range of fields. Whether it was
mayors, molecular biologists, or volleyball players, each project inHndcd
workshops, master classes, seminars, briefings—opportunities to exchange
information. There was systematic exploration of and reporting on the aca
demic and scientific topology of China. Andallthe exchanges were Hpsignprl
to introduce professional colleagues to oneanother andto encourage theitt to
continue and expand the process of interchange on their own.

It was not until this period, however, that the seeds of the initial
contacts began to bear fruit. Once introduced to each other through the
auspices of the NationalCommittee or the CSCPRC, professional assoda-
tions began to establish independent relationships. The American Metals
Society instituted a series of exchanges with its Chinese counterpart. The
Chinese and American amateur basketball federations arranged matches
among themselves, and soon even professional National Basketball Associ
ationteams were traveling to China. Chinese who metAmerican colleagues
during survey exchanges began to be invited to professional association
meetings.

As the need for the "public relations" function of the high profile
exchanges lessened, as other vehicles for performing arts and athletic
exchangeswere created, and as the opportunities for substantive interaction
increased, the National Committeebegan to change its focus. While it had
from the beginning sponsored professional exchanges, the emphasis had
been on the high-profile activities. Now the Committee began to concen
trate on bringing togethergroups of professional colleagues in less spectac-
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ular but more substantive areas—international relations, governance, urban
planning, economic management and development, communications, and
education administration.

In addition to institutionalizing these relationships, these years saw a
tentative move away from seeing exchanges as part of the political dynamic
and toward accepting their intrinsic substantive and educational value. While
the standard political slogans warning the United States of the menace of the
"Polar Bear" and criticizing U.S. policy toward Taiwan were still espoused,
delegation members tended to be more professional and less political.

Even the exchanges of this period, however, were mostly focused on
observing and learning techniques, rather than on truly understanding the
inner dynamics of the two societies. A group of Chinese mayors and munici
pal administrators spent most of their time in the United States lifting up
manhole covers to look at underground cables instead of exploring the
human aspects of city administration. And a delegation of young American
political leaders who went to China seemed more concerned with shopping
for saddles in Inner Mongolia than with discussing the political dynamics of
an autonomous region. The constraints were primarily on the Chinese side.
Vestiges of the Cultural Revolution were still strong enough to inhibit Chinese
visitors to America from asking the more philosophical questions and from
responding to such issues when raised by Americans in China.

Broadening and Deepening: 1979-the Present
Normalization and China's "open door" policy gave rise to condi

tions in China that have had a great impact on the exchange process. It
began to be broadened and deepened with respect to the areas and issues
covered and the people and organizations involved. Shifts in the political
relationship and, perhaps even more important, internal political shifts in
China have been reflected in the way in which exchanges are perceived and
conducted. The "Four Modernizations" course on which China has

embarked has made it possible for both sides to engage in broad discus
sions and cooperative programs on issues related to China's social agenda.
Discussions no longer focus on the techniques alone, but on the values
inherent in them. In a way, the Chinese have once again faced the old issue
of ti (form) versus yong (function) and this time seem to have resolved it in
favor of both.

The evolving freedom in China to focus on social issues and their
impact was forcefully illustrated by a senior Chinese official's response
during a 1980 visit to the perennial question, "What are your impressions
of America?" "Before coming to the United States," he answered,

I had read and been told much about it—about the many social ills, the moral
degeneration, the quest for money and power, the oppression of minorities.
But now that I have seen your country with my own eyes, I can make more
valid judgments. It is true that when I look at America I see many
problems—the crime, the injustice, the wastefulness. But it is also true that
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yours is a dynamic society that at least recognizes that such problems exist
and, at many levels, is working to resolve them. Then I look at my own
country, which I have always been told is following the correct path, and I see
a society that is stagnant, that lacks the dynamism that I find in the United
States, that is afraid even to consider making changes. And it makes me begin
to question my values and assumptions.

Exchanges are not designed to convert the visitors to the hosts' social
structure or way of thinking. But, as is clear from the above example, they
can and do legitimately challenge both American and Chinese preconcep
tions about the other's society. A year after returning to China this official
became the head of a major ministry. His American experiences were
important in helping shape the decisions he made in his new position with
respect to opening up to, access to, and treatment of the West.

When new issues have to be addressed and new relationships estab
lished, it helps to have those in authority lead the way. When governors,
mayors, cabinet ministers, or other—to borrow a favorite Chinese phra$e—
''responsible persons" participate directly, the chances for institutionaliz
ing or at least supporting similar opportunities for others are greatly
increased. Thus the National Committee's continuing commitment over the
years, grown even stronger during this period, has been to provide opportu
nities for the involvement of key policy makers. Normalization made it
possible for Chinese government officials to visit the United States, and the
National Committee facilitated many of those trips.

Postnormalization Changes in Sino-American Exchanges

Since normalization in 1979, a tremendous number of players have
jumped onto the exchange bandwagon on both sides of the Pacific. In the
early days there were only a few, well-defined exchange channels in each
country. Americans interested in a particular aspect of Chinese life or soci
ety had a specific organization with which to work. The same was true for
Chinese coming to the United States. Now a bewildering array of both
long-established and newly formed organizations, encouraged by the suc
cess of the exchange relationship and by decentralization and the more
relaxed atmosphere in China, are not only ready but eager to be involved in
the exchange process. This is certainly a pattern more consistent with our
pluralistic society and the way we customarily handle cultural exchanges
with most other countries. But it brings with it much greater competition—
for identifying and gaining access to the most influential bureaucracies or
officials and then establishing guanxi (the all-important Chinese word
meaning "relationship" or "connection") with the right group, and for a
share of the decreasing funds available for such activities from both the
public and private sectors.

Other striking changes between the pre- and postnormalization peri
ods relate to the number of exchanges, the number of people involved, and
how the balance has shifted. From the beginning, one of the American
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aims was to strike a rough balance in the numbers of exchanges in each
direction within the government-facilitated exchange packages (those run
by the National Committee). While this was eventually accomplished, a
great deal of activity took place outside the facilitated programs. Generally,
it was China-bound. In 1971, even before the return visit of China's ping-
pong team to the United States, several Americans, carefully selected by the
Chinese, had visited the PRC. The numbers grew so rapidly that by the
time diplomatic relations were normalized tens of thousands of Americans
had been to China, either as tourists or as guests of one of the Chinese
organizations authorized to host "foreign friends." Such was not the case
for travel in the other direction. Fewer than 800 Chinese came to the United

States before 1979; almost all of them were members of delegations or
diplomatic personnel. Since the early 1980s, however, the Chinese have
rushed through the "open door" in such numbers that more Chinese are
now coming to the United States each week than came in each of the years
between 1972 and 1978. The number of Chinese coming here still does not
equal the 200,000 Americans visiting China annually, but most of the latter
are tourists and businessmen. Comparing the numbers involved in
exchanges of delegations, the situation is not nearly as asymmetrical as it
once was, and in fact is probably weighted in favor of Chinese coming to
the United States. (While it was once possible to keep an accurate record of
the exchanges taking place and even to keep lists of people traveling to and
fro, so much is going on in so many different quarters that it is now virtu
ally impossible to keep track, and even the Chinese embassy and consulates
in the United States are not aware of all the activity taking place).

The tremendous increase in the number of Chinese coming to the
United States has created unprecedented problems. One is arranging general
professional programming and hospitality. It used to be a fairly simple matter
to set up appointments or briefings at any institution in the country. People
were eager to make these contacts and learn more about their Chinese col
leagues. Now, however, the tide of Chinese visitors has worn their hosts
weary, especially in the popular cities of New York, Washington, D.C., Bos
ton, Chicago, San Francisco, and Los Angeles, and even more so in the most
prestigious institutions, government organizations, and corporations that the
Chinese always want to visit. (It is only very recently that Chinese higher
education delegations have not felt disappointed if their itineraries omitted
the meccas of Harvard, MIT, Stanford, and the University of California,
Berkeley.) Americans want to share in professional interchange, but there is
just so much time one can devote to visitors. The problem is compounded
both by familiarity (the Chinese are no longer new or a curiosity) and by the
perception that there is often little tangible gain from endlessly gracious hos
pitality. The challenge, therefore, is to find places that have not been inun
dated by Chinese visitors and then to convince the Chinese that there are
sound professional and personsd reasons to deviate from their requested itin
erary. Indeed, when virgin territory can be found—Heber Springs, Arkansas;
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Thmpa, Florida; Indianapolis, Indiana; Honesdale, Pennsylvania, all places
few Chinese have visited—the quality of the program is enhanced, certainly
on a personal level and often on the professional level, because the Ameri
cans are so much more interested. The hosts have not yet become jaded; they
do not find it an imposition to show still another Chinese delegation through
their school or factory or institution.

The same thing has undoubtedly happened in China, especially in the
major coastal cities and at such prominent institutions as Beijing and
Qinghua universities or the Shanghai No. 1 Machine Tool Factory. But
there is at least one important difference. Most Chinese units and enter
prises have *'foreign affairs offices" designed to handle such visits. While a
few American institutions and agencies have similar offices, they are nei
ther as well staffed or as well funded.

Funding the Programs

Funding, or rather the lack of it, is the main problem resulting from
the increase in bilateral traffic. Foundation grants and private contributions
were the sole sources of income for the National Committee in its early
years. After the successful conclusion of the table tennis project, the
National Committee began receiving grants for exchanges from the U.S.
government—at first from the State Department's Bureau of Educational
and Cultural Affairs, then from the U.S. Information Agency (USIA) when
that agency took over the bureau's functions. This early funding was imre-
stricted, allowing the Committee to determine how the money would be
allocated among its programs.

In the mid-1970s, other government agencies such as the Department
of Education and the National Endowment for the Humanities began to
provide support to the Committee, but such support was generally ear
marked for specific projects. At about that time USIA funding also became
project specific. Foundations, too, became increasingly reluctant to give
general support. Some had been providing money for Chinese programs for
several years and felt it time to move on to new areas; others had by then
established their own programs with China to which they now allocated the
bulk of their resources.

As the number of organizations involved in Sino-American exchanges
grew, the government and, to a lesser extent, the foundations, came under
pressure to spread the limited funding around. And in addition to the
increased number of American institutions bidding for the same scarce
resources, the Chinese themselves have recently entered the game. Founda
tions and even some U.S. government agencies now receive requests to fund
exchange programs from Chinese institutions as well as from Chinese
scholars currently residing in the United States.
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A third source of funding has been the business community. In the
late 1970s, as the Chinese "open door" policy increased possibilities for
trade, American companies interested in developing business ties with
China became a logical source for funding exchanges. Thus, the Coca-Cola
Company, Gillette, Mobil, and Pan American Airways underwrote the Bos
ton Symphony Orchestra's 1979 tour of China, the first major cultural
exchange after normalization. Control Data helped underwrite the costs of
the "Treasures of the Shanghai Museum" exhibition in 1984. As early opti
mistic hopes for booming China business prospects recede, however, corpo
rate support for exchanges becomes increasingly difficult to obtain.

There is no foreseeable way to resolve the problem of funding; and
the situation is likely to get worse rather than better as Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings budget restrictions, inflation, and ever greater numbers of peti
tioners all take their toll.

Supporting the Programs

The exchange program, viewed from the perspective of fifteen years,
has been an undisputed success, going far beyond what anyone would have
predicted when those first American ping-pong players were invited to
China. The rapid growth and size of the Sino-American connection and the
continued emphasis it receives in both countries has been largely dependent
on the enthusiasm and support of three key groups.

First, both the Chinese and American public are eager to expand the
relationship. In his classic study Scratches on Our Mind, Harold Isaacs
explored the love/hate relationship and the fascination China has always
held for Americans. A more recent poll showed that along with winning the
lottery and dining at the White House, visiting China is at the top of the
average American wish list. Conversely, in China the United States is seen
as the land of milk, honey, and high technology. With fewer government
restrictions on travel and study abroad, America has become the magnet
attracting most Chinese going overseas.

Second, the two governments view exchanges as an integral part of
the Sino-American relationship. From the beginning, they have used
exchanges to further the foreign policy objective of improving relations.
Even though private organizations were responsible for implementing and
administering all of the early exchanges, there was substantial government
support. National Committee (and CSCPRC) projects were endorsed by
both governments in periodic high-level consultations and were described as
"government facilitated." These programs were provided with funding,
security (at the insistence of the Chinese), and access to senior officials.
Every major group during the first two periods, for example, was received
at the White House. President Nixon greeted the ping-pong team in the
Rose Garden and later watched the Wu Shu team perform there, gave a
reception for the Shenyang Acrobats in the Blue Room, and spoke to the
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Chinese journalists (the only journalists he met with during the darkening
days of Watergate) in the Oval Office. President Ford met the basketball
players. Were it not for this early cooperation, it is doubtful that the pro
grams would have been as successful.

Once the relationship was normalized, the governments used official
exchanges to stabilize it. The staying power of entrenched bureaucracies
(both Chinese and American) is legendary; giving government agencies a
major stake in the game helped to institutionalize the relationship more
quickly. By June 1986 there were 27 bilateral agreements between Chinese
and U.S. government agencies.

The third key area of support for the growth and continued emphasis
on Sino-American exchanges comes from the private sector organizations
that administer and implement them. The National Committee, one of the
original organizations involved in the exchanges, has been discussed, and
mention has been made of other agencies that began working on exchanges
prior to normalization. But there are now scores of organizations running
exchanges in the United States and China. Some have been set up specifi
cally for that purpose (e.g., Columbia University's Center for U.S.-China
Arts Exchange and its Educational Services Exchange with China); others
have integrated exchanges with China into their ongoing programs (e.g., the
Institute of International Education and People-to-People International).
Some are nonprofit; others are not.

States/provinces and cities have entered into the process through the
"sister" relationships. Aimed chiefly at helping to stimulate local trade with
China, these relationships generally include a heavy dose of culture and edu
cation. The first state/province relationship agreement was signed between
Ohio and Hubei in June 1983; that same year San Francisco and Shanghai
became the first to sign sister-city agreements. There are now twenty-two
state/province and thirty city relationships, with several more pending. More
than fifty professional associations have academic or educational exchanges
with the Chinese. International organizations such as the World Bank,
United Nations International Children's Emergency Fund (UNICEF), United
Nations Development Program (UNDP), and Food and Agriculture Organi
zation (FAO) have made major conunitments of funding and manpower to
China that have greatly increased the exchange flow. Large numbers of edu
cational institutions (universities, high schools, and even grade schools and
summer camps) have set up exchange programs with China. Once estab
lished, these entities usually seek to keep the momentum going.

So many diverse elements in both China and America are engaged in
the Sino-American exchange relationship that it is increasingly difficult to
manipulate it for political purposes. The brouhaha over the defection of
the young tennis player Hu Na is a good example. It occurred after the fall
of the Gang of Four and after normalization of relations between the two
countries. By that time both governments had signed an official cultural
exchange agreement, and it was the governments that directly confronted
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each other—although the National Committee, which was implementing
some of the official exchange programs, was also caught up in the imbro
glio. The Chinese were understandably angry that the teen-age girl had
been given political asylum when she could have merely been granted per
mission to remain in the United States, yet they carefully modulated their
reaction. Only the official exchanges that had been specified under the
1982-83 Implementing Accords of the U.S.-China Cultural Agreement were
called off; the many other exchange activities taking place in the private
sector were unaffected, including the 10,000 Chinese students who were at
that time studying in America and the major art exhibition arranged
between Shanghai and San Francisco.

The Future

There is little doubt that the current high level of exchange activity
will continue. Three factors, however, limit an ever-increasing number. The
first, already discussed, is funding.

Second is the issue of reciprocity and mutual benefit, terms the Chi
nese are fond of using. During the first three stages of exchanges, American
participants frequently complained that while the Chinese were always
eager to educate others about China (especially its successes), they never
seemed to evince much interest in the United States. That was a phenome
non of the Cultural Revolution mentality. Today, the Chinese are intensely
curious about everything American, yet they are often reluctant to get into
specific detail about the way things work (or don't work) in China. A
perception has developed in the United States that Americans go to China
to teach, and Chinese come here to learn. American participants in bilateral
conferences often come away disappointed that there has been relatively
little truly candid exchange of views. This has become a serious problem
affecting the exchange relationship, one that must be resolved if the process
is to mature successfully. While the situation has improved greatly in recent
years, the Chinese must become even more open and willing to provide
genuine access to their society if they want to continue receiving such treat
ment from others. The Americans, on the other hand, must recognize that
the problems they experience are often cultural, and take time to work
through. Americans are apt to be outspoken about their problems; Chinese
are not. In light of the experience of the Cultural Revolution and the uncer
tainty about the future course of present national policies, most Chinese
are understandably uneasy about discussing their problems in depth.

The third factor inhibiting the growth of exchanges involves the Chi
nese shift away from the principle of self-reliance (stressed especially
strongly during the Cultural Revolution) to the current posture that because
China is "poor, backward, and developing," America (and other rich,
industrialized nations) should be generous. This attitude takes many forms,
for example, the expectation of scholarship grants and tuition waivers, free
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access to American technology, or assessing exorbitant fees for services and
facilities needed by foreigners in China. The Chinese must realize that in
the long run it is counterproductive to "squeeze" foreigners wishing to
bring a performingcompanyto China or to make a film, set up a business,
or invest money there.

Assuming these obstacles can be overcome, we can project a continu
ing increase in exchange activity, although unfortunately, the language bar
rier presents real constraints on a full flowering of exchanges. Many more
projects will be based on local, ad hoc initiatives rather than on national
programs, particularly if China maintains its current policy of decentraliza
tion. Individual internships rather than groups will likely make up a larger
proportion of the activity. Many exchanges will be for longer periods and
increasingly will involve professional dialogue as part of an ongoing pro
cess. At the same time, it will continue to be important to give senior
officials, who do not have the luxury of spending a year or even a month
away from their jobs, the opportunity to participate in surveyexchanges to
gain a better understandingof what is going on in the other country.

At present we are in a transitional stage in the relationship. By and
large, the days are gone when Americans in China were stared at and fol
lowed by large numbers of people and Chinese were a curiosity in the
United States. Tfelevision and documentary crews no longer routinely
accompany delegations. Security personnel become involved only for the
highest-level visitors. The process has become both more substantive and
more routine. Chinese and Americans are not only looking at the structures
and processes in each other's country, but are also exploring the concepts
and values they embody. Yet we have not quite reached the stage where
Sino-American exchanges are viewed in the same light as similar programs
with other countries. Many people attended the recent performances of the
Central Ballet Company of China not because they were balletomanes but
because they were curious to see a group from China performing a basiGiIly
Western art form.

Perhaps exchanges never will, or should, be valued just for their
intrinsic worth. It can be argued that exchanges with China should always
be given special treatment. The U.S.-China relationship is relatively stable
at present, and exchanges contribute to that stability by building solid ties
among leaders and professionals in a wide range of fields. But the polifical
relationship is still fragile, and many uncertainties lie ahead: about China's
future direction after Deng; about how to handle the results of American
economic assistance to China, which may help create a major competitor in
the world market; and about the consequences of America's contribution
to China's military modernization. All of these are valid concerns, and all
are areas in which exchanges can play an important role.
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Notes

*The views expressed are those of the author, who has been a staff member of
the National Committee on U.S.-China Relations since 1971. However, the
commentsand suggestions of several current and former colleagues at the National
Committee were very valuable and greatly appreciated.

1. Like the National Committee, the CSCPRC was founded in 1966 (at that
time it was called the Committee on Scholarly Exchanges with Mainland China). A
joint venture of the National Academy of Sciences, the American Council of
Learned Societies, and the Social Science Research Council, the CSCPRC had a
specific mandate to explore and encourage scholarly and scientific exchange
between the two countries. With its sponsorship of the September 1972 visit of a
Chinesemedical delegation, the CSCPRC began to assumethe role for which it had
been created.

Additional comments on the National Committee, as well as on the CSCPRC
and the Friendship Association, are to be found in the chapter by Joyce Kallgren. In
addition to this volume, there are several articles and a recent book that examine
aspects of the exchange process. An excellent description of U.S.-China exchanges
covering the 1971-75 period is provided in Douglas P. Murray's '̂ Exchanges with
the People's Republic of China: Symbols and Substance," Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science, 424 (March 1976). Lucian Pye gives a
thoughtful analysis of the exchange relationship up to 1976 in '̂Building a
Relationship on the Sands of Cultural Exchanges," in China and America: The
Search for a New Relationship, ed. William J. Barnds (New York: New York
University Press, 1977). Education exchanges and academic relationships,
particularly since normalization, are covered in the comprehensive study by David
Michael Lampton et al., A Relationship Restored: Trends in U,S,-China
Educational Exchanges, 1978-1984 (Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press,
1986).
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American Philanthropy in Educational
and Cultural Exchange with the People's
Republic of China

Francis X. Sutton

American International Philanthropic Traditions and Interests
Since World War II

When the possibility of exchanges with the People's Republic of
China opened in the 1970s, the sprawling phenomenon of American phi
lanthropy responded in ways that were characteristic and rooted in proud
traditions. There was an eagerness to take part in something that had
caught the American imagination and a confidence that philanthropy had
something to contribute—indeed something quite important or even cru
cial. It was characteristic that relations with the PRC were not seen as a
matter that shouldbe left to governments. Government had its part to play,
but much more needed to be done. Philanthropic enterprise in the 1970s
wassomewhat chastened by a reluctantlygrowing sense that the powers and
responsibilities of government were increasing while its own powers were
diminishing. But sufficient confidence and enthusiasm were left to launch
or revive an arrayof efforts that in their totality have become an important
part of American cultural and educational relations with the PRC.*

This confidence and enthusiasm did not rest on evidently massive
resources. Tradition and the taxlaws have continued to make the totaloutput
of American philanthropy impressive. Butit is notorious that most of it goes
to local and national causes and purposes with perhaps not more than 2
percent going to foreign parts or to international matters in the United
States. Thegreat bulkof American philanthropy continues to come through
individual giving, which accounted for some $55.13 billion or 83 percent of
the $66.82 billion that the American Association of Fund-Raising Council
reported in 1983.' The contributions of foundations at $3.97 billion and of
corporations at $3.20billion are quite modest in comparison.

The fractions of these sums that find their way to international mat
ters are difficult to trace and estimate. Churches and educational institu
tions in the United States take large shares of American giving, and some
of these funds find their way to international purposes, either through
support for the international interests of the churches, colleges, and univer
sities in this country or their activities abroad. Even assessing the magni
tude of philanthropic giving that is specifically directed to international
matters is difficult. International purposes are lumped in the "other" cate-
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gory in the annual tabulations. The amounts left over from churches, edu
cation, health, arts and humanities, social welfare, and "civic and public"
for this residual category are quite large and vary substantially from year to
year. The totals were $3.71 billion in 1981, $2.15 billion in 1982, and $2.96
billion in 1983. The authors of Giving USA grope for explanations in such
special events as relief for earthquake victims in Southern Italy in 1981 and
contributions for the Los Angeles Olympics in 1983. It seems likely that
they exaggerate the scale of giving for international causes, but periodic
outpourings of generosity for matters that catch the public attention seem
in fact to be a regular and important feature of American international
philanthropy.2

The interests of a few large foundations may give an impression of a
special vocation for international matters among the endowed foundations,
but in fact the number of foundations among the more than 22,000 in this
country that have regular international programs is very small, as a glance
at the subject interest section of The Foundation Directory will show.
Indeed, the fraction of foundation giving that goes to international matters
may be no larger than the fraction of individual giving, remembering, of
course, that much of the latter is contributed through churches and educa
tional and charitable organizations with both domestic and international
purposes and interests. A reasonable guess at average recent levels of foun
dation international giving would be of the order of $100 million. Like
individual givers, foundations are responsive to the shifting foci of public
attention, which sometimes are strongly international and at others
strongly domestic. No one keeps track of the overall amounts and percent
ages, but it seems unlikely that there are as large variations in foundation
support for international matters as disasters and other phenomena pro
duce for individualgiving.^ Still, the deliberate aim of maintaining flexibil
ity for response to new interests and objectives gives a potential for sizable
spurts when situations like the opening in U.S.-Chinese relations or the
current anxiety over nuclear war arise.

The rise of corporate philanthropy to totals comparablewith founda
tion philanthropy seems not to have brought any major additions to inter
national activities. Some corporate philanthropy follows the multinationals
overseas, some of its support to education finds its way into international
education, and the latter-day enthusiasm of business for culture has
brought a surge of support that brings us great art shows, television pro
grams, and other cultural delights from around the world. But, by and
large, the maxim that charity begins at home has been at least as loyally
maintained by corporate philanthropy as by the other forms of American
philanthropy.

Whether the scale of American international philanthropy would jus
tify confidence that it still has important functions or can aspire to large
purposes thus maynot be altogether clear. But it is clearthat Americans have
not had modest concepts of what private international effort might achieve.
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Looking back to the nineteenth century in his recent presidential
address to the Association of Asian Studies, Ainslie Embree reminded his
listeners that Americans once thought that a few thousand Protestant mis
sionaries might convert the Papists, Muslims, and Jews of the world in a
quarter century/ In the twentieth century, more secular but hardly less
grand ambitions came along. Andrew Carnegie established the Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace in 1910 in the "almost childlike" belief
that international conflicts were caused by diplomatic misunderstandings,
and the endowment, under the presidencies of Elihu Root and Nicholas
Murray Butler, pioneered in the development of cultural exchanges as a
means of strengthening international peace, cooperation, and universal val
ues.' Frank Ninkovich (one of the contributors to this volume), in his illu
minating monograph The Diplomacy of Ideas: U.S. Foreign Policy and
Cultural Relations, 1938-1950, has described this remarkable faith in the
efficacy of personal and cultural contacts, which the trauma of World War
1 further stimulated. In the prevailing views of the time, such contacts and
exchanges were not the business of governments, but needed to be devel
oped through private institutions and funding. (The establishment of the
American Council of Learned Societies and the Institute of International
Education were two products of this time and faith.)

Ninkovich found another grand aspiration of American philanthropy
in the 1939 annual report of the Rockefeller Foundation, where Raymond
Fosdick asserted that the object of American efforts in China was "to make
over a medieval society in terms of modern knowledge."^ Later, when the
Ford Foundation emerged in 1950 from its modest beginnings as a Michi
gan philanthropy, its trustees announced a vast agenda for the service of
human welfare. Peace, democracy, economic development, education, and
the understanding of human behavior were to be its concerns, and its first
president, Paul Hoffman, saw to it that peace came first in importtmce
while none of the rest was to be parochially American. The preservation of
democracy in Europe and Asia, the lifting of backward nations out of
poverty and ignorance, and the promotion of international understanding
through large-scale exchanges and contacts were not too large objectives for
the new Ford Foundation.^

There is no doubt a certain feeling of grandeur that comes upon the
trustees and officers of largefoundations, but readiness for largeobjectives
and aspirations has extended well beyond them. The visions of quite small
and struggling organizations have been high and bright—bringing interna
tional tranquility from people-to-people encounters or new hope from
inspiring pilot projects. Whether in splendid faith or mere presumption,
American philanthropy has thought it could pursue grand objectives, and
in the years after World War 11 it did so on an unprecedented scale. What
wasdone in the 1950s and 1960s fell into patterns that were partly based on
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established tradition and in part on the state of the postwar world. These
patterns became the matrix out of which new ventures withand in the PRC
developed after 1970.

Three or four broad areas of concerns have dominated the interna
tional interests of American philanthropy in these years. Compassion for
misery and distress, whetherchronicor acute, has been a basic theme, as it
always must be in philanthropy, and led not only to charitablereliefefforts,
but infused actions and policies that addressed causes more than symp
toms. The less directly eleemosynary international concerns of American
philanthropy in these times came to focus on: (1) American capacity and
strength, (2)the development of the poorer and morebackward parts of the
world, and (3) international understanding and order. The forms these con
cerns have taken were shaped by the times. In the years after World War II,
the United States showed a curious mixture of self-assurance amid tremu
lous fears of war and anxiety over losing the **minds of men*' in distant
parts. The cold war quickly chilled the more extravagant hopes of interna
tional comity whichAmerican idealismand optimism had fostered, and the
triumph of the Chinese communists brought alarms over the power and
appeal of doctrines that seemed repulsively un-American. Hopes that a
universal order might be assured through a strengthened United Nations
were not quickly abandoned. The study group that set the programs and
the purposes of the FordFoundation thought that its most importantactiv
ities in the service of peace had to have effect before 1955 when the UN.
Charter was scheduled for review, and the foundation sponsored a major
study of disarmament that rested on a strengthened United Nations.® But
the fission of the world into 'Tree" and communist parts forced a search
for other means to assure the conditions of peace, and earnest explorations
were undertaken to determine what these conditions were. The main ones
seemed evident enough:

1. The power and importance of the United States required that it
remain strong and be equipped with the means for playing a wise
and leading role in international affairs.

2. There were frustrations and deprivations in the lives of peoples
around the world that provoked conflicts and instability. What all
these were and what their relative importance might be provided
endless subjects for debate, but poverty and deprivation were
clearly among them.

3. Some basis of mutual understanding among peoples from differ
ent nations had to underlie efforts at political accommodation
among governments or the building of international institutions.
Communication, contacts, and exchanges seemed essential to the
avoidance of misunderstandings and the building of common
purposes.
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In each of these domains there were evident opportunities for private
philanthropic effort and established traditions to build on. The isolation of
mainland China after 1949and the antipathies between the United States and
the PRC meant that for many years the expression of these three concerns or
themes was very lopsided, but the way eachdeveloped came to have powerful
influence on what American philanthropy undertook after 1970.

American Philanthropy and American Competence vis-a-vis China
and Other Parts of the World

The capacities of the United States to defend itself and maintain the
strengths it needed to play a constructive and effective international role
evidently depend on more than government itself can do. An enlightened
citizenry is needed to support wise policy; trained expertise is needed for
direct servicein governmentand in other parts of the national life; and in a
pluralistic society ideas andanalysis of foreign affairs must not all begen
erated within the government itself.

In 1951, an enthusiastic foundation official thought "the develop
ment of United States capacities for constructive leadership or participa
tion in the world community" so important that "no other course of
action, not even blowing up the Kremlin, can, in my judgment, contribute
as much to international peace and security."' A great array of efforts
flowed from such enthusiasms within and outside the foundations. The
Foreign Policy Association, World Affairs Councils, United Nations Asso
ciation, and manymorespecialized citizens' organizations were built up for
the enlightenment of adults, while great exhortation and some action went
into internationalizing education in the schools and colleges. Education
projects were part of a broad spectrum of efforts shading in one direction
into policy statements from experts and notables, and in another into the
research of such organizations as the Council on Foreign Relations or the
Brookings Institution. Thus, in particular, the United Nations Association
used foundation funding in 1966 for a panel on contemporary China under
the chairmanship of Robert Roosa, which has been credited with some
influence on national policy, and a Ford Foundation grant of $450,000 to
the Council on Foreign Relations funded a series of ten volumes on US.-
China policy.

A sense that there was inadequate national expertise and understand
ing on foreign parts, friendly and unfriendly, led to a great flowering of
area studies in American universities and an impressive multiplication of
the nation's endowment with area experts, China scholars among them.

The support of this great expansion of international studies in the
United States fell into patterns that are familiar in the more recent expan
sion of educational and cultural relations with China. A combinatioii of
private philanthropic, governmental, and university resources was used.
Foundation and governmental support are fairly readily identified, then as
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now. Ford was what Dean Rusk used to call the **fatboy in the canoe" with
commitments approaching $300 million. Other foundation support was
smaller but identifiable. Likewise the rise of U.S. government support

through the National Defense Education Act that came after the Sputnik
scare can be traced without much difficulty. What universities committed
from resources over which they had some discretionary choice, or raised
from other sources, is not less important for being harder to trace. Just as
now a large fraction of the support of Chinese students and scholars in the
United States comes from the universities that receive them, so did the
general rise of international studies depend on resources from state legisla
tures, endowment income, annual giving, special gifts from individuals,
and other miscellaneous sources that university administrations can draw
on when they want to do something. Some of what the universities were
able to do for themselves thus depended on various forms of philanthropy,
but evenwithout guessing at such contributions, it is clear that foundation
support had a major role in the expansion of international studies.

A study for the 1967-68 academic year showed that thirty-six Ameri
can universities received $58 million from external sources for international
programs in that year, including $32 million from the federal government,
$24.6 million from foundations (of which $21.3 million from Ford), and
only $135,000 from business.^® Richard Lambert's 1970 study, iMtiguage
and Area Studies Review, also showed that some 44.3 percent of the area
specialists in his sample of 2,760 had had fellowship support from the Ford
Foundation.^! It is possible that support of China studies by the Ford Foun
dation was more considerable, relative to other sources, than it was for
other parts of the world. John Lindbeck counted more than $23 million
granted for China studies in the United States between 1959 and 1970,
during which time support from the federal government amounted to about
$15 million. Recollections of this large role of a single foundation no
doubt continue to bolster confidence in the importance of philanthropy vis-
a-vis China.

The original motivation of the Ford Foundation commitment to inter
national studies was service of the national need for expertise. While a
quasi-political sense of serving the national interested persisted, more gen
erously intellectual and international sentiments were clearly present and
seemed to grow in prominence. In 1954China was perceived as a "powerful
and hostile country." Later, in 1971, when Ford Foundation staff reviewed
for their trustees what the foundation had been doing for the study of
China, the rationale was put more intellectually:

China's uniqueness as a remarkable historic repository of human experience
and social laboratory whose traditional civilization and present society stand
in striking contrast to our own is sufficient cause for continued interest. To
ensure that our western-oriented educational system provides a balanced and
comprehensive world view, it is essential to persist in the considerable efforts
already underway to improve American education on China. !3
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Against this strong background of commitment to building American
competence in the understanding of China and diffusingit through Ameri
can education, an eagerness for direct contacts would be expected. An
emphasis on the contemporary world and direct experience of foreign parts
had beenfeatures of the Fordprograms. The Foreign Area Fellowship Pro
gram was specifically designed to provide extended periods "in the field,"
and it was seenas a serious limitation that suchexperience was not possible
in someparts of the world. Whenit became possible, in the late 1950s, for
American scholars to visit the Soviet Union and for Soviet scholars to come
to the United States, the American universities quickly came forward vrath
generous contributions to the costs of receiving the Soviet scholars, and the
Ford Foundation committed between 1958 and 1970 some $2,650,000 to
fund the costs of Americans going the other way. When the International
Research and Exchanges Board (IREX) was put together out of the Inter-
University Committee on ftavel Grants (lUCTG) and other exchange pro
grams in 1969, the motivations of its principal funder, the Ford
Foundation, were very strongly to secure "field" opportunities for Ameri
can specialists on the Soviet Unionand EasternEurope. There was no great
joy in the formal exchange arrangements or with the heavy preference for
science and technology that the Soviet and East European governments
maintained. The rewards from the exchanges were sought primarily in the
benefits they promised for American research and scholarship. On this
basis, the funding of IREX remained the largest regular commitment in tbe
Ford Foundation's budgets for the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe
through the 1970s. It persisted as the prime claimant through a period
when falling budgets in the foundation and limited support for the fieMs
from other sources brought great pressure and difficult choices to founda
tion staff responsible for these matters. The manifest national interest in
knowledge of the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe brought only slow
growth of federal funding for these exchanges, and the lag provoked impa
tience in the foundation. But repeated consultations and reviews brought
persuasive arguments that IREX's programs should be sustained as the
most critical need that the foundation could serve in Soviet and East Euro
pean affairs.

Given such experience, it would have been anomalous if the Ford Foun
dation had remained quiescent when opportunities for American scholars to
visit the PRC began to appear. By the mid-sixties, the Ford Foundation was
clearlyready to move beyondthe study of China in this country (and indeed,
in a number of other countries in Eiuope and Asia where it had supported
such study). A major review of all the foundation's programs in 1962recom
mended that it "be prepared for the possibilities of future program develop
ments involving Communist China"; from 1966, it lent its support to the
National Committee on U.S.-China Relations and looked for possibilities of
third-country specialists visiting China or of discussions with communrst

102



Chinese in third countries.^'* And in 1971 a readiness for direct exchanges was
linked to the foundation's established interests:

Given the Foundation's considerable involvement in Chinese studies, its
desire to encourage further the development and constructive use of the
field's considerable resources, its general policy of encouraging the develop
ment of constructive international relations, and the apparent inadequacy of
alternative funding, we hope to be able to respond quickly and flexibly when
significant opportunities arise.

Opportunities did not develop quickly, as we all know. Efforts to
secure visas for Ford Foundation staff to visit mainland China were ignored
or rebuffed, and through the early 1970s the principal actions continued to
be in support of China studies in the United States, though such support
was clearly in a terminal phase, with "tie-off" endowment grants for major
East Asian study centers and a wrestle with the complex problems of East
Asian libraries as the principal business.

Funding the Committee on Scholarly Communication (CSCPCR) was
a natural parallel to the funding of IREX described above. It was begun in
1974 and has to date amounted to $1,173,143. By March 1979, an internal
Ford Foundation paper counted $10.6 million invested in China-related activ
ities over the past decade, but the current rate had then fallen to about
$500,000-$600,000. Very shortly thereafter, the opening of new opportunities
led to increased appropriations and a set of new commitments running over
$1 million a year. A small part of Ford's continuing support still goes to
China studies in the United States not related to exchanges, but the great
bulk of it is for exchanges of persons, conferences, and other forms of rela
tionship with Chinese individuals and organizations.

The present pattern of Ford Foundation support clearly continues its
early interest in strengthening American competence to understand China.
But it serves other purposes as well. A review of the China program in
March 1983 claimed that it had helped Americans (and others) to learn
more about China and also helped the Chinese be better informed about
other parts of the world and about matters that might be relevant to their
development problems. The Ford Foundation has had strong interests in
development and in international relations, and the opening of mainland
China has made it possible to pursue these interests as well.

Has all this evolution been at the expense of China studies in the
United States? Might it not have been better if the Ford Foundation had
continued its older patterns of support in this country rather than joining in
the excitement of China travels? Lambert's latest review of the state of lan

guage and area studies depicts a feeble state of funding for area research and
such humbled expectations among the scholars that they seemed not to
notice how low their aspirations had sunk.^^ Lambert does not deal specifi
cally with China or East Asia, and it is not apparent that either his study or
any other has carefully assessed the state of research funding for this or other
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areas. One fears that the general impression of decline in funding of interna
tional area research would be painfully confirmed if an exercise like the 1967
Education and World Affairs (EWA) survey reported above were now to be
repeated (especially if comparisons were made in constant dollars!). But any
such assessment for China would have to consider the relative returns from

investment in exchanges and from support of activities in this country. It
could very well be that the choice in favor of exchanges that the Ford Foun
dation encountered in its reviews of IREX would be as firmly made by those
concerned with understanding China. But if the assessment went the other
way, it might not have much effect on policy. The winding down of Ford
Foundation support to China studies in the United States was part of a
general move out of the support of international area studies in the United
States, which began as long ago as 1966 and has shown no signs of basic
reversal. The endowments which were left for chairs and centers and long-
term capital support to the joint committees of the Social Science Research
Council (SSRC) and the American Council of Learned Societies continue to
support China studies in the United States, and there are some new grants.
But area studies have ceased to be a program category for the foundation.
This programmatic change did not mean a departure from international
interests but a shift toward the interests in development and international
affairs which have long been prominent in the foundation's programs.

A general shift from international area studies toward investment in
efforts on foreign policy, security, international economics, human rights,
refugees, and other contemporary international problems was very marked
in the foundation's commitments after the early 1970s. In 1972 the founda
tion committed about $11.5 million for international studies against about
$3 million to international affairs and world problems. By 1979, interna
tional studies had fallen to $2.2 million while international relations had

risen to $10.2 million. In the last five years (1977-81) in which international
studies was maintained as a program rubric, $15.65 million were committed
to it while international affairs had $43.79 million.

A major shift of this sort shows its effects very widely and certainly in
China-related activities. When the Ford Foundation opened its Own
exchange program with the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, interna
tional relations was one of three agreed fields for attention (along with law
and economics). A series of actions, involving Chinese, Americans, and
others, has followed, on such subjects as relations with the Soviet Union,
U.S.-Asian economic relations. East Asian security, and East Asian eco
nomic issues. In 1984, a grant of $600,000 was made to support a new
program of international relations studies with the PRC. Such activities
depend on U.S. specialists on China, and like all studies of international
affairs, their quality must depend on a strong base in knowledge of the
area. But they are, of course, quite different from the normal research and
scholarly activities of China or East Asian study centers. As Lambert has
shown in his study of the publications of members of Title VI area study
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centers, only minor fractions of their publications totals are devoted to
policy-relevant matters—though the percentage for East Asian studies at
21.7 percent is relatively high. Foreign policy studies are sufficiently few
that he complains: ''By default, our foreign policy discourse tends to take
place outside the language and area studies community."^' The Ford Foun
dation's shift toward international affairs thus tends to bring a somewhat
different group of people into the projects it funds in relation to China.
Some actions intended to improve American enlightenment on interna
tional affairs, such as support of an American Assembly in 1980 on "The
China Factor," have been confined to the U.S. scene. But on the whole, the
international relations emphasis in Ford's recent China activities has been
to strengthen its move toward exchanges and interaction.

It is fortunate that as Ford's program shifted in the 1970s other foun
dations came into the support of Chinese studies. The most important has
been the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation, beginning in 1972 with its series
of East Asian library grants and continuing with nearly $5 million in 1977
to match Ford's endowment grants to major university area centers. Since
1974, it has joined with Ford and the National Endowment for the Human
ities as a major supporter of the SSRC-ACLS joint committees on studies
of China, and a part of this funding is specifically for the participation of
American scholars in conferences in China. Mellon does not make grants

outside the United States and claims no international programs as such. Its
president, John E. Sawyer, showing his colors as an economic historian,
explained its rationale for the support of area studies as follows:

Both historical perspectives and changing circumstances have . . . entered into
the Foundation's support of area studies—Asian, Canadian, Latin American,
and Russian. In addition to the intrinsic interest of understanding other cul
tures, this program responds to the increased need for greater knowledge of
other parts of the world as a guide to national and international policy. After
more than a century of economic development focused inward on a new con
tinent, the U.S. has once again become a major trading nation, as it had been
on a far lesser scale in the first decades of the Republic. The percentage of the
U.S. GNP derived from international trade has more than doubled since the

1950s, and one job in six in this country now depends on foreign trade. Thus,
a contracting world economy would now seriously retard recovery at home.
Given these realities, we can no longer afford the ignorance of other regions,
societies, languages, and cultures that has marked much of our past.^^

Another foundation that has entered weightily into the support of
area studies in the United States is the William and Flora Hewlett Founda

tion, with its matching endowment grants for university international and
area studies programs and its 1983 grant of $2,012,500 to support the Inter
national Doctoral Research Fellowship Program of the SSRC and ACLS,
some fraction of which goes to Chinese studies. The Hewlett Foundation's
interest in China has also been expressed in its support of the University of
Michigan's Population Studies Center to enable it "to train foreign stu
dents and to extend the Center's work to the People's Republic of China."
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These newer additions to the support of Chinese studies in the United
States fall short of replacing the old abundance of the 1960s—it would take
some $6 million annually in dollars of the early 1980s to replace in real
terms the $2 million per annum that Ford committed to the China field in
the 1960s. But, in a time of general decline, China has been less deprived
than some other parts of the world.

Concerns for enlightened U.S. foreign policy appear in the actions of
several foundations other than Ford. Some such support goes to the
National Committee on U.S.-China Relations and other organizations con
cerned with foreign policy, and there has been a marked tendency to include
Chinese in discussions and conferences. But there continues to be direct

support of studies from the American side as, for example, in the Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace's sponsorship of Selig S. Harrison's
study of China's oil, Alexander Casella's studies of China and Indochina,
and Victor Li's study of the consequences of De-Recognizing Taiwan,^

The possibilities of serving U.S. interests through better knowledge of
foreign areas, exchanges with them, or developmental activities within them
are confusingly varied and extensive. Even acts intended as plain benevo
lence may be argued as in some ultimate way serving a national interest.
But there are significant differences for parts of the world that differ in
power or sophistication. In some of the weaker and poorer parts of the
world, development needs have largely dominated American attention. A
kind of egalitarian, anthropological omnivorousness has made respectful
attention to all cultures a motivating force in American international inter
ests, and there has been great diffidence about treating some places and
cultures as ones we should know and learn more from than others. But,
unquestionably powerful, dangerous, or imposing places have won special
attention. In the case of China, regard for a great civilization, curiosity
about its degree of scientific and technological sophistication, and a rather
confused perception of the country as ''underdeveloped" yet having
remarkable experiences and accomplishments have made it peculiarly diffi
cult to distinguish service of the U.S. interest, charitable benevolence,
developmental purpose, and plain curiosity. This obscure mixture of con
cerns has probably helped American philanthropy, hesitant for the most
part to reach beyond U.S. interests and home needs, to enter into the busi
ness of educational and cultural exchange with China. But we shall be
better able to assess the balance of concerns after looking at philanthropic
interests in development and in international understanding.

Development Interests in American Philanthropy

Until someone sorts out the history of relief programs and we under
stand with more detachment what the significance of American missionary
efforts have been, it will be difficult to say confidently what the dominant
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interest of American international philanthropy has been.^i But I believe a
good case can be made that it has normally been in what we have come to
call "development." It would perhaps offend many missionaries and their
supporters to suggest that they have been engaged in "development," but
there is clearly a large commonality between the conceptions and endeavors
of missionaries and modern developers. Both have thought they had some
thing to bring from their own culture and society to far-off peoples that
would be for these peoples' good. They have sought to teach what they
knew and believed in, and through example, demonstration, and
institution-building they have tried to multiply their catechumens and
"modernizers." The decline of Western dominance has brought revulsions
against religious proselytizing, and a secularizing West has had less stomach
for it. Indeed, any form of cultural imposition has come under a kind of
cloud of impropriety or worse. Since World War II, the ideologies of devel
opment and technical assistance made the propagation of ostensibly
culture-free knowledge legitimate, preferably when it came along with the
financial means for the ventures such knowledge might guide and as long as
the receiving nation had ultimate authority. Missionary efforts came
increasingly to emphasize health, education, and welfare, and foundation
philanthropy brought modern knowledge within the rules and conceptions
of the development ideology.

The Rockefeller Foundation came to the post-World War II develop
ment era with a long history of international activities in public health, and
its great ventures in the Peking Union Medical College and rural recon
struction in China were pioneering ventures in the institution-building and
development programming that it was to practice in several fields and many
places from the 1940s to the present. The Ford Foundation in its formative
months at Pasadena in 1951 debated how critically aid to the developing
countries could serve the conditions of peace. Its first president, Paul Hoff
man, had to deal with skeptics like George Kennan and Milton Katz, but he
prevailed in launching the development programs that became the largest
part of the Ford Foundation's international activities. Other foundations
also responded to the postwar enthusiasm for development; thus, for exam
ple, the dissolution of the British Empire in Africa and elsewhere gave the
Carnegie Corporation the stimulus to reshape its Commonwealth program
into an educational development program.

The fission of the postwar world gave a strongly political cast to
development as a means of strengthening the "free world" against the
competition and seductions of communism. The threat that India and
other parts of Asia would follow in China's red path was high in the moti
vations that made India a great focus of development assistance. But by the
1960s, development assistance, both public and private, had moved from its
earlier service in the defense of democracy and the free world toward a
more agnostic phase, accommodating military dictatorships and one-party
states if they seemed to have what was politely called "a commitment to
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development." Needs to emphasize the neutral, technical character of
development assistance and to avoid taints to the sovereignty of developing
countries were strongly felt by the foundations as private bodies. The
emphasis on transforming societies through the application of modern
knowledge, which Raymond Fosdick, president of the Rockefeller Founda
tion, proclaimed in the 1930s, continued as a dominant characteristic of
foundation policy and encouraged a detachment from political relations
that were marked enough to permit active programs in countries which had
broken diplomatic relationships with the United States.

This political agnosticism of foundation development assistance in
the 1960s was undoubtedly important preparation for the resumption of
development interests with the PRC. There were, however, strong resist
ances to engagement in development efforts with communist countries.
Such efforts would have been impossible or unthinkable in the 1950s, but
they became live questions in the 1960s with Eastern Europe. One recdls
the Romanian ambassador to the United States, well equipped with figures
on income per head and technical manpower needs, arguing that his coun
try ought to be regarded as a developing country, and he and his counter
parts from nearby countries ultimately won a limited response. The heavy
engagement of the Ford Foundation with public and private management
around the world in the 1960s led in particular into questions over the
legitimacy of efforts to *'modernize" management in communist countries.
If Nasser's Egypt, why not Tito's Yugoslavia? As both the USSR and the
Eastern European countries showed eagerness for American management
science—and the latter were evidently seeking ways to loosen the grip of
command economies—should not American foundations respond? Ques
tions that were later to rise in dealing with the PRC thus had precedents
and preparation in debates in offices and the board room of the Ford Foun
dation. The outcome was cautiously positive. Exchange of ideas and expe
rience with the USSR took place, and joint projects were carried out in
management and urban development in Yugoslavia, Poland, Hungary, and
Romania. The prevailing argument was very much in the rather techno
cratic style of the sixties—the introduction of management techniques from
the West could carry a democratic spirit with them, and if they made these
communist countries function better, the gains might be to the ultimate
benefit of all, as indeed was hoped from economic development in Third
World countries with unattractive political systems. That this "opening to
the East" did not go farther than it did was less a consequence of doubts
about its legitimacy or ultimate beneficial effects than of the pressure of
other demands on Ford Foundation staff and financial resources. There

was also some persisting difficulty in finding American specialists who were
seriously interested in spending time on Eastern European projects. The
sensitivity to denial of freedoms and human rights which rose sharply in
the 1970s was not then a major deterrent.
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When direct engagement with the PRC became possible toward the end
of the 1970s, there was a strong persistence of development interests in major
foundations. The bad capital markets and the inflation of the early seventies
had gravely diminished the resources of many of them, but in the choices
that retrenchment forced, development interests were protected and main
tained as far as possible. Ford continued to run down its international studies
support, withdrew from several better-off developing countries, and nar
rowed the fields of its development activity. Rockefeller began the rundown
of its program for building universities of quality in the Third World but
preserved much of its interest in health, population, and agriculture. In pro
gram interests and staff competence, these foundations were well poised in
1978 or 1979 to place development high in their fresh concerns with the
PRC.

The opening of relations with China in 1979 brought back the Rock
efeller Foundation along with a number of other American foundations
with historic relations to China. As the Lampton et al. book may show,
such trusts as the China Medical Board, the United Board for Christian
Higher Education in Asia, and the Trustees of Lingnan have returned to the
support of institutions in China and provided funds for training and
exchanges. In 1979, the Rockefeller Foundation, pursuing its population
interests, undertook support of a new Institute of Developmental Biology
in Beijing and has followed with a series of grants for research in China and
fellowships for research in the United States, much of it related to gossypol,
a cottonseed derivative developed by the Chinese as a male contraceptive.
Other Rockefeller grants have been made to Chinese medical colleges for
research in epidemiology and on schistosomiasis. It has also assisted Chi
nese agricultural scientists in maintaining relationships with the Interna
tional Rice Research Institute in the Philippines, a relationship which dates
back to 1974.22 Some of these Rockefeller efforts clearly transcend the
development of China in their aims and potentials, as in the search for new
contraceptives or the engagement of Chinese resources in the international
effort to improve crop varieties and food production. But these efforts do
serve for the building of Chinese competences and resources in fields
important for its own development, and Rockefeller has not hesitated to
engage in the support of institutions in China.

The Ford Foundation has also followed its interests in development in
its relations with China, but with important differences. In 1979, it under
took to explore ''possibilities of assisting the Chinese in their own processes
of development and reform" and worked out an agreement with the Chi
nese Academy of Social Sciences for exchanges and collaboration in eco
nomics, which has been followed by a major conference in the United
States and a workshop in Beijing on economic development. A little later, a
program of exchanges in agricultural economics was worked out with the
Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences, which has led to summer work-
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shops in China, a visiting professor in China, and the training of Chinese
scientists in the United States. The Chinese Academy of Social Sciences has
also been helped to acquire foreign economic journals. This assistance and
the training of Chinese fall within the normal practices of development
cooperation, but the exchange relationship has been emphasized through
out, and the foundation has moved quite cautiously toward a development
program in China in the patterns it has long followed elsewhere. It has been
correspondingly slow to put an office or staff resident in China and to
make grants to Chinese institutions for their development.

While the current level of annual funding of its China program at
somewhat over $1 million makes the Ford Foundation one of the largest
private funders of China-related matters, it may be asked why it has not
entered more vigorously and extensively into development programs in
China. Hesitancies of the sort mentioned above in connection with Eastern

Europe seem to have been much less important than a sense of limited
resources for the task. The rise of concerns over human rights in the 1970s
led the foundation into a very active concern with this subject—it is indeed
the largest single private supporter of human rights organizations and
activities. Interest in this field and long-established concerns with law and
social justice attracted it to collaborative activities with the Chinese in law,
initially with the Academy of Social Sciences and subsequently more
broadly with a 1983 grant of $535,000 through Columbia University. The
disposition has thus been more to encourage Chinese efforts toward a
strengthened rule of law rather than to hold back because of existing abuses
of human rights there.

The opening of China came, unfortunately, at a time when the Ford
Foundation was feeling a need to contract and reshape its programs. The
diminution of the funds the foundation could devote to development had
become very striking, and the management costs of existing overseas opera
tions were troublesomely high. The average of program funds it committed
for overseas development in the years 1977-81 was, in real terms, only
about one-sixth of the annual commitments it made at the peak of its
efforts in the mid-1960s.23 In such circumstances, and when a reduction of
overseas staff and offices was taking place, there was little disposition to
undertake a new venture that would have to be rather larger to be conse
quential in a country as big as China.

A very large part of the education and training Chinese from the PRC
are now receiving in the United States should be regarded as development
assistance, insofar as it is funded from American sources. Some part of the
American funding is readily identifiable as coming from American founda
tions. But since a great part of the American funding comes through the
130 or so links of American colleges and universities with Chinese institu
tions, it would seem probable that there is an important channel for Ameri
can philanthropy that is much harder to trace. Again, although the
CSCPRC survey sheds some light on this obscurity, it seems probable that
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the funding of trainees for China's development is the largest role Ameri
can philanthropy is now playing in educational and cultural relations with
the PRC.

The Promotion of International Understanding

After the strengthening of American competences and the pursuit of
development, a third preoccupation of American international philan
thropy in the past decades has been the advancement of international
understanding. Its roots lay in an American idealism which has been ill-
disposed to accept the existence of irreconcilable conflicts of interest or
intractable group loyalties. The same democratic faith that would make all
human beings—of whatever origin—capable of modernization and devel
opment opens the way to their mutual understanding too. Expressions of
this faith have taken various forms in the actions of American

philanthropy—in the exchange of persons, in international conclaves, in the
distribution of publications, and in the encouragement of international
studies, American studies among them. Despite the growth of government
programs under the demure label of "information and exchange" after
World War II, very active programs continued to be supported by founda
tions and other branches of American philanthropy. When the Ford Foun
dation was launched in 1951, Paul Hoffman thought that a large-scale
exchange of persons was necessary to international understanding and that
promoting such exchange should be one of Ford's program objectives.
There were immediately many eager supplicants. The problems of giving
some coherent shape and strategy to a program of exchanges quickly
became evident, but Ford and other philanthropies persisted, mostly
through seeking specific foci for their efforts or in the faith that helping
nations meet at their tops was important. Some of the resulting actions
have been concerned with particular areas—the Atlantic Community,
Africa, or Asia; some have concentrated on professional groups such as
journalists, scientists, or legislators. Confidence in the value of unofficial
gatherings of notables, for example, in the Bilderburg conferences, the
Atlantic Institute, or the Trilateral Commission, has prevailed in founda
tions. It has, however, been subject to democratic suspicions and doubts,
and some philanthropy has favored "people-to-people" programs, farm
youth exchanges, or work groups in distant villages. At least among the
major foundations, there seems on the whole to have been a gradual and
general decline in enthusiasm for exchanges, and the word has lost the
appealing resonance it once had in their offices. While all sorts of
exchanges and international gatherings continue to win funds, they typi
cally face much skeptical scrutiny, and rejection rates are high.

The reasons for this decline seem to have been several. In comparison
with development projects or research with a tangible written product, the
value of international meetings and exchanges has often seemed uncertain

111



or tenuous. Kenneth Thompson, then vice-president of the Rockefeller
Foundation, argued in the late 1960s that international exchange needed
''review and analysis":

The primary target of international cooperation has become . . . institution-
building. The lesson of a century of experience in the business of interna
tional exchange is that educating individuals is not enough. Every public and
private agency has its warehouse full of files recounting the melancholy expe-^
riences of individuals whose intellectual formation abroad left little to be
desired but who, on returning, found scant outlet for their talents.24

Thompson wanted overseas development as Rockefeller was then doing it,
giving fellowships for international study to be sure, but linking them to
institutions back home. The populism of the late 1960s also eroded faith in
"the establishment" and what it could achieve through exchanges of views
in comfortable international settings. As for the larger masses, the rapid
ascent in numbers of foreign students, the abundance of Americans able to
spend their own or their family's money to study abroad, and the extraordi
nary general rise in the volume of international travel (the number of
Americans traveling overseas rose from 1.6 million in 1960 to 8.2 million in
1980 while visitors to the United States increased from 2.3 million in 1970

to 7.7 million in 1980) made much deliberate effort at people-to-people
contacts seem supererogation.

By the time opportunities for exchanges with the PRC opened, there
was thus a somewhat reserved or disabused attitude among philanthropists
about exchanges as such. Fellowships or training awards for study in this
country continued to be a regular and important part of development
assistance efforts, and the needs of serious American students and scholars
continued to win support. But the notion that international understanding
could be significantly advanced by exchanges had to be left as a kind of
hoped-for fringe benefit, attached to more tangible results.

Against this background, it is more than a little remarkable that there
should have been as much private treasure and effort forthcoming as there
has been for exchanges with China. The explanation must in part lie in
sober assessment of need and opportunity, but many such get only slow
and niggardly responses. One must suspect there is no simple rational
explanation for the enthusiastic interest in China that has appeared across
American professions, business, education, and government. It has, of
course, several precedents in recent history. Something of the sort attracted
Americans to Europe and made them welcome European students here
after the war. There was the great reception of Hungarian students in 1956
(strikingly warmer than that for Poles in 1982). And the independence of
Africa brought a surge of movement to and from that continent in the late
1950s and early 1960s. When the attention of Americans is attracted in this
way, philanthropy is seldom inattentive. It follows the public agenda
closely, and its surge of interest in China after 1978 could be expected.
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Whatever the critical reserve about funding exchanges that had grown
up in American foundations by the 1970s, the underlying American faith in
the importance of the nations and peoples of the world knowing one
another clearly persisted. International experience had become banal for
many parts of the world, and a cosmopolitan culture was penetrating to the
back of beyond. But anxieties about the shallowness of mutual understand
ing regularly arise, and for parts of the world that were isolated for one or
another reason, there was particular solicitude, as for example, much con
cern over Berlin, or the recurring anxieties over the ''new generation" in
Europe that does not know what the United States did in the war, or the
Marshall Plan, or why NATO came into being. The closed world of the
communist countries excited particular concern, and after 1957 very lop
sided "exchange" programs were privately funded to give Poles, Hungari
ans, and Yugoslavs opportunities to know the wider world. A sense that
Chinese from the PRC needed to know more than they did about the world
outside was very strong and became a guiding objective in numerous foun
dation actions. The exchange program in international relations that Ford
has had with China is by no means confined to U.S.-China relations but
seeks to help the Chinese know Africa, Latin America, and other parts of
the world, as well as more general features of the international scene. In the
past year, several foundations have joined together in a program of
exchanges in international relations that will put particular emphasis on
opportunities for staff of China's principal institutes concerned with inter
national affairs. (Ford funding of this initiative has been mentioned above;
the Rockefeller Foundation has approved $300,000 for it, and other foun
dations have been engaged in the planning and may join in its funding.)

The distinction between serving American interests and serving inter
national understanding is, of course, not a clear or firm one. A world order
based on good mutual understanding is clearly in the American interest,
and giving Americans a better appreciation of what lies beyond the
national boundaries serves both American and wider interests. The Luce

Scholars Program, for example, is proclaimed to have the purpose of
improving understanding of Asia among Americans who are not specialists
on Asia and whose development of a "broader world perspective" is
thought to be important.^5 There is a plausible case that American leaders
in many walks of life have needed to know much more than they did about
China after the long years of its and our efforts at isolating it. Travel to
China thus could appear as better than mere tourism or junketing and a
worthy object of philanthropic funds. A similar faith that exposing Chinese
to the wider world will serve not only Chinese but the general international
interest has strengthened the case for funding their visits, and not always to
the United States.

Exchanges, conferences, and joint projects with a well-focused develop
mental or public or international affairs purpose have their presumed contri-
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butions to international understanding mixed with more concrete purposes.
Relations of a scholarly, scientific, or cultural sort likewise have mixtures of
purpose, but with perhaps somewhat greater scope for intrinsic interests in
promoting international cooperation and understanding. The very great
interest of the PRC in getting abreast of world scientific programs, and
staying there, is manifest, and American scientists have needed to pursue
their subjects in Chinese settings to benefit from Chinese research. The rela
tionship is now certainly asymmetrical in most subjects, and questions may
arise, as they have over U.S.-Soviet exchanges, as to what the American side
gains. Still, beyond present questions over who is now giving and who is
taking, there are the beliefs that scientific inquiry is a universal enterprise in
which all nations should share and that experience of this common enterprise
will be a basis of mutual understanding and sympathy. Acceptance of intel
lectual inquiry as a common human enterprise is more readily found for the
natural sciences than for the social sciences and the humanities, and we have
had the rather worried report of the Humanities and Social Science Planning
Commission about the difficulties in finding common ground with the Chi
nese in these fields. The commission recognized that American conceptions
of independent research could be ''an unwitting instrument of social
change" but declared itself firmly against "technology transfer" or the serv
ice of "foreign policy" in favor of a contribution to "scholarly understand
ing of the world" in as much collaboration as might be feasible.^^ The
present relationship was realistically taken to be asymmetrical, and the objec
tive set was not an instrumental one on either the Chinese or the American

side but a less immediate and more universal objective, in which Chinese
history and culture would become part of common understanding of soci
eties and cultures everywhere.

The motivations of foundations such as Starr, MacArthur, and Ford,
which have provided funding for exchanges under the CSCPRC, have com
monly not been very explicit. A leaning toward the social sciences and
humanities seems here and elsewhere to characterize private as compared
with governmental funding. This preference may have something to do with
expectations that there are greater prospects of promoting international
understanding through these fields. Their relevance to the maintenance of
American expertise on China is also obvious, and the habit of leaving
funding of the natural sciences to the government probably also has con
tributed. The delicacy of explicitly asserting it muffles the thought that the
social sciences and humanities help modern nations understand themselves
and other nations, and thus contribute to a mutually sympathetic world.
But it would be strange if such a conception and purpose were absent from
foundation funders of exchanges in these fields. Artistic and cultural
exchanges have a rather favored role when aims of mutual regard are sali
ent, and they have taken a prominent place in American philanthropic sup
port of exchanges with China. The Center for U.S.-China Arts Exchange
has been a favored recipient, with grants from the Rockefeller Brothers
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Fund, the Starr Foundation, and the Ford Foundation. The difficulties of
balance between the stronger and weaker that afflict many exchange rela
tionships seem to be more readily avoided amid the incommensurabilities
of art and culture. The long-established Western regard for Chinese arts
assures a comfortable basis of reciprocity in these matters and gives better
promise of mutual respect than in fields where China appears *'underdevel
oped." Some of the foundations had long been concerned with the cultures
of Asia and had appreciated the worth of cultural elements in their develop
ment programs. In this as in other respects, China exchanges have given
them a new field for familiar endeavors.

Conclusion

If the perceptions in this chapter are reliable ones, American philan
thropy has joined in the American excitement over a new era in relations
with China with enthusiasm and a willingness to contemplate large pur
poses. It has continued efforts to strengthen American competences in
understanding and dealing with China; it has devoted itself to training
Chinese here, building institutions in China, and sending Americans there
who might help in China's development; and it has sought ways to improve
the international relations of China with the United States and other parts
of the world. The remarkable surge of American interest in China has
brought effort and funding from government, universities, professional and
research organizations, private businesses and individuals, as well as from
organized philanthropies. The variety of activities and the combinations of
funding to go into them make it a bit difficult to discern the special role
philanthropy may have. In no single respect does foundation-funding stand
out so prominently in the present era as it did in the support of China
studies in the 1960s; in development, the World Bank and other public
funding dwarf the efforts of foundations. But even in development-related
activities, there are fields in which the absence of foundation interest would
leave serious gaps, and intellectual and professional resources in the United
States would be left unutilized. The experience thus far shows that although
substantial numbers of the Chinese students and scholars trained abroad in
the past six years who have returned home may be underutilized because of
a shortage of suitable facilities and work assignments,^'' carefully selected
exchange scholars return to important functions in the PRC, and important
linkages are established in the sciences, arts, and the analysis of interna
tional relations. The ability of private philanthropy to play an important
role in developing and sustaining national organizations on the American
side and to establish relations with major institutions on the Chinese side
has bolstered confidence that its efforts are more than well-meaning ges
tures. By selection and concentration, there have been results encouraging
faith that efforts within the reach of private philanthropy matter even in the
vastness and complexity of China and its relations with the wide world.
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When compared with the attention given to other parts of the world,
the China efforts of American philanthropy in the last years have been
remarkably vigorous. Why they should have been so is a subject that needs
to be studied in a field wider than philanthropy since so much of the coun
try has shared the philanthropists' enthusiasm. Historic links, the seduc
tiveness of Chinese hosts, the seriousness and industry of Chinese students
are all part of a story that goes much beyond the scope of this chapter.
When opportunity came, American philanthropy joined in a national
movement, reviving old interest and applying practices it had learned in
earlier decades.

Even in a time of national enthusiasm, not much would have hap
pened if there were not something left of the traditional confidence of
American philanthropy that it can do important things toward large objec
tives. But large objectives normally take a long time to achieve, and we
must hope that there will be staying power as novelty disappears and as the
vicissitudes of U.S.-Chinese relations test our seriousness.
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Academic Exchanges: The Goals and
Roles of U.S. Universities

Patrick G. Maddox

Anne F. Thurston

Since the conclusion of World War II, American universities have
enrolled and educated ever-increasing numbers of students from abroad. By
academic year 1983-84, nearly 340,000 foreign students were registered in
some 2,500 American universities and colleges.^ If present trends continue,
that figure is expected to reach one million before the turn of the century.^

Some who have studied American involvement in the education of

foreign students have pointed out that '^policies in U.S. universities con
cerning the admission, education, and social accommodation of foreign
students vary from the comprehensive to the nonexistent, and programs,
from the carefully designed and well administered to the ad hoc expedi
ent.Other, even more critical, studies have argued that nearly four dec
ades after foreigners began arriving on American campuses in
ever-increasing numbers, the United States still has no national policy with
respect to the education of foreign students and that university policies can
be characterized **more by an absence of decision than by any distinctive
pattern of decision making within or across institutions

Chinese stopped coming to American colleges and universities just as
students from other countries began arriving, and it was nearly thirty years
before student exchanges once more became possible. The first long-term
students and scholars from the People's Republic of China began arriving
in the United States late in 1978. Viewed from the perspective of the overall
population of China and compared to the number of students even from
countries with much smaller populations, the number of Chinese students

In addition to the materials publicly available and cited in the text, this chapter is based on
interviewswith faculty and administrators involved in China exchanges at Bluffton College, the
City Collegeof New York, Columbia University, Harvard University, Hunter College, the Massa
chusetts Institute of Tfechnology, Queensbprough Community College, Stanford University, and
the Universityof California, Berkeley; discussions with individualsinvolved in China exchanges
at a number of other colleges and universities, including Goshen College, Bethel College, and
Iowa State University; as well as on internal correspondence available to us. Observations and
opinions quoted in the text without citation are from these sources. In addition, one of us has
read through both the in-depth interviews and the unprocessed surveys collected by the Commit
tee on Scholarly Communication with the People's Republic of China for their "scope of
exchanges" project—an opportunity we acknowledge with thanks. We benefited greatly from
discussions with and comments from colleagues at the conference on Sino-American Educational
and Cultural Exchange, and particularly from the comments of Peggy Blumenthal, John
Hawkins, and John Jamieson. The errors and misinterpretations are ours.
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and scholars currently in the United States is small.^ But their number
today exceeds even the highest predictions of 1978, with some 12,000 stu
dents and scholars currently studying and carrying out research in the
United States, of whom approximately two-thirds are students.

Indeed, a number of truths that apply to policies with respect to foreign
students as a whole hold in the particular case of Chinese students (and
scholars) as well. Just as the United States has no national policy with respect
to the education of foreign students in general, so—despite a variety of
government-to-government agreements—there is no national policy with
respect to the education of Chinese students in particular.^ Similarly, univer
sity policies with respect to the admission, education, and social accommo
dation of Chinese students range from a purist refusal to adapt regular
procedures to accommodate the sometimes special circumstances of Chinese,
to cooperation in administering tests designed especially to accommodate the
Chinese, to continuing befuddlement and confusion over how to handle the
increasing number of applications from China. Programs, even on campuses
where there are numerous Chinese, also range from the nonexistent to those
specially directed to the p2uticular needs of students from China.

While many statements with respect to foreign students as a whole
also hold true for Chinese students and scholars in particular, the Chinese
case nonetheless remains distinctive—first, for the extent and depth of pre
vious American involvement in Chinese education; second, for the amount
of time and attention that have been lavished in recent years on the renewal,
albeit with major and significant differences, of previous ties; and, third,
for the variety of forms the new academic exchanges with China have pro
duced. It would be difficult to conclude, as Craufurd Goodwin and
Michael Nacht have with respect to the training of foreign students as a
whole, that the renewal of academic ties between China and the United
States has been characterized by anything resembling an ''absence of deci
sion." In fact, probably no other contingent of foreign students and
scholars has been the subject of so many meetings, memos, conferences,
delegations, recommendations, and reports as has the Chinese. Nonethe
less, for all the publicity and enthusiasm that have surrounded the reinstitu-
tion of Sino-American academic exchanges, ultimate questions of why and
to what purpose American institutions of higher learning have embarked
once more on the education of large numbers of Chinese are only now
beginning to be posed.

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the variety of exchange
programs that have developed in the wake of the reinstitution of substantive
Sino-American academic exchanges in 1978; to attempt to explain how pro
grams came to take the particular forms they have; and to inquire into the
specific goals particular programs have been designed to fulfill and ask
whether such programs really are serving the goals for which they were
ostensibly designed. The concluding section raises some broader, more fun-
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damental, questions about the purpose of the academic exchanges and of
the role of American universities in them.

Background

Prior to 1949, several thousand of the best and the brightest of Chi
nese students were trained in American colleges and universities; American
foundations had established, equipped, and administered universities and
medical schools in China; and our institutions of higher learning had sent
their own faculty and graduates to Chinese universities to teach, train, and
otherwise cooperate in the modernization, "Westernization," and (often)
Christian conversion of China. With the ascension to power of the Chinese
Communist party and the turn toward the Soviet "model," academic rela
tions ceased. In the thought reform of China's intellectuals in the early
1950s, the antirightist campaign of 1957, and the Cultural Revolution of
1966-76, many Chinese scholars who had been educated in the United
States or who had had close ties with American educational endeavors in

China suffered profoundly for those ties.
Largely through the encouragement of American scholars of China

who recognized that hostility between the two countries could not continue
indefinitely, and in recognition that science at its best transcends politics,
portions of the American academic community began pursuing a renewal
of scholarly ties with China well before any concrete indication that the two
governments were prepared to foster those ties. In 1966, under the joint
sponsorship of the American Council of Learned Societies, the National
Academy of Sciences, and the Social Science Research Council, a national,
nongovernmental committee—the Committee on Scholarly Communica
tion with the People's Republic of China (CSCPRC)—was established to
explore the possibility of renewing scientific and technological exchanges
between China and the United States and to encourage American govern
mental attitudes and practices supportive of scholarly interaction.''

In the early years, those efforts bore little fruit. But in 1973, follow
ing the initial breakthrough by President Nixon, and after further diplo
matic negotiations at the highest levels of the Chinese and American
governments, the CSCPRC reached agreement with the Chinese Scientific
and Technical Association to begin a series of short-term visits by Chinese
academic delegations to the United States and American academic delega
tions to China, with the CSCPRC serving as both the sponsoring agency of
American delegations to China and as the hosting agency of Chinese dele
gations to the United States. Because the CSCPRC was a nongovernmental
institution and the Chinese had declared full normalization of relations a

precondition of government-sponsored academic exchanges, these delega
tions technically fell into the category of "people-to-people" diplomacy. In
fact, however, the CSCPRC received a considerable amount of its funding
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from the government and came quickly to serve both as a semiofficial agent
of the U.S. government and as a sort of national level clearinghouse for the
articulation of American academic, and particularly scientific, interests to
China.®

In addition to the semiofficial delegations sponsored by the CSCPRC,
there were hundreds of other delegations, tours, and individual or small
group visits, which also served to pave the way for the reopening of substan
tive academic ties between China and the United States. Delegations spon
sored by the CSCPRC's American counterpart in public affairs, education,
performing arts, and sports—the National Committee on U.S.-China Rela
tions (NCUSCR)—also came to be regarded as semiofficial and included a
visit to China in 1974 by a number of American university presidents.^ The
U.S.-China People's Friendship Association (USCPFA), established at the
national level in 1974, boasted special ties to China, and many who could not
fully subscribe to the USCPFA's early uncritical view of Chinese poHtics
nonetheless joined the organization for the opportunity to visit there.
Chinese-American scholars in particular had special access to the PRC and
were often able to travel there without the encumbrance of delegation or
tour.^® Many came to serve as informal communications links between aca
demic institutions in China and the United States, at once informing and
advising counterparts and academic administrators in China on the nature
and complexities of the American academic community and working with
American colleagues in preparing the way for an expansion in academic
exchanges. Thus, well prior to the establishment of formal Sino-American
diplomatic relations in January 1979, leading administrators and key faculty
of numerous colleges and universities in the United States had visited China.
Many had been willing victims of the special excesses of Chinese hospitality
that served in unquantifiable measure to foster widespread enthusiasm for
later breakthroughs in Sino-American academic exchanges.

In the uncertain period between the opening of liaison offices and the
establishment of full diplomatic recognition, the numerous delegations,
tours, and privately arranged visits, particularly (since they were far and
away the more numerous) of Americans to China, served both to introduce
Chinese and American academics involved to their respective counterparts
and to provide some basic understanding of the "state of the national art"
in the limited number of fields in which such exchanges occurred. But even
in the case of the carefully negotiated semiofficial delegations, the short
duration of the scholarly visits, the superficiality of exposure, the absence
of any genuine research opportunities (and, more than likely, the disarray
of many of China's universities and research institutes) earned such
exchanges the appellation of "scientific" (or academic) "tourism."*^ Even
Chinese-American scholars, whose visits were often longer and more
intense, rarely participated in substantive research. Underlying the excite
ment that accompanied the early opening up of China were increasing
demands for genuinely substantive academic exchanges.
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October 1978 was a watershed in post-1949 Sino-American academic
relations. It was then that the announcement was made that China wanted
to send some 500 to 700 students and scholars to American universities in
academic year 1978-79 and that the United States, under the aegis of the
Committee on Scholarly Communication with the People's Republic of
China, would send some sixty students and scholars to China for long-term
research.Beyond being a harbinger of the impending establishment of
diplomatic relations, the significance of the announcement of October 1978
that the United States and China would shortly begin substantive academic
exchanges was twofold.

First, the sending of hundreds of Chinese scholars and students to
study and conduct research in American universities and of lesser numbers
of American students and scholars to Chinese universities and research insti
tutes represented a qualitative change in the nature of academic exchanges,
permitting for the first time since before 1949 genuinely substantive, sus
tained, scholarly interaction. With Chinese scholars living, studying, and
conducting research in the United States, and American scholars doing the
same in China, sustained academic dialogue at last was possible.

Second, the terms of the new accord signaled a different and signifi
cant role for American universities. In the 1972-78 period, a number of
universities had sent delegations to China but only Stanford University, just
prior to the October 1978 announcement, had actually been able to work
out concrete exchange agreements with a counterpart institution in China.
With the agreement of October 1978, American universities were encour
aged both to develop their own bilateral ties directly with Chinese academic
institutions and to enter into exchange agreements with them, thus dramati
cally increasing the number of institutions and individuals, in both China
and the United States, directly involved in academic exchanges.

With the advantage of hindsight, it is difficult to imagine that the role
of American universities in the expanded, more substantive exchanges
could have been different. But in the discussions surrounding the new
exchanges, other possibilities were seriously weighed. Some who had been
involved in academic exchanges with the Soviet Union had early argued in
favor of a federation or league, centralized and controlled by a single
administrative headquarters, to handle all academic relations with China;
and the idea of a central "clearinghouse" that might serve as broker in the
placement of Chinese students and scholars was considered a real possibil
ity before actual implementing details of the October 1978 agreement were
worked out. But the Chinese early expressed a preference for working
directly with American universities rather than through any central agency,
and the American government agreed. The issue of a possible centralization
of the exchanges was thus quickly laid to rest.

The effect of this decision was a certain imbalance in the exchange
relationship, with the CSCPRC charged with administering a national level
program for sending students and scholars to China and numerous and
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diverse American universities dealing directly with Chinese individuals and
institutions in admitting students and scholars to their own programs. The
effect of this imbalance was that the issue of reciprocity that had long
troubled national level organizations involved in the exchanges became
more intractable still.

Reciprocity is likely to become an issue in bilateral academic
exchanges when the scholars of one country stand to accrue much greater
advantages from the exchanges than the other, a situation which is likelyto
occur when there is either a great imbalance in the numbers of scholars
being exchanged, in the types of access scholars are permitted, or in the
nature of the national academic enterprise and therefore in what can be
learned. Reciprocity has been a major issue in American exchange relations
with communist and authoritarian countries, and some programs have
aimed for absolute equality of opportunity, with elaborate formulas for x
number of scholars to spend y number of man months in z institutions each
way. Indeed, issues of reciprocity appear inevitable in any exchanges with
countries where the free and easy access characteristic of American univer
sities simply cannot be guaranteed. Committed to obtaining the best access
in China for those sent there under its auspices, the CSCPRC is also the
one organization that has consistently brought the issue of reciprocity to
the fore. In the early years after normalization, the committee was success
ful in placing an academic adviser in Beijing, charged, among other things,
with ensuring its scholars research access on a case-by-case basis. With
responsibility for accepting Chinese in the United States so decentralized,
however, the CSCPRC's potential leverage in ameliorating the issue of reci
procity is weak. Rather, the committee has sought publicly to clarify the
issue and to urge the American government, foundations, and universities
to keep the goal of reciprocity "firmly in mind when negotiating agree
ments with Chinese institutions."'^ Universities, in their bilateral agree
ments, have remained free to pursue the goal of reciprocity or not and to
develop their own conceptions of reciprocity in negotiating with counter
part Chinese institutions. Many do insist that exchanges with China be
genuinely reciprocal.

University Responses

University response to the October 1978 announcement of expanded
possibilities for academic exchanges with China ranged from the wildly
enthusiastic to the complacently indifferent, with the dominant response
tending to the side of enthusiasm. Three factors were major determinants in
how universities responded to the opportunities for exchange and, conse
quently, in whether and what type of exchange program or programs any
given university developed: (1) how key faculty and administrators poten
tially involved in such programs perceived China; (2) the availability of
individuals to initiate and negotiate exchanges, the particular interests of
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those involved, and the enthusiasm with which programs were imple
mented; and (3) the nature of motivations for developing (or not develop
ing) academic interchange with China.

The Nature of Perception
The contextual backdrop through which academic exchanges with

China have been initiated and developed is the variety of perceptions key
faculty and administrators hold of that country. Harold Isaacs's argument
that American perceptions of China have been not only varied but wildly
contradictory'* is by now a truism, a point convincingly made by the story
Stanley Karnow tells about Time magazine's Henry Luce. "If you told him
that the Communist Chinese were successful," reports Karnow, "he
exploded that 'Communists can't do well.' If you told him the Communist
Chinese were doing badly, he exploded that 'Chinese can't do badly.'""

The value-laden lenses through which American academics perceive
China may be more sophisticated and less contradictory than those of the
educated public at large. But at least five different types of sometimes com
peting, sometimes complementary, perceptions have had an influence on
whether and what types of exchanges American universities haveestablished
with China. This variety of perceptions may in turn serve to reduce the
possibility of the development of a coherent, well-articulated set of goals
concerning this country's role in educating Chinese students and scholars.

China as a Communist Country. Surely the most dominant and persistent
perception of China for the past thirty-five yearshas been as a communist,
and therefore not entirely friendly, country. However modulated that view
may be by the belief that China is different from (and more benign than)
the Soviet Union, by the current government's reformist tone, and by recent
internal confusion over the capacity of Marxism-Leninism to solve China's
current problems, the perception of China as a communist nation—and the
wariness and suspicion that usually accompany it—are likely to persist.
Ironically, among some of this country's smaller evangelical religious
colleges, the perception of China as communist propels an interest in
academic exchanges based on a strong missionary impulse." Other
universities, both state and private, must contend with legislators or board
members who continue, sometimes forcefully, to question the advisability
of training citizens from a nation they cannot regard as entirely
trustworthy, predictable, or friendly. From the perspective of China as a
communist state, the enthusiasm with which exchanges are sought might
well be tempered by concern over the issue of differential academic access
and therefore by a focus on issues of reciprocity, the problem of technology
transfer to a potentially hostile state, and a preoccupation with the question
of the permanence of the new, more reformist, regime and with who will be
Deng Xiaoping's successor. At a minimum, the perception of China as a
communist nation can be expected to foster an appreciation of the
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continued dependence of Chineseacademics on policies of the state and a
recognition of the difficulties Chinese scholars have faced before a
government that has not always taken the pursuit of truth as paramount.

China as an "Old Friend." At the opposite end of the spectrum of affect
but nonetheless a perception that often exists side by side with the view of
China as a communist state is the perception of China, and the Chinese, as
old friends. Despite the lengthy period of official hostility and the virtually
complete cessation of contact, the bond of friendship from the days prior to
1949—when Americans and Chinese cooperated in education, econotnic
development, medical care, religious pursuits, and the struggle against the
Japanese—often not only remains but remains strong. Throughout the
United States, administrators in colleges and universities have contacted, or
been contacted by, the schools—now often transformed nearly beyond
recognition—with which they once had ties. Read one such letter, dated
January 1979, from the United States to China: "In the years before World
War II [our two universities] enjoyed an especially close relationship. . . .
Now that our two countries have reestablished diplomatic ties, is it not time
to reestablish our scholarly relations as well?" Many of the ^change
programs that have sprung into existence since 1978 edst for no other reason
than the revival of bonds of friendship. The reason Oberlin College nowhas
ties with ShanxiAgricultural University and Thiyuan Engineering Institute is
because these two institutions are the descendents in locality and faculty
makeup of Oberlin's former middle school, Ming Hsien, disbanded in
1951.19 The particularity of the Oberlin-Shanxi tie is replicated at numerous

universities throughout the United States—Goshen College and Sichuan
Tfeachers College and Yale and Hunan Medical College, for example.

The revival of old friendships is not only institutional but personal.
Impetus for the establishment of exchange programs often derives from
such serendipitous accidents as the fact that the dean of an American
university and the vice president of a Chinese university were once college
roonunates, or the head of a Chinese delegation to the United States and
the president of one of the universities it visits are classmates, or the
former, and much respected, teacher of a university president was Chinese.
When the personal ties are between Chinese-Americans and their former
classmates, students, teachers, or friends, the opportunities for exchanges
expand, and because so many of these old personal ties are stochasticdly
distributed throughout American academia, exchange programs with China
often turn up at surprising and unexpected places.

China as an UntappedMarket. A still different way of perceiving China
is as the world's last great untapped market. While China's market
potential might ordinarily be thought to be the preoccupation of
businessmen, some of this country's colleges and universities, many
fighting for their own financial survival, are not only becoming increasingly
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involved in business but are becoming businesses themselves. At least one
of the exchange relations worked out between American universities and
Chinese institutions is quite frankly a business deal.

But there is also another sense in which China is the world's last great
untapped market—as a market for students. One reason American
universities have come in recent years to play such an important role in
educating foreign students is because, withthe educationof the postwar baby
boom students now complete, the domestic pool of potential future students
has markedly shrunk. For some colleges and universities, the opening up of
China represents the last great potential expansion of the pool.

China as a Developing Nation, China may also be perceived, as China's
leaders would now have us perceive it, as a developing nation, in serious
need of advanced education and technology and management skills for the
successful pursuit of its goals. The perception of China as a developing
country, and the belief that a "secure and strong" China is in the best
interests of the United States, was a motivating factor in the establishment
of diplomatic relationsbetween the two countries.Viewed as a developing
country, China needs us more than we need China, and educational
exchanges may be seen as a means of educating the next generation of
China's technical and managerial elite—the generation that will carry
China into modernization and the twenty-first century. The almost
missionary impulses of many American academics havegenerated a certain
enthusiasm and sense of mission in the training of the next generation of
China's scientific elite. But few universities would want publicly to
promulgate their role in that training. More conservative legislators and
board members are wary not only of China as communist but of China as
developing, too, fearing future effects on American industry of "too
much" technology transfer to China in particular and Asia in general.

China as a Great and Exotic Culture. China may be perceived as a great
culture. More importantly, China may be, and frequently is, perceived as
exotic—even as a little bit magical. The perception of China as a great
culture has led some academics to make a career of research on Chinese
history, culture, philosophy, language, literature, society, and politics, and
in many universities China scholars have been major actors in the drive to
establish exchange agreements with China.

For non-China specialists, however, China, more than any other
country in the world, remains an avocation, a perennial source of wonder
and curiosity. It is a view the Chinese have taken care to perpetuate, with
their invitations to leading administrators and key faculty in numerous
American universities and the guarantee, once in China, of curtained
limousines and wondrous sights, of sumptuous banquets with elaborate
toasts and declarations of everlasting friendship. Repeatedly, the "exotica
factor" is put forth as an explanation for the enthusiasm with which the
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new academic exchanges with China were greeted, for the bending of the
rules that getting new programs quickly in place frequently entailed, forthe
continuing interest otherwise jaded faculty and administrators take in
China, for the special concessions made in particular to Chinese visiting
scholars, and for the ability of yet another in a long line of Chinese
delegations once again to draw busy faculty and academic administrators
not just willing but eager to dine with Chinese about whom they know
virtually nothing. Recalls oneleading administrator of theearly enthusiasm
and rule-bending that surrounded his university's exchange program, "It
was an amazing phenomenon. I've beenhere for twenty-three years .. . and
have never seen anything like this."

Persistence of the exotica factor ensures continuing interest in
exchangeswith China even as those exchangesbecome routinized. But there
is a less seemly side to the exotica factor as well. Eventhe most hard-nosed
and unsentimental of academics sometimes, after a mere three-week visit,
come to confuse their new love for China with understanding and
knowledge. The number of instant experts created by whirlwind,
meeting-packed, banquet-filled trips is unfortunately great, leading to
conclusions and policy recommendations based often more on the
infatuation of the moment than on a solid appraisal of reality. '̂ What is
more, theinstant andinfatuated expert, often motivated by a desire to help,
is also sometimes burdened by an exaggerated sense of his own importance,
by an inflated sense of his own ability to change and therefore to help
China—a phenomenon Jonathan Spence has noted with respect to earUer
Western advisers to China.^ Infatuation, it must be presumed, generally
gravitates closer to reality as the process of transforming recommendations
into concrete programs progresses.

China as a Laboratory. Finally, China can be perceived as a potential
laboratory for academic research.^J It has not been only American China
specialists who have seen that country as an unexplored laboratory, but
scientists as well—zoologists, botonists, biologists, cancer researchers,
earthquake specialists, etc. For many, access to the Chinese laboratory
offers the opportunity to open new frontiers of research.

The Availability of Individuals
Perceptions are heldby individuals, and probably the mostimportant

single factor determining whether and what type of program any given
university mayinstitute withthe Chinese is the availability, enthusiasm, and
interests of individuals involved in initiating, negotiating, and implement
ing the exchanges.

Many, if not most, of the programs currently in place would probably
not exist were it not for the enthusiasm and hard work of a small handful
of individuals and their staffs. Often programs are the work of a single
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individual. Certainly there would not be nearly so many excellent students
of physics at universities throughout the United States without the excep
tionally skilled leadership and work of Professor T. D. Lee at Columbia.
The U.S.-China Arts Exchange owes its existence and success to Professor
Chou Wen-chung. The Program in American Law for Chinese Scholars
(PALS) exists because of Professor R. Randle Edwards and his assistants.
The Port-of-Entry Programat Queensborough Community College, which
provides Chinese scholars and graduate students withintensive English lan
guage training and orientation to American culture, daily life, and aca
demic demands, was initiated through the efforts of the college's president.
Dr. Kurt R. Schmeller, and prospers through the dedication and efforts of
those who teach in the program. These instances are not unique.

Only when university presidents or chancellors themselves have taken
an active role in the establishment of particular programs, as in the case of
Queensborough's Port-of-Entry Program, is it possible comfortably to
speak of "university response" to possibilities for academic interchange
with China. Presidential-level support is extremely valuable in creating an
environment in which exchanges can grow and flourish, and, as more than
one faculty member involved in exchanges has pointed out, presidential
intervention can "move mountains" when ordinary faculty are trapped in
apparently immovable bureaucracies. In fact, university presidents and
other top-level academic administrators are probably more deeply involved
in exchanges with China than withany other foreign country. But universi
ties are astoundingly decentralized entities, with different schools, divi
sions, departments, institutes, centers, programs, forums, faculty, and
other diversely titled subunits pursuing widely different interests, fre
quently to the mutual ignorance of one another and sometimes in only
barely peaceful coexistence. The variety of subunits within any given uni
versity often responded in markedly different ways to the possibility of
academic exchanges with China. Moreover it is possible, and often hap
pens, that onesubunit of a university hasa thriving exchange program with
China while another subunit within the same university has none at all.

At the highest levels of the university bureaucracy, interest in
exchanges with China tends to be broad, abstract, and not immediately
translatable into concrete programs. Said one high-level administrator, "I
personally believe in the value of intercultural exchange of all types, and
consider it central to the function of a university. Increased contacts with
the PRC are clearly in the interests of our students and faculty members."
Another spoke of the importance of exchanges with China in giving his
university a less local, more international image.

But the real exchanges, the daily, face-to-face, substantive contact
between Chinese and their American hosts, takes place at a lower level of
the university hierarchy; and at this level, goals are articulated both differ
ently and more concretely.
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Within the highly decentralized structure of most universities, it is
possible to identify a variety of different constituencies with sometimes
markedly different interests (or disinterests) in academic interchange with
China. At the broadest level, not surprisingly, are the distinctly different
interests of the scientists, on the one hand, and the social scientists tod
humanists, on the other. Science divisions and the departmentswithinthem
are the major and largest constituency of academic exchanges with CMna
while social science and humanities divisions remain, in general, relatively
less interested. For instance, at one university, the dean of the division that
includes both arts and sciences, himself a social scientist, wrote to "inter
estedparties" on the eve of the publicannouncement of the new possibili
ties for exchanges with China of the "low probability" that his college or
its graduate programs in the arts and sciences "would want to absorb any
significant numbers of [Chinese] students eitherin regular degree programs
or as 'exceptions' of one kind or another." "It seems clear," he wrote, that
our university "will not have any great interest in participating in a major
way in the technological training of a large number of Chinese exchange
students." Three months thereafter, the head of the science programs of the
same university wrote to similarly interested parties of his certainty that
appropriately qualified Chinese students would be welcome to study in
"almost all aspects of mathematics, physics, chemistry, mechanics, astron
omy and astrophysics, life science, and medical science . . . [and] in many
aspects of material science, atmospheric science, quantum electronics and
semiconductor materials and devices, computer science, earth science, and
environmental science." That university now is participating in a major way
in the technological training of a large number of Chinese students. The
dean of the sciences division was simply far more interested in and enthnsi-
astic about training Chinese than the dean of the school of arts and sci
ences. This case is probably not entirely atypical.

At a more concrete level, Chinese-Americans, most but not all of
whom are in the sciences, are a major and distinct constituency in Sino-
American academic exchanges and have, in many instances, been invalu
able in nurturing those exchanges. Their position is an exceptionally
delicate one. Some do not feel themselves fully assimilated into American
society, retain a strong sense of loyalty and obligation to their motherland,
and feel they have a special mission to help China—a phenomenon some
have compared to the sentiments of the American-Jewish community
toward Israel. On the one hand, their ties to the Chinese motherland have
given them special access there. On the other, those ties have subjected
them to special pressures. Chinese-American guanxi, or special ties, can,
for instance, be invaluable in the establishment of academic exchanges, but
guanxi can become a burden when invokedin requests for the placementof
particular individuals.

130



Nor has their special role in the exchanges left Chinese-Americans
immune from critics in the United States. Some Chinese-Americans them
selves suggest that China's initial welcome to Chinese-American academics
was too indiscriminate, enabling some of their Chinese-American col
leagues who could not really ''make it on their own without China" to
exploit the China connection to their own ends. Similarly, some non-
Chinese argue that Chinese faculty are using the new exchanges to "feather
their nests," populating, or overpopulating, their laboratories with numer
ous visiting Chinese scholars and students.

American specialists of China, who are most often social scientists
and humanists, have different interests in exchanges from both their breth
ren in the social sciences and humanities and their colleagues in the sciences
and form thereby another distinctconstituency. The new academic relation
ship withthe mainland has beena particular boon to American scholars of
China, as they are able for the first time in some thirty years actually to
conduct research in the country of their specialization. As archives and
libraries have opened to these scholars, and as Chinese society itself has
become more accessible, current understanding of China has commensu-
rately grown. But the interests of American China scholars are often differ
ent from, and sometimes in conflict with, other constituencies in university
China exchanges. By their brethren and colleagues, China specialists are
sometimes perceived as indulging in a certain degree of academic self-
interest, pursuing exchanges with China for the purpose of "bartering"—
attempting to ensure that acceptance of Chinese research scientists in the
American university is in some waymatched by the opportunity for Ameri
can social scientists or humanists to do research at the Chinese university.
As one scientist described the different interests between his culture and the
China specialist subculture, "What we pure and applied scientists are look
ing for is quality. We want to keep out of bartering. . . . This is not the goal
of [the China specialists]."

The number of nonspecialist social scientists and humanists actively
involved in the pursuit of academic relations with China is sufficiently small
that it is difficult to describe them as a separate constituency. Nonetheless,
there are some social scientists and humanists who are actively involved in
pursuing ties with China, and between them and their China-specialist breth
ren there is sometimes strain, if not outright conflict. Social scientists and
humanists are sometimes wary of the China specialist's interests and uncom
fortable with his motives, evincing a belief that China is too important to be
left to the China specialists. To quote from one such social scientist:

I am convinced that the establishment of scholarly relations [with China] . . .
might be better shared in large measure with non-China specialists. The non-
specialists have no special investment in research on China and can address
themselves objectively to more general matters of development of the social
sciences. Their motives might also be less suspect by the Chinese. Further,
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participants in any program could be drawn from a larger pool since they
could be selected for their expertise rather than for their prior knowledge or
interest in China.

Finally, language teachers, and particularly teachers of English as a
second language and of Chinese, are yet another constituency in China
exchanges. Teachers of English as a second language are welcoming and
pressing exchanges for the opportunity to train bright, challenging stu
dents. A number of teachers of Chinese have worked to establish language
training programs in China.

BQTond the obvious constituences from which the individuals who
actually initiate and implement programs with China are drawn are the fortu
itousand accidental interests of individuals whodo not readily fit themold—
a function, no doubt, of the exotica factor, leading to the initiation of
sometimes strongand thriving programs at unexpected schools by individuals
with no obvious, or even logical, reason to be interested in such exchanges.

Motivations

Through the variety of perceptions we hold of Chinaand the variety
of constituences interested in scholarly communication can be filtered sev
eral types of motivations for instituting, or not instituting, exchange pro
grams with China. From those motivations emerge a variety of means
through which Chinese come to study and do research at universities in the
United States.

High-Quality Students. By far the most frequent motivation for the new
academic dialogue with China mentioned by faculty and administrators,
particularly in the sciences, is the opportunity to train bright, highly
motivated, hard-working, high-quality students, usually at the graduate
level. China has the largest pool of untapped talent in the world, and if the
best and the brightest of that country's graduate students do indeed come
to the United States to study, those students can be expected to be
absolutelytop-notch. As the first batch of post-CulturalRevolution college
graduates has arrived in the United States, initial fears about the quality of
education at Chinese universities and the consequent necessity of admittmg
Chinese graduate students only on some type of special status have proved
largely unfounded. With minimal information about the Chinese grading
system, basic knowledge about which are the better universities, and a few
contacts with faculty at those schools, most admissions officers and faculty
feel confident of their ability to judge applications from Chinese students.^
In the case of physics. Professor T. D. Lee at Columbia has actually devised
an examination, the equivalent of a first-year qualifying exam in physics
but used as a substitute for the ORE, that is administered yearly in Chma
to top physics students from major universities throughout the country.
Following the examinations, a team of physicists from universities that
cooperate in the program travel to China to interview those students with
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the better scores. On the basis of the scores and the interviews, university
and student preferences are matched. The top physics students in many
schools today—despite often serious language difficulties—are Chinese. In
fact, in some science departments, non-Chinese students have begun to
complain that their Chinese colleagues are so good that they are throwing
off the curve. The example begun by Professor Lee in physics is now being
emulated in a number of other disciplines as well, and these fields, too, are
being enriched by similarly high-quality students from China.

Moreover, unlike the social sciences and humanities, the sciences
often have a surfeit of money for research and teaching assistants and not
enough qualified graduate students to fill those positions. As one professor
of science at a major, but second-echelon, university said, "Eighty percent
of graduate schools in this country are begging, scrounging around for
capable graduate students. The money is there. They need the bodies. So
the money we're giving to Chinese students and scholars is this money,
filling in the gap."

Interesting enough, the quest for high-quality students in the sciences is
not a motivation for the establishment of formal exchange programs.
American universities have been able to attract high-quality students in the
sciences without the institution of special programs. By far the majority of
Chinese currently studying and doing research in the United States are
graduate students in the sciences, here not because of programs particularly
constructed to bring them but because, in the business-as-usual competition
for graduate placement, they have ranked well. Because the primary
attraction in scholarly interaction with China is the opportunity to train
bright young graduate students who can be expected to make future
contributions to their disciplines, the slightly extra, or different, effort
necessary to place Chinese students is considered well spent. Indeed, many
second-echelon universities are reporting welcome changes in the quality of
their graduate students with the addition of students from China. Reports
one faculty member who is currently training several graduate students from
China and who ranks them at the top of their class, "Americans' love affair
with China continues. It is because the quality of students that come is so
high. ... If the quality were poor, it wouldn't last. Basically, it's because
these kids come with the sole purpose of study. They do 100 percent—150
percent—of what they're asked to do." In terms of expanding the pool of
potential students and attracting a new group of bright students, a major
goal of the exchanges, at least in the sciences, is being met. Moreover, these
goals are being met without the addition of new funds.

This does not, in the main, hold true for the social sciences and
humanities. There are far fewer Chinese social scientists and humanists

studying in the United States. From the Chinese side, this imbalance
reflects the fact that China's developmental priorities favor scientists and
technicians, and fewer people are being or have been trained in the social
sciences and humanities. Nor is the government spending its foreign
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currency to send large numbers of social scientists and humanists, with the
possible exception of English language teachers, abroad. From the
American side, the expansion of academic exchanges does not seem to be
providing faculty in the social sciences and humanities with a new pool of
bright, enthusiastic, and highly motivated students. The social sciences ^d
humanities in the United States are constrained financially, and compared
to the sciences there are fewer pools of moneywaiting to be awarded bright
young students from China. Moreover, the social sciences and humanities,
to a far greater degree than the sciences, remain culture- and nation-bound,
and judgments about the quality of potential Chinese students in these
areas are difficult. A substantial portion of the social scientists and
humanists now studying and doing research in the United States seem to be
here because of programs specially designed to bring them here, and
funding for such programs often comes from outside the universities, from
such agencies as the Ford Foundation, the United Board for Christian
Higher Education in Asia, and the Henry Luce Foundation. Moreover, any
major expansion in the number of Chinese social scientists and humanfets
in the United States is likely to depend on the institution of special
programs and similarly special funding.

Service. A second motivation for academic interchange with China is a
sense of service, sometimes even a sense of mission, of which three major
types can be distinguished.

The first type of serviceis the type often provided by Chinese-American
faculty in the United States. Both Caucasians and Chinese-Americans note
the special ties Chinese-Americans have made in the exchanges, and the
sense of mission so many Chinese-Americans have in training the next
generations of Chinese students. One Chinese-American scholar phrased it
quite simply: "My mission is to help China." Said another, "I have a
special mission vis-^-vis China. My aim is to increase communication in
[my discipline]. In a sense, there are certain things that I am in a better
position to do than other people. The president of the [research society in
his disciplinein China] is a former student of mine. ... I still havea special
tie to China. With proper guidance, [my discipline in China] could do very
well—couldbe at a level of other countries... by the turn of the century. .
. . But somebody has to be willing to work. . . . Chinese-Americans are
willing to make efforts to facilitate the relationship."

Chinese-Americans have indeed made sometimes heroic efforts to
facilitate the relationship, and many programs would not exist today and
far fewer Chinese students would be studying in the United States without
those efforts. Moreover, those efforts have gone beyond the strictly
academic to the more broadly human. Recalls one foreign student adviser
of the role of the Chinese-American faculty on his campus at the inception
of the exchanges,
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That first group of Chinese was less mature, less certain. They needed lots of
help, particularly out of the classroom. Most of them were hosted by
Chinese-American faculty who were gentle, good to them. Those professors
saw themselves as protectors, defenders, missionaries. My notion was that
this was a group that was going to confront major problems—in English,
adjusting, academic problems. But the Chinese faculty said, "You're unduly
concerned. You don't have to worry. We'll make sure that they're taken care
of.". . . The American Chinese did a remarkable job.

To be sure, the demands on Chinese-American faculty have become so
great that some have had to curtail the extent of help they give. Some are
tired of being escorts for the multitude of delegations from China that visit
their campuses; some cl£iim that all the entertaining of visiting Chinese has
become a personal financial strain; some are simply tired of being bom-
beu-ded with so many letters from China and can no longer respond to all
their mail. Many express no small irritation at the myriad of special requests
to which they are subjected as a result of their special ties, and some insist
therefore on the necessity not only of a routinization of the exchanges but of
scrupulously fair and unambiguously straightforward admission procedures
for students from China—procedures immune from any possibility of
guanxL If some are curtailing their efforts, however, the service provided by
Chinese-American faculty remains a major force in the exchanges.

A second type of "service*' is more difficult to specify because it is
not usually openly articulated, but it is a theme that permeates discussion.
Side by side with the perception of China as exotic and even a little bit
magical is the goal of "making the Chinese more like us." The great major
ity of administrators involved with students and scholars from China inter
pret their job not only as assisting the Chinese in becoming conversant with
the American academic system but in assisting them to become acquainted
with American culture and society as well. The second most frequently
listed problem in the exchanges, just after difficulties with English, is the
problem of culture shock. "These are people who have never been on a
plane, never seen a vending machine," said one administrator.

American students who come here know the ropes—they know how to regis
ter for courses, how to take a test. . . . But things we take for granted are
mysteries to the Chinese—leases, housing deposits, food, crime, the idea of
black people, white students who speak Chinese. Eventually . . . they have
enough exposure to different things that their eyes are opened and they are
curious. We have . . . students who are Americans and interested in China
who help them—take them to eat pizza, to the polls, the police station. But
the biggest thing is the problem of adjustment.

Some administrators and faculty express profound disappointment
when Chinese not only do not adjust but do not assimilate into the Ameri
can way of life. Said one, "I don't know what they're learning about our
society. That's the saddest thing." Many administrators feel that the Chi
nese do not take advantage of the many programs and opportunities
offered them, that they tend to live together in cheap apartments in bad
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and dangerous neighborhoods, speaking only Chinese and never fully
learning English, working hard but rarely emerging into wider American
society. Said one disappointed administrator, "The Chinese tend to hole up
together in their apartments, study like mad, and then go home, missing 90
to 95 percent of what's in America."

Underlying the concern of some administrators with introducing visit
ing Chinese to American culture lies the sometimes unspoken hope that
familiarity with American culture will lead to assimilation into it. For many
involved in assisting Chinese students in the United States, a major goal is
not merely adjustment to American mores but a certain transfer of Ameri
can values as well.

The goal of "making the Chinese more like us" is not confined to
academic administrators charged with assisting visiting Chinese to adjust.
The goal is expressed in sheer intellectual terms as well, particularly by
some social scientists whose introduction to the Chinese academic scene is

relatively recent. Scientists on the one hand and social scientists on the
other differ on the underlying assumptions of their disciplines and how
those disciplines relate to China. The scientists quietly assumed, without
the necessity of articulating the assumption in the form of an argument,
that science is by nature universal, that the truths which scientists seek to
discover are not national but the same everywhere, that the structure as well
as the nature of science is international.^^ Social scientists, on the other
hand, more often presented the same case not as a set of assumptions but
as an argument to be made—that social science ought by nature to be
universal, that the truths which social scientists seek to discover ought not
to be national but the same everywhere, that the structure as well as the
nature of social science ought to be international. These different assump
tions led to very different conclusions about who was serving whom in the
exchanges. The scientists seem to feel that the Chinese are doing science
and scientists everywhere a service by emerging from their isolation and
joining the international intellectual community. The social scientists more
often seemed to feel that we are doing the Chinese a service by showing
Chinese how social science should be done and "in helping Chinese schol
arship to move in the direction of modern social science and to join the
international intellectual community." Scientists seem more often to be
motivated by the goal of attracting graduate students capable of making
future contributions to their disciplines. Social scientists seem sometimes to
be motivated by goals of "service" and making the Chinese social sciences
more like ours.

If the sense of mission expressed by so many Chinese-Americans and
the sense of service expressed by others have something of a missionary
ring, some of the real old missionary ties between American universities
and Chinese institutions have in fact been revived, and so have some of the
old missionary principles. To be sure, the spread of the gospel and the
conversion of China are no longer, overtly at least, a part of the Christian
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mission in China, and some programs that in pre-Liberation times were
devoted unabashedly and unself-consciously to service focus, in their
revived state, on benefit to both sides of the exchanges.But some pro
grams, such as the Mennonite's China Education Exchange, remain frankly
service-oriented.

The Mennonites have long had close ties to China, with over 1,900
millionaries there prior to 1949. Those ties were revived in 1980 when
Goshen College and the Sichuan Bureau of Higher Education agreed that
Goshen would send twenty students and two faculty members each year to
spend four months at Sichuan Teachers College in Chengdu. While there,
the students both study Chinese and teach English, and a primary require
ment for participation in the program is being *'willing and eager to learn
from the Chinese and to work under Chinese supervision."^^ The four
months in China count toward the Mennonites' two-year service require
ment, and the expressed hope of this and similar Mennonite endeavors in
China is to contribute "to modified perceptions and universal mutual
understanding . . . build bridges and expand the 'circle of peace.'
Goshen students have been remarkably well received in China, are often
invited into people's homes, and are able to travel widely.

The motivation of service in American academic relations with China

does not translate easily into concrete programs. Indeed, the motivation of
service exists alongside financial and political constraints that mediate
against universities providing anything that might be construed as "foreign
aid." Chinese-Americans involved in actually providing so many services to
Chinese students are concentrated in the sciences, and their sense of mis
sion is largely fulfilled through the education of students who are here
without necessity of special programs. Academic administrators whose job
it is to service foreign students in general and Chinese in particular have
generally risen with admirable devotion to the greater demands Chinese
visitors make on their time, assisting their charges in everything from find
ing apartments, to opening checking accounts and balancing checkbooks,
to bargain-basement clothes shopping, to how to operate vending
machines. Countless man-hours of senior faculty time have been devoted to
similar endeavors. But such time is spent and efforts made largely without
the institution of special programs.

Nor, at the university level at least, has the aid social scientists are
wont to proffer been translated into anything like full-scale programs. Chi
nese social scientists, far more than scientists, are here on foundation or
other philanthropic funds, and while the training of social scientists cur
rently taking place is likely to have a major effect on China's future social
sciences, the massive coordination and programming that would be neces
sary for an American-inspired transformation of the Chinese social sciences
has simply not transpired.

Finally, while missionary schools are more comfortable with the con
cept of service than others, they, too, face financial constraints in the amount
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of aid they can render. Goshen College, for instance, is able only to host an
occasional visiting scholar from China, so the bulk of Mennonite service
is through the English instruction their students provide in China.

Thus, the service American universities are able to provide remains
largely informal and personal, outside any specially constituted program
and without special funding—a fact that in no way diminishes the contribu
tions many have made to visiting students from China but simply highlights
the importance in academic interchange with China of the enthusiasm,
devotion, and hard work of numerous individuals.

Mutual Benefit. A third motivation for exchanges with China is what
might be described as mutual benefit—a motivation, in contrast to the
previous two, that can often be ensured only through the institution Of
special exchange programs.

Again it is in the sciences where opportunities for research of mutual
benefit to both China and the United States—and the advancement of

knowledge as a whole—are best developed. Highly successful cooperative
projects investigating the causation, epidemiology, prevention, and
treatment of cancer continue at a number of different levels, promising
major scientific breakthroughs. Cooperation between earthquake scientists
in China and California has also been highly successful. Earthquakes in
China and California are caused by movements from the same plate. In
some projects, the weight of the benefits derived has been on the American
side, and the success of such projects explains why many scientists bridle at
the notion of "bartering." For some, the price of bartering is potentfel
scientific advance.

Examples of social science programs based on mutual benefit are
rarer, but the Program in American Law for Chinese Scholars (PALS) at
Columbia University is one.

One perhaps unintended consequence of China's recent economic
opening to the West is the necessity of a contingent of Chinese lawyers well
versed in the intricacies of international business law. That China have such

a group of lawyers is also decidedly in the interests of American lawyers
whose task it is to sit at the same table with Chinese and iron out the details

of agreements between Chinese agencies and American businesses. With a
contingent of Chinese lawyers well versed in international business law,
American and Chinese lawyers would have, to quote an administrator of
the PALS program, "a common framework for discussing legal issues.
They could sit at the same table getting more work done more quickly."

Thus, a number of New York law firms are now paying full expenses
for one or more Chinese to spend a year in New York, the first four months
of which are spent in course work at Columbia Law School, the remaining
eight of which are spent receiving practical training at the host firm. The
"students" hosted by the American law firms are already engaged in
law-related work in Chinese ministries and trade organizations. They me
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among the people who already share the table with American lawyers at
business negotiations. Just as it is in the interest of the Chinese to receive
such training, so is it in the long-term interests of American law firms doing
business with China to provide it.

Indeed, it may well be argued that the primary beneficiaries of the
PALS program are the Chinese first and American law firms second, with
scant benefit accruing to Columbia. But if the goal of training bright and
capable students expressed by so many scientists holds true for law school
faculty as well, the opportunity to train the Chinese lawyers who will serve
as primary negotiators with some of this country's most prestigious law
firms must be ample benefit indeed.

Academic Self-Interest, A fourth motivation for exchanges with China, and
one that has led to the institution of reciprocal programs, is what might be
called academic self-interest—a motivation that is reflected in many of the
university-to-university agreements between Chinese and American
institutions of higher learning. While the Chinese have often pursued these
exchanges no less enthusiastically than the Americans, on the American side
such agreements are often the result of a desire for concrete expressions of
good will and a belief that without institution-to-institution agreements
guaranteeing placement of American students and scholars in particular
Chinese universities, the flow of traffic would be entirely one way, with
thousands of Chinese coming to the United States and no Americans going
to China. Often the guiding lights behind such university-to-university
agreements are American scholars of China, anxious to ensure that they,
their colleagues, and their students have certain access to Chinese research
facilities. Read one letter from a China specialist to his dean, suggesting the
institution of a bilateral, university-to-university exchange: "Without a
bilateral agreement, we gain little by offering the Chinese our facilities. . . .
With a bilateral agreement, we will be able to use the Chinese desire to study
[here] as leverage to place our own students in Chinese university settings."

Despite the fanfare that has often accompanied the announcement of
these institution-to-institution agreements, not all of them have been
equally successful, for a number of reasons. First, beyond vague statements
to the effect of strengthening exchange and cooperation in teaching and
scientific research between the respective universities, the purpose of such
exchanges often seems to be reciprocity for reciprocity's sake, without the
obvious goal-oriented mutual benefit that other programs exemplify. Often,
the Chinese university is interested in sending scientists to the United States
while the American university is interested in sending social scientists or
humanists to China. Were the Chinese university to have difficulty
accepting the social scientist or humanist, few scientists in American
universities would be willing to refuse a Chinese scientist in order to force
Chinese acceptance of the social scientist or humanist. However
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sympathetic American scientists and humanists, their greater commitment
seems to be to the larger international scientific collectivity than to the
specifically American intellectual community.

Second, far fewer American students and scholars have wanted to take
advantage of the opportunity to study or conduct research in China than
Chinese want to come to the United States. Many of those wanting to go to
China have been accommodated by programs outside official
university-to-university exchanges. The demand for reciprocal programs on
the American side is thus relatively weak. Finally, the financial arrangements
underlying such exchanges are often such that the exchange must be
reciprocal: Without an American at the Chinese institution, no Chinese can
come to the American institution. Many exchange programs, then, are
relatively dormant, waiting for a revival of interest in order to be
implemented.

Profit. A final motivation for the exchanges is economic. At one level,
and for some universities, the admission of government-sponsored Chinese
students to American universities can be seen as a means of both expanding
the pool from which potential graduate students are drawn and of
enhancing the university's financial stability. To what extent some
universities may have used the Chinese government sponsorship of its
students to further their own financial stability is a question to which there
are now no clear answers. But it is a question that deserves exploring.

At another level, a few programs, such as that of Hofstra University,
seem motivated quite frankly by economic profit. In December 1984,
Hofstra announced that it was 'Torming a corporation, headed by its top
academic dean, to seek companies that want to market products or enter
joint ventures in China."^^ Under terms of the agreement and using some
of its own faculty members as paid consultants to the Hofstra-owned
corporation, Hofstra will try to match China's technology needs with small
and medium-sized American companies willing to sell China the types of
technology that country is seeking. While Hofstra's president has argued
that this business agreement facilitates the academic goal of making direct
contact with intellectual circles in China, the new corporation is also
expected to net the university several million dollars.How successful the
university corporation will in fact be remains to be seen. But the very
establishment of such a corporation by a university represents a major
departure from university norms.

Continuing Problems

Merely to raise the question of problems with the new exchanges is
perhaps to exaggerate those problems. The dominant perception of stu
dents and scholars from China and of the new exchange relationship as a
whole is positive. Yet problems do exist.
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While the American goal of attracting and training top-quality stu
dents from China and China's current enthusiasm for sending students
abroad seem at first to be consistent, there are important differences in
purpose as well. A number of Chinese-American faculty currently involved
in training students from the mainland spoke optimistically of the possibil
ity of their disciplines in China attaining top international standards by the
turn of the century. Many of them believe they have a role to play in helping
China achieve that goal. But their ultimate goal was still less to train top-
notch scholars for China than to train top-notch scholars for their disci
plines. "If you mean is my sense of mission about training the next
generation of Chinese scientists training them for China, no," responded
one. "In the long run, the U.S. will benefit too, because some Chinese
scholars will stay here. If they go back, they'll become the future scientific
leaders of China. But either way, whether they stay here or go back, the
world will benefit."

The Chinese goal in sending students abroad, at least as it is articulated
publicly and at the highest levels, is more instrumental: Those trained abroad
are expected to contribute in substantial ways to the modernization of
China.^^ Figures recently published by the Chinese, however, indicate that 70
percent of the 14,000 Chinese (both students and scholars) trained abroad in
the past six years who have now returned home are "not being fully used
because of a shortage of advanced facilities and unsuitable work assign-
ments."32 fact that the majority of returned Chinese scholars is not being

fully utilized does not necessarily mean that they are not contributing to
China's modernization. Equally as likely is the possibility that positions that
would fully utilize their new skills are available only in more technologically
advanced societies, that they have been trained beyond China's capacity to
absorb them. A recent report on returned Chinese scientists, for instance,
quotes a molecular biologist saying that he spends half his time "doing
things that could be done by someone with a junior high school educa
tion."^^ If this underutilization continues, however, China may have reason to
reassess its policy of sending so many students and scholars abroad. On the
one hand, the frustrations of those who return only to find themselves unde
rutilized could propel a sort of creative tension and become a positive force
for change. On the other, more and more Chinese who know their skills
cannot be utilized in China may attempt not to return. And if those who do
return and attempt to become a positive force for change are thwarted in
their attempts by an entrenched and unsympathetic bureaucracy, the likely
outcome for Chinese scholars and scholarship is not good.

At present, then, there is an imbalance, the implications of which are
not yet fully manifest, between the nature of education the United States
provides and the capacity of China to absorb American-educated scholars.
It is highly unlikely that the American educational system will adapt in
major ways to the particular needs of the Chinese. Not only do American
universities want to remain at the cutting edge of research, but the funding
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they receive, which in turn funds Chinese students, requires it. It is in
China that the effects of this imbalance are likely to be played out, and Hu
Yaobang himself has recently warned that '*our modernization program
will be hopeless if we fail to use such able people appropriately."^'^

A second obvious inconsistency in American and Chinese goals is the
question of whom to educate. Reference here has repeatedly been made to
the American goal of training Chinese students, and those students hs^ve
often been described as young and bright. In fact, a third of the some
12,000 Chinese currently studying and doing research in the United States
are not students but visiting scholars. Visiting scholars have been received
in the United States with considerably less enthusiasm than students.

Selection of visiting scholars is usually, of necessity, less rigorous than
the selection of students, and visiting Chinese scholars are generally older
than students. Many American faculty and administrators believe that visit
ing scholars have greater difficulties adjusting, both academically and in
terms of daily life, than students. Many cite age as a major reason for the
greater difficulties of adjustment among the scholars. Some visiting
scholars are never able to solve even such basic problems of adjustment as
food let alone to function comfortably in American academics and society.
This has meant, generally speaking, that visiting scholars require greater
assistance while here and, hence, have been more of a burden. Moreover,
because of their age and problems of status, that burden often falls on their
American counterparts—busy faculty members with neither the time, the
inclination, nor the money to serve as constant escorts. Said one senior
Chinese-American professor who had assumed this burden too often, "Vis
iting scholars are a pain in the neck. I am sick and tired of being an escort.
... No more."

Academically, whatever their political stance during the Cultural Rev
olution (and their ranks include both persecutors and victims), most visit
ing scholars lost ten years of academic research. In some fields it may be
possible, if not to make up that lost time, at least successfully to compen
sate. In many of the sciences, however, it is apparently nearly impossible
ever to make up what was lost. As one mathematician pointed out, "As for
older people now into their forties, they went through the terrible period.
They are behind because they missed that long active period. Only the very
most talented could ever make it up."

Thus, the enthusiasm with which students from China are welcomed
is often not extended to visiting scholars as well. As one scientist pointed
out, in order to convince a faculty member to support visiting scholars
from China, ones to work together with him in his lab, faculty have to be
persuaded that they will get more work for less money than with an
American—a phenomenon that has led some Chinese to regard their work
here as exploitation. Responded one Chinese-American scientist who has
Chinese students working for him in his lab:
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In order to convince a professor to support a visiting Chinese scholar in the
sciences, you have to make it so he doesn't cost as much as an American post-
doc, and for that lower cost, he has to get 150 percent of the work. You could
say it's exploitation, but you could also say that the American post-doc has
more experience, more exposure to the world of science. It's a fair statement
that visiting scholars from China are not yet up to par. So it's reasonable. If
they were being paid starvation wages, then that would be exploitation.

There is a final reason that visiting scholars are viewed with somewhat
less enthusiasm, and that is a certain suspicion about their motives—
although these suspicions are expressed more frequently with respect to
scholars in the social sciences and humanities than in the sciences. Some

people contend that some significant portion of visiting scholars are here
not to study and do research but for the purpose of ''gold-plating" {du
jiri)—a phenomenon not unlike the gold-plating of an earlier period in
Sino-U.S. academic relations, which Qian Zhongshu satirizes in his Fortress
Besieged, Promotions in many universities and research institutions in
China are now contingent upon having spent a certain period, sometimes
no longer than three months, of "study" abroad, and some visiting
scholars are suspected of coming here merely to serve their time in order to
be "gold-plated" upon return. Similarly, the Chinese government has
offered visiting scholars (and students) a deal whereby for $1,500 in Ameri
can currency, the so-called ba da jian, or "eight great items" (a color
television set, a stereo, refrigerator, typewriter, washing machine and dryer,
a camera, and either a bicycle or a sewing machine), will be waiting for
them, duty-free,35 upon their return to China. There is a suspicion that
some people are here for the less than scholarly purpose of saving for the
"eight (now sometimes even the twelve) great items."

Officially, China encourages visiting scholars to go abroad "to
sharpen their skills or learn the latest techniques,"^^ and surely that is what
the vast majority of them do. But the primary attraction of visiting
scholars in the sciences here is often their cheap labor, a view that is some
times expressed far more cynically than the scientist quoted above, who
argued that this cheap labor is not exploitation. Visiting scholars then are
more often tolerated than they are welcomed, and, indeed, there has been a
dramatic move in the composition of Chinese at American universities
away from visiting scholars in favor of students. This shift, however, leaves
China with potential conflict when the fully trained younger students
return home only to be outranked by and subordinate to the gold-plated
middle-aged scholars. The current problem of utilizing the skills of those
trained abroad can only be heightened.

Finally, there is an obvious difference in American and Chinese goals
with respect to the question of "making the Chinese more like us," or what
might moreproperlybe calledthe questionof assimilation. Althoughmany
administrators involved with Chinese students and scholars noted that over
time Chinese are becoming increasingly receptive to opportunities for expo-
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sure to American culture—participating in organized visits to museums,
films, and historic sights—there was also universal agreement, based in
many cases on impressions garnered through long-term contact with the
Chinese embassy, that *'the Chinese government doesn't want too much
assimilation." The campaign against spiritual pollution in the fall of 1983
only strengthened that view. ''During the spiritual pollution campaign,"
related one administrator whose office had a continual stream of Chinese

visitors while the interview was taking place, "the Chinese disappeared."
Faculty and administrators who have been around long enough to

remember the Chinese who were on their campuses in the 1940s (and even
the 1930s) see major differences in the degree of integration then and now.
The level of English language skills, they report, is lower now, and Chinese
visiting scholars in particular tend to stick together, keeping largely to
themselves.

Indeed, in areas where there is a concentration of Chinese, there is
remarkable organization by the Chinese government, with a leader, invari
ably a member of the party, selected by the embassy in Washington, regular
meetings, and periodic visits by Chinese government officials. To be sure,
as the Chinese themselves form self-help networks, the burden on already
overworked faculty and administrators is commensurately relieved, and
such networking no doubt serves also to render the effects of culture shock
and its consequent homesickness less jarring. But the persistence of organi
zation into groups, even so far away from home, also serves to mediate
against assimilation, and Chinese who themselves want more opportunities
for immersion in American culture do not speak charitably of their govern
ment's propensity to organize.

Government policy is not the only factor mediating against assimila
tion. English language skills are certainly a major, perhaps the major, medi
ating factor. Many Chinese simply do not speak English well enough to
meld comfortably into American society. Financial considerations are a
factor as well. The Chinese government provides the scholars it supports
with a living stipend of just over $5,000 a year,^^ a sum which is below that
which many universities would allow and one which troubles many aca
demic administrators. Even at $5,000 a year, Chinese visiting scholars
would be forced to live in especially humble circumstances. But for those
who are also trying to save for the "eight or twelve great items" (or for a
personal computer), the amount of money available is considerably less^
not only prohibiting enjoyment of even the most simple extracurricular
pursuits but reducing their acquaintance with American culture to the tra
vails of large numbers of Chinese sharing run-down apartments in seedy
and often dangerous neighborhoods.

Students and visiting scholars with support from American institu
tions are usually better off, but sometimes only marginally so. The policies
on kickbacks to the Chinese government of money received from Americian
institutions has evolved over time as both Chinese and Americans have
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registered complaint. No longer, apparently, are Chinese required to return
to their government all, or even a percentage, of what they receive above
$5,000. The current policy requires students and scholars to remit to their
own work unit in American dollars the equivalent of their Chinese salaries
for the period they were in the United States.Rarely, then, do the finan
cial circumstances of visiting Chinese allow them to live at a standard their
own ostensible status here would warrant. Rather than become assimilated

into the mainstream of American society, many become best acquainted
with its often unpleasant and sometimes dangerous fringes.

Disturbing though the failure to integrate into American society may
be, and difficult though their circumstances in the United States may
appear to us, one Chinese-American professor argued forcefully against
integration and assimilation. Those Chinese who return to China, he said,
"tend to have been 'ghettoized' during their stay here. For those who have
been integrated into American life, some know they cannot change China,
so they stay here. Others go back and experience great frustration. In some
ways, the less integration, the better."

His statement highlights the fundamental contradiction between the
goals of those in the United States who are most deeply involved in educat
ing and servicing the Chinese and the realities of that education for the
Chinese who receive it. Our primary goal, most forcefully expressed by
scientists, is to offer the most talented Chinese the best education we can—
to train them fully at the cutting edge. Many people, particularly adminis
trators involved in servicing the Chinese, but many faculty as well, hope,
moreover, that while they are here the Chinese will absorb our values, that
they will become more like us. And after they have been fully trained and
become more like us, many American academics expect them to return to
China where, it is assumed, they will become, as so many emphasized, the
leaders of China's next generation of scientific and technological elite and a
positive force for positive change. "Just the viewpoint they learn here helps
China modernize," said one faculty member with a number of Chinese
students. "Their viewpoint about Western life, about how research is
conducted—all this creates pressure on the government to change."

It is the assumption that returned Chinese students and scholars can
become a positive force for positive change that underlies much of the free-
floating enthusiasm with which so many are participating in their education
here. But it is this assumption above all that remains unexamined. It is in
the implications of our decision to participate in the education of China's
intellectual elite that there is an "absence of decision." What does it mean

that 70 percent of Chinese who have studied abroad are not being "fully
used"? How can a fully trained Chinese scholar who has absorbed even a
modicum of American values play in China a positive force for change?
What happens to those we have trained upon their return? Should Ameri
can educators be concerned about what happens to Chinese upon their
return?

145



The dilemma of the returned Chinese student may well be the univer
sal dilemma of the modernizing man, who must always, in necessary arid
fundamental ways, be marginal to the society he seeks to change. Lucian
Pye, nearly twenty years ago, pointed to the difficulties of modernizitig
China while those in power were not modern men.^^ Those difficulties are
only marginally less severe today. Of some 40 million members of the Chi
nese Communist party, only 4 percent have a college education. Only 17.8
percent have a senior middle school education or above.'^ To be sure, Deng
Xiaoping and those closest to him are currently urging a policy of moderni
zation by modern men. But the daily living and working lives of returned
Chinese scholars—their ''microrealities" in China—are controlled less by
Deng Xiaoping and his close associates than by entrenched representatives
of the 40 million who are not, by and large, modern men. That the contra
diction between the modern. Western-educated, intellectual elite and the
entrenched bureaucratic powers will lead inevitably to conflict is clear.
What form that conflict may take is less easy to predict.

There are, perhaps, lessons we can learn from the past, for this is not
the first time that we, and other Westerners, have sought to offer China our
expertise. As Jonathan Spence so convincingly argues, the Chinese have
invariably absorbed our techniques while discarding the ideological pack
ages in which we have wrapped them."^^ We have assumed that our ideologi
cal package and its contents cannot be separated, and the Chinese,
forcefully, have argued that they can. We have tried but never converted
China to our religion, our democracy, our humanism, our way of life.

It is now becoming clear, not from China itself but from other Chi
nese societies that are engaged in a successful process of modernization,
that modernization involves neither a complete discarding of traditional
values nor a wholesale adoption of those of the West. Rather, moderniza
tion has involved casting aside some of the old values and preserving oth
ers, adopting some Western values and discarding others. Surely, if China's
own modernization is to succeed, such a synthesis, different still even from
that of other Chinese societies, is necessary. The returned students and
scholars who have been educated in the United States will inevitably be
deeply involved in the unfolding of that synthesis. But if the past is any
predictor of the future, they will be involved certainly in different ways
from what we might expect and possibly in ways different from what we
might want. For in participating in the education of the next generation of
China's intellectual elite, we are participating in the initiation of a series of
events that the Chinese hope will result in the modernization of their coim-
try but over which we ultimately have very little control. It was their inabil
ity to determine the outcome of events that they had been instrumental in
setting in motion that most disappointed earlier generations of Westerners
who had proffered their help to China. Our similar inability to determine
the outcome is a certainty to which we would do well to adjust.
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U.S. Educational and Cultural

Exchanges with India: An Asymmetrical
Relationship

Ainslie T. Embree

The history of educational and cultural exchanges between India and
the United States is a decidedly asymmetrical one. The pattern is so uneven
in terms of impact, numbers, cost, and, above all, the purposes and inten
tions of the two countries that at times the rubric of "exchanges" seems
more a euphemism to conceal differences than a useful descriptive title for
an exchange program. The phrase "exchange program" implies mutuality,
a functional mechanism whereby, in this case, an Indian scholar comes to
the United States for the same purpose that an American goes to India,
under arrangements that are similar for both sides. That this is not so is
one of the most important features of Indo-U.S. cultural exchanges. While
there are, of course, many other significant aspects of cultural exchange
programs, this asymmetry has often been neglected when examining bina-
tional interaction, but in fact it impinges upon the programs at every point.

In any impressionistic survey of the cultural exchange programs
between India and the United States, one is faced at once with the problem
of selection; there have been so many programs that to mention all of them
would be numbing. It will be more useful to note some broad categories of
exchanges, with examples of prominent programs for each and with an
emphasis on educational more than on cultural programs. (Much of the
laborious work of identifying such programs has been done in a masterly
fashion by C. S. Radhakreshnan [1983], who was for many years in charge
of the U.S. Educational Foundation in India.)

Before turning to these categories, however, let me mention a few
general points that are relevant to all varieties of Indo-U.S. exchanges. With
one important exception, such exchanges were initiated after World War II.
The exception is the existence in India since the mid-nineteenth century of
educational institutions that were founded and supported by American
churches. Some of these Christian colleges had considerable prestige, espe
cially in the introduction of that peculiarly American institution, the wom
en's college, but their influence was not comparable to American
institutions in China. The Indian colleges were tied to the university
system—modeled on the University of London—which was created in India
during the late nineteenth century; thus, there was little scope for innova
tion or for introduction of specifically American patterns of education.
Nor did the American church colleges encourage their graduates in large
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numbers through scholarships to study in the United States. Instead, the
prestige of English universities, especially the glamour of Oxford and Cam
bridge, attracted the overwhelming number of Indians who studied abroad
before World War II. However, toward the end of the war, the government
of India, recognizing the need for training Indians for the new era of inde
pendence, sent many young people to the United States for study and
research, and some American teachers' collegesenrolled a fairly large num
ber of Indian students during the 1940s. The educational theories of John
Dewey were attractive to many, and the many Ph.D.'s from Columbia
Teachers' College bear witness to the hope of using Dewey's ideas to trans
form Indian education.

The extraordinary growth of the system of higher education in India
since independence is of central importance in looking at educational and
cultural exchanges. One of the most pervasive stereotypes of India is that it
is a country of overwhelming illiteracy and that the need for education,
especially at higher levels, is an urgent priority. The fact is, however, that
India has an immense number of college graduates, and far from there
being an unsatisfied demand for the college-educated, there is a very seri
ous problem resulting from the large numbers of unemployed collegegrad
uates. In 1947 there were nineteen universities in India with an enrollment
of about 200,000 students and about 15,000 faculty members. At the
present time, there are about 130 universities, with 3 million students and
200,000 faculty members, and 6,000 Ph.D's are awarded every year. No one
would pretend that these 130 universities, with their thousands of small
affiliated colleges, are centers of excellence, but even the poorest offer doc
torates in many subjects, and at the best universities and institutes the
standards are high. There are in fact few fields in which it is not possible to
obtain training within India.

Nonetheless, while it is no longer necessary for Indians to go abroad
to receive higher degrees, the desire to study abroad, especially in the
United States, continues to grow. It is this persistent demand for American
degrees and for an opportunity to study at American universities that is
reflected in one of the most obvious of the asymmetries in Indo-U.S. edu
cational exchange. There are probably about 12,000Indians studying in fiie
United States, mostly at the graduate level, but the number of Americans
working for degrees in Indian universities is so small that there appears to
be no official count. My guess is that there are now fewer than twenty, not
counting those who have, in the official phrase, the marvelously evocative
status of "casual students." This difference between the number of Ameri
cans and Indians enrolled in each other's institutions seems to have an
obvious explanation, one that I have heard given by Americans in India
without any sense of how it sounds to Indians: Indians take degrees from
American colleges because of their high quality, while it would be of no
advantage to an American to take a degree from an Indian college. This
may seem like an insignificant matter, but it is in fact an irritant to many
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Indians who are proud of their intellectual achievements and see the lack of
interest by Americans in obtaining Indian academic training (as distinct
from doing research there) as one more sign of an arrogant assumption of
superiority. Indian society is treated, they argue, as a laboratory for social
science field work, while its universities are ignored. This is a note that runs
through all discussion of American exchange programs.

The very number and variety of Indo-U.S. exchange programs makes
it difficult to categorize them, but almost without exception they have been
funded from U.S. sources, the major exception being those initiated in the
last eight or nine years by the Indo-American subcommission. From the
U.S. side, funds have come from private sources, mainly from foundations,
and various government agencies. From the Indian side, when there has
been some reciprocity, the sources have been almost wholly governmental.

A careful analysis of the activities of the foundations in India during
the postwar years has not, as far as I know, been made in terms of mutual
impact on the two societies. The general outlines are, of course, well known
of the work of the most important of the foundations that have operated in
India—the Rockefeller, Carnegie, and Ford foundations. Asymmetry is the
major characteristic of such programs since not only are the funds Ameri
can but the direction and nature of the programs are derived from Ameri
can initiatives. It is true that the foundations responded to Indian requests
and that the programs were always approved by the Indian government, but
one suspects that a close study would show how often pressures were
applied and inducements offered to lead to the requests.

In the 1950s and 1960s the Rockefeller Foundation was particularly
active in the support of agricultural programs in India, with emphasis on
agricultural education, but it also gave support to university libraries and to
a whole range of academic studies. Many Indian scholars came to the
United States under the auspicies of the Rockefeller Foundation, and a
truly notable contribution to scholarship was made when the foundation
sponsored the writer V. P. Menon, who had been constitutional adviser to
the governor-general. Tvo of the most important books on the events sur
rounding partition by Menon, The Transfer of Power and The Integration
of the Indian States, are unique monuments to Indo-U.S. cultural collabo
ration and exchange.

While one might have supposed that all such foundation activities
would have been highly regarded in India, in fact they were not, and by the
end of the 1960s they were beginning to be characterized in certain sections
of the Indian press as glaring evidence of American cultural imperialism,
the intention of which was the subversion of Indian culture. This charge
was heard frequently in India, and we will return to it when looking at
other aspects of cultural exchange. Such criticism may have influenced the
decision of the Rockefeller Foundation to leave India; it certainly made its
work less effective. For those watching from the sidelines, the whole epi
sode had the marks of the classic paradigm of American involvement in
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programs of cultural and social change. To help build up a university
library would seem to be an impeccable form of assistance, but books are,
after all, potent ideological weapons in the battle for men's minds, and
library programs aided by U.S. sources were often characterized as propa
ganda efforts. That these old charges are not forgotten was made clear in
an article by an Indian academic in a Delhi paper, which speaks of how the
Rockefeller field representative attempted his work of subversion by sup
porting music, philosophy, and linguistics, all at the behest of the CIA, his
real masters. In the words of the writer, this man "ultimately disappeared,"
but who, he asks, can forget "the infamous Asia Foundation, a CIA out
fit," which financed other institutions in India? He then proceeds to name
some of them, for example, the Centre for the Study of Developing Soci
eties, organized by Rajni Kothari, one of India's most highly regarded
political scientists; and the Gandhian Institute of Social Sciences, founded
by Jaya Prakash Narayan, one of the great figures of the nationalist move
ment. The author concludes that while the foundation is gone, "the aca
demics who fattened themselves on its money are still busy displaying their
loyalty" (Mishra, 1984).

From the asymmetry of funding and control, we move to a more
complex issue, one that remains central to all U.S. cultural exchanges with
India, that is, the relationship between the motivation that guided Ameri
can actions and their perception by Indians. In the late nineteenth century
the problem was solved by America's predecessors in good works in India,
the British, with the phrase, "Not what they want, but what is good for
them." While that justification may be embedded in the American psyche,
it will not do in a situation that emphasizes the mutuality of exchanges.

The Ford Foundation was the most important instrument of
exchanges in the private sector in the decades after independence, but the
bulk of its funding went to institution-building and to such immense pro
grams as family planning. In these areas there was a transfer of ideas and
values on a quite unprecedented scale, and any attempt to assess their
impact on Indian society will be a fascinating and complex task—to be
carried out by Indian social scientists at some future time. In addition to
such programs, there was also large-scale funding of exchanges of academic
personnel. Much of this appears to have been done on an ad hoc basis, that
is, individual decisions were often made in India to send students abroad
for graduate and postdoctoral work in the United States without institu
tionalized arrangements for selection. This was in rather sharp contrast to
the programs that Ford financed to send American scholars to India, such
as the Foreign Area Fellowship Program, which was very carefully orga
nized and integrated into the American academic community. There were
probably sound administrative or logistical reasons for this asymmetry, but
it tended to perpetuate the image of a wealthy American organization oper
ating independently of its Indian context. Perhaps this mode of operation
was superior to any viable alternative in terms of results, but the fact

152



remains that a program of such great value to Indian academic life was not
very closely integrated with it.

Part of the problem, of course, is that private American organizations
operate in India in ways that inevitably recall the age of imperialism. One
of the legacies of imperialism has been the possibility for foreign institu
tions' establishing themselves in former dependencies in a way that would
not be possible in countries with long traditions of self-rule. In the case of
India and the United States, this was partly a function of the great
resources of the United States, but beyond that was a sense that the United
States had inherited the legacy of Great Britain and that it was its task to
complete what had been done badly or that had been left unfinished. This
was particularly relevant in the field of education, for American pedagogy
and curricula seemed obviously superior to the apparent sterility of Indian
education. It is fair to say that many Americans who went to India on
educational exchange programs saw themselves as reformers, who expected
their advice and guidance to be accepted with gratitude. There was, of
course, much rhetoric about what would be gained through mutual under
standing, but the sense of mission—that the United States should do some
thing for the Indians—was part of the intellectual baggage.

However, to emphasize the American side of the equation in relation to
this issue of seeing education in terms of programs of social change would be
to overlook the importance of the Indian understanding of the function of
education. In the nineteenth century, when the present system of higher edu
cation in India was founded, the government of India was clear in the articu
lation of its function: Education was intended for the moral and material

improvement of the people of India. What this meant in terms of actual
curricula and institutional structures varied in details, but basically it was
perceived as related to the improvement of society. When the goals of higher
education were reformulated after independence, there was, of course, a dif
ferent climate of opinion, but the stated goals still appeared to be an under
standing of the function of education in terms of social improvement. It was,
for example, defined in these terms in the wide-ranging study of education
known as the Kothari Report (Education Commission, 1966). The purpose
of the Indian educational system, according to this report, was "to make it a
powerful instrument of social, economic, and cultural transformation neces-
s£iry for the realization of the national goals. For this purpose, education
should be developed so as to increase productivity, achieve social and
national integration, accelerate the process of modernization, and cultivate
social, moral, and spiritual values."

No one would pretend that this high-minded aim is congruent with
reality, but it is of the utmost importance to the actual working of Indo-
U.S. exchanges to recognize that it is on the basis of some such formula
that Indian policymakers make judgments of the value of exchange pro
grams. The key words in this definition are "national integration." On one
level, this gives great latitude for evaluating which programs are regarded as
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useful, but on another it means many programs can be rejected as either
not serving the process of national integration or as being positively harm
ful. As we shall see later, deHning social utility in terms of the "social,
economic, and cultural transformation" required for national integration is
the basis on which visas for individual scholars are often refused.

When we turn to the second great category of exchange programs,
those that were funded in whole or in part through U.S. government
sources, a crucial factor in explaining both the size and the great number of
academic programs between the United States and India is the existence of
what used to be known as PU480 rupees. These were enormous sums that
accrued to the U.S. government account in India as a result of the law that
made it possible for American grain to be purchased in Indian rupeies.
These rupees were not transferrable into American funds but had to be
spent in India. Expenditures from these funds, as a result of long negotia
tions between the two governments, will cease in a few years, but it is
important to stress that the great number of cultural and educational pro
grams sponsored by American institutions in India during the last three
decades have been overwhelmingly the product of the PL-480 blocked cur
rency in India.

Among the great beneficiaries of the funds were about twenty Ameri
can university libraries, along with the Library of Congress, which during
the last two decades have had the opportunity to receive virtually every
book printed in India in any of its numerous languages. In the history of
cultural relations there can have been few such organized flows of printed
material from one country to another. While librarians faced with the ava
lanche of material from India have been known to grumble that they have
no conceivable need for pamphlets on bee-keeping in twenty Indian lan
guages, nonetheless American libraries have been provided a unique
resource. Here is another asymmetry, and one often noted with regret by
Indians: There is nothing comparable by way of sending American books
to India. In fact, there is no library in India where Indian books are so
readily accessible as they are in these American university libraries.

Among American government agencies, the one that has the greatest
involvement in cultural and educational ecchanges with India is the United
States Information Agency (USIA), which through various transformations
inherited the activities of the cultural affairs branch of the State Departm^t.
Largely because of the availability of PL-480 monies—not because of a high
priority given to India in American foreign relations—India had by far the
largest number of exchanges of any non-European country, with the excep
tion of Japan. About 4,000 Indian nationals came to the United States under
various forms of U.S. academic grants, and 5,500 Americans went to India in
the period from the signing of the first educational agreement under the
Fulbright Act in 1950 up to 1984. Aside from academics, the USIA has a
rather modest program of visits by artists of various kinds, with occasional
splurges, such as the visit of the New York Philharmonic in 1984.
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The largest number of two-way academic exchanges sponsored by the
American government with India has taken place through the binational
commission established in 1950. Known as the U.S. Educational Foundation
in India, its funds come wholly from the American side for both Indian and
American scholars. This is quite different from the pattern of exchanges with
many European countries or Japan, where a significant part of the funding
comes from the foreign governments. Some of the implications of this in
terms of asymmetrical relations are suggested by a quick comparison of U.S.
exchanges with Japan and India in 1981-82, a year for which figures are
readily available (Board of Foreign Scholarships, 1982). In that year, under
various programs operated by the U.S. Educational Foundation, India sent
82 persons to the United States, while 109 Americans went to India. The
figures for Japan were 106 Japanese to the United States and 124Americans
to Japan. But the difference in source of funding is that nearly half of the
money for the Japan-US. exchangescame from Japan, while all of it for the
Indo-U.S. exchanges came from the United States.

Indians are inclined to point out, however, that this form of accounting
is somewhat misleading because much of the U.S. contribution to the bina
tional commission comes from PU480 currency; therefore, they argue, the
contributions do not really cost the United States anything. For their part,
Americans sometimes argue that asymmetry also occurs because, while the
U.S. Educational Foundation is wholly funded by the U.S. government, the
Indians members have a disproportionate influence in decision-making. The
Indian government will no longer grant a visa, for example, for an American
director. Furthermore, the American members of the foundation are chosen
largely from private American citizens who happen to be living in India or ex
officio from USIA personnel; neither group necessarily has much experience
with either Indian or American education, while the Indians are skilled edu
cational bureaucrats appointed by the Ministry of Education. It should be
noted that issues of this kind are seldom acknowledged in the public func
tioning of the exchange program but are very important in the effective estab
lishment and implementation of policies.

Closely related to the exchange programs funded by the USIA are
those supported by the U.S. Department of Education through PU480
funds under the research and training programs, developed since 1962, of
the Fulbright-Hays Act. They are also administered in India by the U.S.
Educational Foundation, and they differ from what is known as the "regu
lar" Fulbright program in that they are aimed at improving U.S. education
in area studies and language training and are essentially one-way—from the
United States to India. One exception is that the program provides for
consultants to be brought from India to assist smaller colleges to improve
their offerings on India. Group projects are a distinctive feature of the U.S.
Department of Education programs as they provide for groups of students
and faculty to go to India for summer seminars or for junior years abroad.
Many hundreds of teachers from small colleges and high schools have gone
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on these seminars to India, most of whom had no prior training in Indian
studies, but the intention of the seminars was to broaden their understand
ing of another culture. These visits to India have sometimes been
denouncedbycongressmen, apparentlywithout any sense of irony, as "jun
kets," but many would defend them as useful and creative experiments in
intercultural relations.

The Fulbright program was for many years the central mechanism for
two-way academic exchanges between India and the United States, but in
recent years there has been a dramatic falling off in the number of fellow
ships available under the Fulbright program for academic study. For some
years after the program was established in 1950, about one hundred Indians a
year came to the United States for study; in recent years there has been
provision for only five or six fellowships for postdoctoral research and none
at all for students to study for doctoral degrees. The most obvious reason for
this decline in numbers is, of course, cuts in funding, but it is also relatedto
a well-known phenomenon of exchange programs: the very high proportion
of student and research scholarswho do not return to India but who, in the
official phrase, "adjust their visa status." The figures are not very precise,
but it is estimated that nearly 80 percent stay longer than was originaflly
intended. Not all of these remainpermanentlyin the UnitedStates, but it has
been estimated that nearly 50 percent did. This led to the familiar outcry
about the "brain drain," and some yearsago it was commonly said in India
that U.S. exchange programs were deliberately designed to recruit the best
brains of India, particularly scientists, for U.S. needs. A decline in academic
jobs in this United States combined with stricter visa regulations has slowed
this trend, but there is no question that the United States continues to have a
tremendous attraction in terms of career opportunities for Indians. There are
all sorts of complicated issues, and many people would argue that the free
movement of scholars from one national entity to another is one of fie
beneficial results of exchange programs. The argiunent frequently heard
fromAmericans that Indiansshouldgo back and help theirownpoor people
does not come well from a nation of immigrants.

There has also been a very considerable decrease in the number of
fellowships available under the Fulbright program for American scholars to
go to India, although the statistics mask the actual decline by including a
wide variety of short-time visitors, such as visiting speakers, under the
categories of university lecturers. In the early years of the programs there
were twenty to thirty Americans who went and held regular teaching posi
tions for a year, but nowthere are rarelymore than seven or eight, and they
almost always are very much supernumerariesin the institutions wherethey
teach. It is extremely difficult to fit an American academic into a regular
classroom situation because of the nature of the curriculum and the pecu
liarities of the examination system, not to mention the problem of lan
guage. Aside from this, when the American lecturer program was
introduced, a very important motivation for it—however unconscious it
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may have been—was the attitude, already noticed as characterizing so much
of the U.S. relationship with India, that it was bestowing a benefit upon
Indian higher education by helping in the work of reform.

There is a very small program—one or two lecturers a year—of Indian
professors teaching at American colleges, and they usually fit in easily. This
asymmetry is duplicated in the case of research scholars. There are now
only two or three fellowships for senior American research scholars and
one or two for doctoral candidates under the Fulbright program, but, as is
the case with the much larger research programs that will be noted later,
these researchers function in the Indian setting quite independently from
Indian academic life. Whether they are engaged in archival research or field
work, they are only very loosely attached to Indian universities; American
scholars have, on the whole, only very grudgingly been willing to accept the
direction of Indian scholars in a university setting. The situation is, of
course, entirely different for Indian research scholars who come to the
United States, most of whom do library or laboratory research and are
closely identified with the life of a university.

There are many other programs funded by the USIA through the U.S.
Educational Foundation in India, including an extremely popular one that
brings around fifty professionals to the East-West Center for periods of up
to six weeks; there are also a few fellowships for doctoral work at the center.
The Hubert H. Humphrey fellowship program is a relatively new one that
brings young administrators, usually from government or state agencies, to
the United States for a year to work in a variety of professional schools.
Again it is wholly asymmetrical.

One of the most interesting and creative mechanisms established and
maintained by the U.S. government for cultural exchange is the American
Studies Research Center at Hyderabad. A student can do a respectable
doctoral thesis there in American studies, and it attracts scholars not just
from India but from all the countries of the subcontinent and Southeast

Asia. The principal function of the center is to provide a basis for the
popularization of American studies in colleges, and here again one sees the
curious asymmetry of the Indo-U.S. relationship on the educational and
cultural level. It also provides a source for much criticism of the function
and purpose of American studies in India as instruments of propaganda.

The introduction of American studies of all kinds—in the form princi
pally of literature and history—has been almost wholly financed by the U.S.
government. It is fair to say that American studies have little prestige in the
Indian academic world and exist rather precariously on American patronage.
The exception to this is the encouragement in a few places, perhaps most
notably at Delhi University, of the study of American literature.

In comparing American studies at Indian universities and Indian
studies in American universities, one is struck by a number of incongruities
and asymmetries. One is the much higher standard of scholarship of the
work done in the United States on India. Books on India by American
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political scientists, for example, are widely read in India, but there are very
few Indians who are regarded as authorities in American scholarship.
Another somewhat curious asymmetry is that in the United States, Ameri
can scholars of India are, generally speaking, rather vocally and vocifer
ously pro-Indian; they function, very often, as unpaid flacks for the Indian
government and for Indian culture. In India, on the other hand, some of
the better-knownspecialistson American life are vigorouslyanti-American,
and very few could be found who would publicly support Americanpolicy
if it conflicted with the policy of the Indian government. Most American
specialists on India, for example, opposed the Nixon administration's
famous tilt toward Pakistan; it would be hard to imagine Indian speciahsts
on the United States publiclyopposing their government's policy on Ameri
can military aid to Pakistan.

As far as academic scholarship is concerned, the most important
mechanism for providing American scholars with an opportunity to do
research in India has undoubtedly been the American Institute of Indian
Studies. It was founded in 1963, due largely to the initiative and enterprise
of the late William Norman Brown, one of those great entrepreneurial
scholars who did so much for the establishment of Asian studies in the
United States, as a consortium of American universities with Indian studies
programs. With support from a wide range of U.S. government agencies
and private foundations, the institute has provided fellowships for disserta
tion research, postdoctoral work, and language study, and there are few in
the field who do not acknowledge its assistance. Its centers in Delhi, Cal
cutta, Poona, and Madras have provided the basis for American scholars
doing field research. The institute does not, however, have exchange pro
grams that bring Indian scholars to the United States, although in actual
practice it is probably true that the contacts established by American
scholars while they are doing field work in India have been responsible for
the most fruitful interaction betweenscholars in the two countries working
on topics of mutual interest. A great many of the Indian scholars, for
example, who come to the United States do so under private arrangements
made with American Institute scholars in their particular fields. The institute
has been responsible, moreover, for establishing an institution in India that
has rendered very great service to Indian scholars and, indeed, to scholars
from all over the world. This is the art and archaeology center at Varanasi,
which has become the focus of some of the most interesting work being done
in those fields, and it has supported a very large program of documentation
of Indian art, including a vast survey of temple architecture.

Since much of this academic enterprise is now supported by grants in
PL-480 rupees or, as it is now known, excesscurrency programs, the closing
out of these funds poses difficult problems for the American Institute, as
for all other cultural and exchange programs that have been dependent
upon them. There is little indication that regular U.S. government appro
priations or private financing will permit their continuance on the scale in

158



which they have operated during the past twenty-five years. And it would
be quite unrealistic to suppose that the Indian government might become a
major contributor to such academic exchange programs, for aside from the
question of ability to pay, many of the programs noted are regarded as of
minimal, if any, value to India, and many vocal elements among India's
elites regard some of them as detrimental to India's best interests.

As one lists with a degree of satisfaction the achievements of Ameri
can scholars in creating in the past thirty years, from a very minimal base,
such an impressive array of academic exchanges between the United States
and India, it would be pleasant to be able to record that the American
initiative had always been appreciated by Indian intellectuals and the politi
cal community. That that has not been so is not surprising. Asymmetrical
relationships of the kind that I have described are never, in the nature of
things, very easy; and this is particularly so when the client is India, where
the elites are conscious of their own abilities and the great achievements of
their own culture but have an exceedingly complex relationship with the
West that is caricatured rather then explained by the term "colonial." Thk-
ing all this as a given, no matter who the patron might be in the client-
patron equation, the fact that the patron is the United States has added
many difficulties to the working out of academic and cultural exchanges.

The overarching factor can be identified as anti-Americanism, that
staple emotion of the modern world, but the term oversimplifies and dis
torts actualities in the Indian situation. On the one hand, there is the
undoubted and enormous attraction of American education and culture in
terms of personal career goalsand self-fulfillment; on the other, thereis the
very strongperception that American power as it expresses itself in interna
tional affairs is very often inimical to Indian national and international
interests. This leads to a general questioning of American motives and
actions, although not—it must always be stressed—to overt hostility to
individual Americans. A very common reading of American activities is
that they are meant to "destabilize" India. This was a term often used by
the former prime minister, and it continues to be used by her son and
successor; exactly what it meant is never made clear, but it can be used to
cover many enterprises.

This reading of the Indo-American power relationship has expressed
itself in a number of ways in the working out of programs of academic
exchanges. On what may be called the vulgar level, American scholars are
often accused in the newspapers and in the various legislative bodies of
beingagents of the CIA. In 1972, for example, Mrs. Gandhimadea much-
publicized speech in which she said that CIA agents were coming to India
in "the garb of scholars," and she urged the people to remain on guard
against such antinationalist activities (Gandhi, 1972). Although to the best
of my knowledge no American scholar has ever been formally charged by
the government of India with being a CIA agent, nonetheless, the accusa
tion, however frivolously made, became part of the climate of opinion.
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American scholars are insistently accused, for example, of being present in
troubled areas or of writing about them, with a clear causal line being
drawn between the scholar's interest in such events as Hindu-Muslim riots
and their occurrence. A writer in a well known Delhi paper recently drew
attention to an incident of what he called "operation destabilization" car
ried out by theCIA andAmerican scholars. One very well known political
scientist had carried out a study of the relations between the indigenous
people of Assam and the "outsiders" who had been coming into the trou
bled state. His researches, it is alleged, provided the blueprint for the agita
tion (Mishra, 1984).

A less strident criticism of Indo-American cultural exchange, but one
that is both serious and interesting, is the one often referred to as "aca
demic imperialism" (Saberwal, 1968). What is covered by this pejorative
label is a series of issues that are common to many parts of the world but
that are of peculiar concern to India. One has to do with thevery openness
of Indian society to theEnglish-speaking world. This is, of course, a legacy
of imperial power, but it is a feature of Indian society that is deeply cher
ished by Indian intellectuals, and it is fundamentally related to current
democratic political practices. After 1947, the United States became the
dominant external force in educational exchanges, and this impact was
especially felt in thesocial sciences, which hadnot been much developed in
India or were under the influence of English academic models that Imd
been created before World War II. In political science, anthropology (or
sociology, as it tends to be known in India), and economics, there was an
eager response to new directions in all these fields by young Indian intellec
tuals. American scholars in return showed a creative interest in India, and
much very important work was produced that became the basis for further
teaching and research both in India and the United States. Precisely
because of the prestige of American social science, thoughtful Indian
scholars began in the late 1960s to raise the question of the relevance of
much of this scholarship to Indian life. They suggested that there were very
real dangers that the direction of thesocial sciences was being distorted by
the methodologies and goals that, as artifacts of American society, were
not only irrelevant to Indian needs, but were positively detrimental to the
development of social sciences grounded in Indian society. Immediately
related to this was the widespread acceptance of the argument that educa
tion should serve the process of national integration.

This sober analysis of the implication of American educational
exchanges, especially at what many would regard its most creative level,
that of shared research goals between the two countries, provided a respon
sible counterpoint to the accusations of journalists, politicians, and aca
demics who had an ideological anti-American bias.

One cooperative venture that was at first welcomed by Indian academ
ics, but which later came in for particular criticism as an ©cample of Ameri
can infiltration into the Indianeducational process, was the Indian-American
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textbook program begun in 1%1 to provide American books at low cost to
Indian students. The venture was largely subsidized by PL-480 rupees
through the USIA, and the secretary of the Ministry of Education had a
large measure of control. Over a thousand standard American college texts
were published in the first ten years and sold at a quarter of their US. cost.

The attack on the project in the early 1970s was many-sided (Roy,
1973). It was said that Indian publishers who were not involved in the
reprinting were being deprived of their market, while Indian scholars, who
might have written books themselves, could not compete with American
writers. Above all, it was argued that the books presented an American
analysis of historical development and social processes. As critics of the
textbook scheme put it, such key conceptsfor India as colonialism, revolu
tion, change, power relations, and exploitation were either glossed over or
ignored. The situationwas compared to preindependence days, when all the
textbooks were written from a British point of view. What was needed, it
was not unreasonably argued, were textbooks that focused on Indian soci
ety, were oriented to Indian history, and looked for Indian solutions to
problems. Here again an issue was being raised that I think must be taken
seriously, as it has not been in our educational exchanges with India:
Should American institutions try to relate themselves to the ongoing and
dynamic process of change? Are we overstepping the bounds of scholarly
intercourse and placing ourselves in an "imperial" mode? Rereading these
criticisms, which 1 thought in the 1970s were the product of a misguided
ideology, I am not sure that the critics were not correct. The textbook
program gradually disappeared for all practical purposes in the late 1970s,
but the whole episode would be worth a serious study in terms of motiva
tions, perceptions, and effects.

While the more strident criticism of educational exchanges came from
the political left, the academic interests of some American scholars attracted
the attention of the right wing, especially when it seemed to imply criticism
of Indian social customs. A somewhat amusing example was the outcry in
the Uttar Pradesh legislature in 1979 against an American anthropologist
who was alleged to have defamed Indian womanhood. The accusation was
based on field research he had published ten years before on the well-known
practice of polyandry among certain groups in the Himalayan region. And it
is also fair to note that some scholars did exercise what a foundation official
was fond of calling "their god-given right to make fools of themselves" by
culturallyand politically offensive practices, such as taking pictures of burn
ing ghats or roaming about in sensitive military areas.

There were two main results of this questioning of the nature and
functioning of educational exchanges. One had to do with more stringent
restrictions on the granting of visas by the Indian government for academic
research; the other was the creation of a new mechanism that would
emphasize the mutuality of exchanges — the Indo-American subcommis-
sion on education and culture.
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The visa issue as it developed after 1970 is not well known to the
general academic community, but it became a central issue after 1970 for
American scholars wishing to do serious academic research in India, espe
cially in the social sciences. A number of broadareas were regarded as Out
of bounds, andwhile these were never really officially defined, it was recog
nized that visas would not begranted for study in certain geographic areas,
such as border areas, or for investigation of such topics as tribalcustoms,
communal or ethnic rivalries, or caste. On the whole, American scholars
acknowledged the legitimacy of such restrictions, but persistent questions
have been posed about their actual application. Onecharge is that the visa
approval system is capricious and arbitrary, as well as frustrating in its
slowness. Caliban seems to be at work, with one applicant getting a visa
while someone with a very similar project is refused. Theresult hasbeen, it
is alleged, that many young scholars, especially in the social sciences, have
abandoned the Indian field for areas where their research and their careers
will not be threatened. That there has been a distinct falling off in both the
quantity and quality of applicants for fellowships for study in India seems
to be accepted by most people familiar with the situation, but that this is
due to the Indian visa systemis not at all clear. Current trends in American
social science away from area studies may be an even more impor
tant factor.

But beyond the technicalities of the visa-granting system, a debate
had developed among scholars in the Indian field over the challenge that
the presuppositions behind the system offer to free academic exchange
between the two countries. Put in thesimplest terms, some scholars deeply
involved in programs of academic exchange with India are convinced that
social scientists engaged in research on contemporary India have difficulty
in getting visas because the Indian government does not want research that
is controversial, or that appears to evaluate the performance of officials at
any level, or that will criticize government policies toward disadvantaged
groups, suchas untouchables or minorities. The counterargument madeby
other equally involved scholars is that India has a right as a sovereign
power to set its own standards and that American scholars have no claim to
demandeasyaccess for research. The first group's reply is that India must
be judged by the standards of other democratic countries and that in
exchange programs with the United States it should observe thesame degree
of openness as the United States does toward free inquiry. If India has
special reasons for not permitting research in some particular area, this
shouldbe frankly stated. What is involved, theyargue, is a lack of mutual
ity, resulting in an asymmetry that defeats the end of scholarly inquiry.

It was to meet the criticisms and problems of the exchange programs
that the new structure known as the Indo-American subcommission on
education and culture was formed in 1973. Part of a larger binational
agreement dealingwith a range of concerns between the two countries, the
subcommission clearly reflected the prevailingconviction in Indian offidal
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circles that what was needed was more mutuality in exchanges and, in
effect, more Indian control of content and direction.

From the Indian side, the membership of the commission and its
financing were wholly in the control of the government; this reflected a
fundamental position of the Indian officials that all exchanges should be
government to government and that the greatest weakness of the existing
arrangements was the large degree of private, nongovernmental control
exercised by American groups, evenwhen they received government funds.
The Indians had worked out binational, government-to-government
arrangements with almost all other countries, but Americans were intransi
gent in their commitment to academic free enterprise, not to mention aca
demic wheeling and dealing. What the United States lacks, of course, and
what most countries have, is a national ministry of education. The differ
ence this simple structural fact makes in educational exchanges is funda
mental and one that leads to endless irritation and misunderstanding. The
expectation wasthat the subcommission would obviatesome of these prob
lems, but a balanced judgment as to whether it has accomplished this is
difficult to make, as most knowledgeable observers, including this one,
would probably admit to various biases.

All that can be attempted here is a very cursory glance at the three
main kinds of exchanges that have been undertaken by the subcommission.
One was to be a fellowship program; another was to be projects to be
undertaken in both countries; and the third was to be cultural exchange.
Unlike any of the other existing programs, both sides were to share in the
funding and in the direction. In other words, it was a try at symmetry. It
was also a very expensive program, with a per capita expenditure far
exceeding that of any of the other existingexchange programs. Nor did the
hoped-for symmetry really hold financially, for while the Indian govern
ment paid the stipends of the American participants, these were at the level
of those of their Indian counterparts in India, and it was felt necessary for
the American side to supplement them to bring them up to what was
regarded as a more satisfactory standard for Americans.

From the beginning, the fellowship program was characterized from the
Indian side by a very strong preferenceto send scientists, not social scientists
or humanists, to the United States. From the American side, the long
standing Indian criticism that India was of interest only to social scientists as
a laboratory or to humanists studying the classical tradition was responded to
by a decision to favor scientists and scholars and others who werenot Indian
specialists. What this meant in practice was that those who received grants
were almost always people who were not acquainted with Indian culture and
who did not know Indian languages, which effectively excluded research
scholars in Indian studies at American universities. Unlike other fellowship
programs, therefore, the American participants have not contributed much
to published reseench on India, nor are most of them involved in programs
where their Indian experience could add substantially to the curriculum. The
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general impression one gets is that the fellowship program did not do any
thing that the established programs could not have done better if the same
resources had been made available to them.

A much more positive judgment can be made of the innovative and
imaginative group projects that brought together skilled professionals for
workshops and conferences in a wide range of activities, including muse
ums, architecture, radio, television, and early childhood education. These
were not regarded as one-way learning experiences, with the Americans
purveying knowledge to the Indians; it was understood that all such pro
jects were to be designed so that each side learned from the other. Because
of the near-universality of English as a medium of communication among
Indian professionals, this experiment probably worked better than it would
have in any other non-Western country.

The third form of subcommission activity emphasized the exchange
of aspects of eachother's culture that could have wide public participation.
The culmination of these efforts was to be a Festival of America in India
and a Festival of India in the United States. This last event, which took
place in 1985-86, was planned to be one of the most intensive demonstra
tions of another culture ever to be staged in the United States. Major art
exhibits at the Metropolitan Museum in New York, the National Gallery in
Washington, the Boston Museum, and elsewhere were coordinated with
symposia, conferences, and musical events. Coupled with the coincidental
popular successes of the film about Gandhi, Passage to India, and The
Jewel in the Crown, the artistic promises of the Festival of India have given
new hope to those of us who have long looked with ill-concealed envy at
the greater success of China in capturing the American imagination, and
we have begun to dream of a future of filled classrooms and successful
grant applications for exchange programs with India when PU480 rupees
will at last have ended.

From a rapid surveyof educational and cultural exchanges with India,
grounded largely in the admittedly biased experience of a participant-
observer, no real conclusions can be drawn, only impressions, and even
these are often made ambiguous by the contradictory signals of two com
plex societies. For sheer variety and size, U.S. exchange programs with
India during the last thirty years are unmatched anywhere, except with
some of the countries of Western Europe. To assess them in terms of
impact is perhaps feasible, but it would be a monumental task that might
fail to show much of the reality of personal fulfillment and social enrich
ment that in the end is their justifying purpose. I am not certain what is to
be learned from the experience of Indo-U.S. exchanges during the last
thirty years, but it has been, I am convinced, an important moment in the
attempt to reach out across the boundaries of time and place. In the last
scene in Passage to India—in Forster's book, not Lean's film—Fielding
says to Aziz, "'Why can't we be friends now? It's what I want. It's what
you want.' But their horses swerved apart; they didn't want it, nor did the

164



earth, the temple, the palace, nor the city: They said in their hundred
voices, 'No, not yet,' and the sky said, 'No, not there'" (Forster, 1952:322).
It is a dark ending for a search for understanding, but at least it suggests its
possibility, which may be reason enough for continuing.
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European-Chinese Relations in
Education, Science, and Culture

Ruth Hayhoe

Introduction

Education, science, and culture cover a vast spectrum of cooperative
activities. This analysis begins from agreements for educational coopera
tion, institutional links at various levels, and the movement of scholars and
students between China and Europe. It notes the curricular areas that are
favored and the kinds of educational and societal values being transmitted.
Science and technology tend to be a major area of curricular emphasis in
educational exchange. Outside the educational sphere, there are also
arrangements for cooperation in scientific research, some associated with
research institutes devoted to the pure sciences, others technologically ori
ented and closely linked to industrial and commercial institutions. Fintdly,
there is the issue of culture. For someone innocent of anthropology, this
immediately calls to mind cooperation in areas such as religion and fine
arts, music, dance, drama, poetry, etc. While some attempt will be made to
survey exchanges and cooperation in these areas, I would like to use the
term in its wider and more fundamental sense of the shared values and
beliefs that shape social life and social perspectives (Durkheim, 1964:79-
80). The transfer of technological and scientific knowledgeby young people
returning to China after an intellectual formation within educational insti
tutions which embody a particular European ethos of scholarship is part of
a process of cultural transfer.

Cooperation in the fields of education, science, and culture is clearly
dependent upon both political and economic relations. However, to say it is
determined by political and economic exigencies would be going too far.
There is a dynamic within educational and cultural cooperation which may
elude the best intentions of politicians and produce results quite different
from those expected. In China's historical experience the successive waves
of foreign educational influence more often preceded rather than followed
periods of foreign political domination (Bastid-Brugui^re, 1987). In the one
instance when political and educational borrowing coincided, that of
Soviet-Chinese cooperation during the fifties, it could be argued that the
higher education patterns introduced owed as much to traditional Euro
pean academic values as to new socialist ones and that the Cultural Revolu
tion revolt against them contained an element of the justified repudiation
of academic traditionalism as well as its more obvious political agenda
(Hayhoe, 1984b).
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Economic interaction is also clearly linked to cultural interaction.
Still, the development of nonexploitative and mutually beneficial economic
relations, such as those which characterized Sino-Soviet rapprochement in
the fifties (Eckstein, 1977), holds no guarantee that a cultural backlash
involving the repudiation of the cultural accoutrements of economic ''prog
ress" will not result. This is not intended as an alarmist statement, but as a
plea that China's present cooperation with the industrialized world in the
areas of education, science, and culture should be viewed in its proper
historical context, including both the Sino-Soviet experiments of the fifties
and China's preliberation interaction with the West.

The political and economic framework which supports present cul
tural interaction can be sketched briefly. In contrast to the United States,
where political rapprochement with China began in the early seventies,
European-Chinese political relations came to life in the early sixties
(Wilson, 1973). Some European nations had recognized the People's
Republic of China in the fifties, but the French formal recognition in 1964,
widely interpreted as a Gaullist bid for an independent Europe vis-a-vis the
superpowers, marked a turning point (Domenach, 1982). The Chinese have
since consistently spoken out for a strong and independent Europe, though
their concern for European strength in face of Soviet social imperialism
became even more strident in the early eighties than the former anti-
American bias (Foreign Broadcast Information Services—hereafter cited as
FBIS—Sept. 12, Dec. 16, 1980).

If Europe is important to China as part of the second world which
must be encouraged to take a strong stand against superpower domination,
China may have less political importance for Europe (Griffith, 1981).There
are, however, strong economic attractions in China's open-door policy, and
the Europeans have not been slow to take advantage of these. A trade
agreement between the European Economic Community (EEC) and China
made originally in 1980 (Fung, 1980:147) was renegotiated in the autumn
of 1984 amid conditions that support continued growth and development
(FBIS, Sept. 28, 1984). Between 1978 and 1985 China's imports grew from
U.S. $9.8 billion to $42.3 billion, and the European share has ranged
between 12 percent and 22 percent of this total, next only to Japan and the
United States. Europe has also absorbed between 8 percent and 15 percent
of China's exports (Scherer, 1986; Wochenbericht 29, July 7, 1986).

Educational and scientific exchanges are likely to continue in these
favorable political and economic conditions. The question of central inter
est to the comparativist, one that is a fundamentally evaluative one, is what
sort of cultural contribution will be most helpful to China in the pursuit of
its modernization goals. Europe and the United States present different
possibilities, which might be evaluated within two distinctive ideological
frameworks. The first, a linear view of modernization such as that provided
by Rostow's Stages of Economic Growth, might be called a vertical-
historical approach and is one that spawned considerable debate in the
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preliberation period. The second, which sees China's cultural interaction
with various nations of the industrialized world in terms of the dangers of
cultural imperialism and cultural dependency, might be termed a
horizontal-critical approach.

The Vertical-Historical Approach

Under the basic assumptions of the vertical-historical approach,
China is seen as progressing along a modernization process essentially simi
lar to that experienced by ''advanced" industrialized nations. Educational
and scientific exchange should make it possible to overcome obstacles to
progress along this continuum and speed up China's modernization. Cul
tural values transferred in the exchange process may either be an important
stimulus to progress or serve to reinforce traditional aspects of Chinese
culture which inhibit modernization.

While both Europe and the United States are part of the advanced
capitalist world, with basic similarities in their economic and political
structures, they have rather different cultural contributions to make.
Europe shares China's experience of possessing an ancient civilization and
deep-rooted cultural traditions. China's movement into the modern age has
brought about a gradual cultural transformation, with some traditional
values surviving, others consciously or unconsciously discarded. The empa
thy this provides with the Chinese experience is a commonly evoked theme
for European, especially French, politicians when visiting China {Docu
ments d'Actualiti Internationales, 1980 and 1983).

In strong contrast to this sense of communality arising from parallel
traditions of great sophistication and antiquity in Sino-European relations,
the possibility of an American cultural contribution to Chinese develop
ment might be seen as a fresh wind, helping to blow away feudal values that
present an obstacle to modernization. Many Chinese have perceived the
United States as a country untrameled by ancient traditions, which was able
to create a modern culture based on its scientific and industrial achieve

ments. It is this which has given the American model its continuing attrac
tion for China.

The contrasting possibilities of European and American educational
patterns for China were the subject of lively debate in the preliberation per
iod, with the main lines of argument proceeding within the terms sketched
above (Becker, 1932; Duggan, 1933; Foster, 1936). In the conclusion of this
chapter, I will ask whether this approach may not have some relevance today,
when both European and American educational values and patterns are
being introduced to China through educational and scientific exchange activ
ities. It may be possible to identify educational patterns in the European ^d
American experience which have the potential for supporting China's mod
ernization efforts and others which might be obstructive to modernization. A
framework for evaluation could be created along these lines.
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The Horizontal-Critical Approach

The horizontal-critical approach rejects the notion that the develop
ing world can be assisted in '^catching up'' with the developed world along
a linear continuum called "modernization." The relationship between the
developed and developing world is seen rather as a dialectical one, and it is
argued that the culture of capitalism has largely homogenized the cultural
distinctions noted above. China might then be viewed as a developing Third
World country at risk of becoming locked into a pattern of dependency and
domination in its cultural relations with the advanced capitalist world. This
second perspective, drawn from dependency theorists, brings a different set
of evaluative issues to the fore in the comparison of European-Chinese
profiles of cultural cooperation and cultural transfer.

In most studies of cultural imperialism, economic imperialism is seen
to perpetuate itself by the transfer of cultural values and educational patterns
to the peripheral elite (Carnoy, 1978). These ensure their loyalty to the center
and willingness to cooperate in the economic exploitation of their nation
(McLean, 1983). More broadly based center-periphery analyses see political,
social, and cultural systems as independently vulnerable to imperialistic
influences, even in situations where economic exploitation does not exist.
These may be of greater relevance to the Chinese case (Galtung, 1980).

The primary characteristics of imperialism, suggested by Johann
Galtung, are exploitation, penetration, fragmentation, and marginaliza-
tion. He illustrates these four characteristics of imperialism with reference
to the practice of international social science research in a way which may
have particular relevance to issues of educational exchange. He suggests
that exploitation takes place through researchers in the center joining with
those of the periphery's center in a vertical division of labor, which exploits
the raw social data available in the periphery for the theory-making and
knowledge production of the center. Penetration takes place through
researchers in the center recruiting an elite in the periphery, "getting under
their skin" by winning them over to a particular perspective or theoretical
approach and using them as allies in the exploitation of the raw data of the
periphery and the enrichment of center theorizing. Fragmentation takes
place through the separation of periphery researchers from one another
and their allegiance to the center rather than to strengthening intellectual
interaction among themselves and with other periphery countries. Margina-
lization takes place to the extent that periphery researchers are kept perpet
ually in a role of subordination as second-class researchers involved in
processing data rather than in theory creation (Galtung, 1975).

In his schematization of goals for a new world order, Galtung sets forth
the opposite values of equity, autonomy, solidarity, and participation. Three
strategies which would promote these values are interestingly developed by
Ali Mazrui (1978) in relation to the problems of the African university and
its educational exchange with advanced capitalist countries. The strategy of
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domestication calls for the strengthening of university curricular areas that
reflect local culture and locally relevant scientific knowledge and that would
provide a basis for equity and autonomy in international academic relations.
The strategy of diversification suggests diversified links with numerous cul
tural and scientific ''centers/' including the Asian and Arabic worlds as well
as the European and American, and a reflection of this in both curricular
priorities and academic interaction. The strategy of counterpenetration
intends the development of a strong and distinctive African university ethos,
which in turn is able to make its contribution to the centers of the developed
world and exert its infiuence over their further development.

This view of cultural autonomy must be close to what is intended by
Chinese leaders in the stress they continually place on equality and mutual
benefit in Chinese interaction with foreign countries (Xinhua News
Agency—hereafter cited as XH—Jan. 3, May 24, June 1, 1984). What is of
interest here is the question of how far China's cultural interaction with
specific European nations and with Europe in general is likely to promote
cultural autonomy as against cultural imperialism. This question could also
inform a comparative evaluation of European and American policies of
educational exchange.

In subsequent sections of this chapter China's educational, scientific,
and cultural relations with major European nations are sketched, and some
attempt is made at comparative evaluation. Then the main lines of the
European approach are summarized and set in contrast with the conditions
of Sino-American educational exchange.

Sino-German Cultural Interaction

Diplomatic relations between China and West Germany were estab
lished in 1972 (Brandi-Dohrn, 1980), and since then Germany has become
China's foremost trading partner within the European Economic Commu
nity. In recent years Germany has provided about 40 percent of China's
imports from Europe and has absorbed about 30 percent of China's
exports to Europe. Economic interests are thus of great importance.

The first agreement for cultural and educational cooperation between
West Germany and China was signed in October 1977 for 1978-79 (Brandi-
Dohrn, 1980), and it is renegotiated every two years. The Kulturtausch
Program 1984-85 zmschen dem Bundesrepublik Deutschland und den
Volksrepublik China gives a very detailed picture of the scope of German-
Chinese educational cooperation and the agencies through which it is
administered and funded from the German side. The Deutscher Akademis-

cher Austauschdienst (DAAD) provides scholarships for forty Chinese
graduate students each year, with the stipulation that five must be in the
social sciences, two in music, five in medicine, and one in law. It also
arranges placement for up to 200 Chinese graduate students on Chinese
government funding and makes provision for Chinese visiting scholars
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doing research and study in German institutions. In addition, the DAAD
sends up to five long-term teachers of German and up to fifteen shorter-
term German scientists and scholars to teach in Tongji University and
Wuhan Medical College each year, as well as giving leadership support to
Tongji College, which was established jointly by the Germans and Chinese
as a center for preparing Chinese undergraduates and subsequently gradu
ates for study in Germany.

While the DAAD is clearly the leading German agency responsible for
the administration of cooperative programs with the Chinese, the cultural
agreement also details arrangements for the organization and funding of
scholarly interaction within the terms of university or institution-level agree
ments between over sixty German institutions of higher learning and their
Chinese partners (Louven and Schadler). Discretionary funds are made avail
able to German institutions for the initiation and implementation of various
types of exchange in addition to specific provision for the movement of
Chinese and German scholars and students both ways, mainly in the sci
ences. The cultural agreement also includes details of provision made for
study in Germany by such foundations as the Alexander von Humboldt Stif-
tung, the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, the Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, the Hanns
Seidel Stiftung, and the Friederich Naumann Stiftung. Over 150scholarships
per year are provided by these organizations, which permit Chinese scholars
to do graduate degrees or cooperative research in German institutions. Some
of these foundations have a special area of emphasis. For example, the
Hanns Seidel Foundation provides sixty scholarships per year, which are
directed toward Chinese technicians and professionals in specific technologi
cal fields (FBIS, July 9, 1984). On a somewhat different academic level,
provision is also made for the training of Chinese teachers of the newly
developing higher technical colleges in German Fachhochschule and for the
training of Chinese secondary school teachers of German.

The agreement also contains sections devoted to music, theater, and
the arts, providing both for educational interaction in these areas and for
the sending of performing artists both ways. Cooperation in the areas of
television, film, and sport is provided as well. It is difficult to get exact
figures, but there are probably 1,200 Chinese in Germany at any one time,
the majority on long-term study and research programs and about 80 per
cent working in fields of natural sciences and technology (XH, Oct. 14,
1982). They are spread out in over forty institutions of higher learning and
research centers, and as many as two-thirds are supported by the German
government or German funding agencies. About 300 are working at the
undergraduate level, representing a specially selected group sent by the Chi
nese from Tongji College in the years 1980, 1981, and 1982 to follow under
graduate programs in engineering and the applied sciences. Many of these
will be completing their work in 1984-85, and no further undergraduates
will be sent. The main group of students now are graduates of Chinese
higher institutions who are pursuing higher degrees in Germany, and these
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may reach 500 by 1985 (DAAD, Feb. 1982:7). The rest are visiting scholars,
about 10 percent of whom also attain higher degrees (interview with Mr.
Neumann, DAAD, April 30, 1984).

One area of scientific cooperation which has been strongly empha
sized in Sino-German interaction is that of medicine. Here historical roots

seem to have played a role, in that the German establishment of Tongji
University as a school of medicine in 1907 was regarded by the Chinese as
an important and valued contribution to modern Chinese medicine
(Kreissler, 1983:63-125). In 1952 the now distinguished medical faculty of
Tongji University was moved to Wuhan and became Wuhan Medical Col
lege. Germany is now involved in supporting medical research and training
there both through cooperation with the universities of Essen, Heidelberg,
and Saarland, and through direct grants such as a gift of one million marks
by Volkswagen for the establishment of a medical sciences center (FBIS,
April 20, 1981) and a gift from the International Hospital Company of
Germany toward the building of a third hospital in association with the
college (XH, Oct. 7, 1983). Cooperation in medical science takes place
under an agreement signed between the Chinese and West German minis
ters of health and tends to have its focal point in Wuhan Medical College.

Cooperative research in the social sciences also has a place in Sino-
German cultural interaction and is supported through the emphasis placed
on it by such foundations as the Friederich Ebert Stiftung. It sponsored a
seminar in Shanghai in March 1983 in cooperation with the Shanghai Insti
tute for International Relations on the subject of the North-South dialogue
and the new international economic order. The positions of China and
Europe on this issue were presented by specialists from both sides, and
lively discussions on the problems of the global economic order ensued
(XH, March 31, 1983).

In addition to this lively educational interaction, which involves a
strong emphasis on science and technology as cultural consumption rather
than as economic investment, there is considerable scientific and technolog
ical cooperation that is more closely related to industrial and economic
interaction. In 1978 a scientific and technological cooperation agreement
was signed between the two governments, and a joint committee to oversee
the implementation of the agreement had its fourth meeting recently in
Beijing. The general areas of cooperation are in energy, agriculture, metal
lurgy, production technology, and transport. Since 1978 over thirty specific
agreements have been signed for cooperation in satellite communications
and data transmission, niobium-tantalum ore prospecting in Guangdong,
technical transformation and improved management in enterprises, solar
energy experiments, space technology and meteorite research, vanadum
slag processing, iron ore concentration, coal liquidation, and coproduCtion
of numerical control mining machines (FBIS, July 17, 1984; XH, July 11,
14, 1984). Clearly these areas of scientific research and cooperation are
closely linked to economic interaction and the burgeoning of joint ventures
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betweenthe two countries. Both the German governmentand large corpo
rations are giving support to this type of cooperation. For example,
Volkswagen has recently set up a joint venture with the Chinese in Shanghai
for the production of cars, and this has educational implications for Chi
nese workers and managers (XH, April 21, 1982). Also the German govern
ment is supporting the establishment of a management training center at
the Baoshan Steel Works north of Shanghai in cooperation with the State
Economic Commission and parallel to the American management training
center at Dalian (XH, Aug. 22, 1984).

TWo rather different types of scientific culture seem to be exercising
an influence over Chinese involved in scientific cooperation with the Ger
mans. The scientific spirit of the old German university, the pursuit of pure
Wissenschaft for its own sake, is still a part of the ethos of the modern
German university and harmonizes with aspects of the Soviet academic
ethos embodied in Chinese comprehensive universities in 1952 (Chung
Shih, 1953). On the other hand, much of the cooperation in the applied
sciences is specifically linked to Western capitalist production techniques
and the application of science to industrial development.

In concluding this survey of Sino-German educational and scientific
experience, I'd like to offer a few reflections drawn from the two evaluative
frameworks suggested earlier, the vertical-historical approach and the
horizontal-critical approach. From the first perspective, Sino-German
cooperation clearly has valuable lessons for the Chinese in terms of Germa
ny's gradual movement from science as cultural consumption and the uni
versity as an academic citadel (Ben-David, 1964) to greater academic
flexibility and more creative links between science and industry—a process
the Chinese are eager to promote in their own higher institutions at present.
Chinese academic traditions had certain common values with the German
scholarly tradition, which may account for the attractiveness of the Ger
man model to such scholars as Cai Yuanpei and its influence on Beijing
University, also the appeal of the Soviet academic patterns adopted in 1952,
whichalso had roots in the German tradition (Hayhoe, 1984b). Germany's
postwar adaptation of these patterns may therefore be of special signifi
cance in China's present reform aspirations in higher education.

The second perspective draws attention to different issues. The
remarkable support givenby Germany to educational and scientificcooper
ation with the Chinese, which clearly exceeds that of any other European
nation, is almost certainly linked with economic interests. The notion of
cultural imperialism could therefore be taken as a starting point for an
investigation into the nature and purpose of the cultural and scientific
cooperation that is going on. One could ask how far the values of equity,
autonomy, solidarity, and participation are exhibited in cultural and scien
tific interaction. Apparently the Chinese are satisfied on the first count and
appreciate both the benefits of economic cooperation and the generous
German funding for educational and scientific cooperation. But is there in
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fact some ceding of cultural autonomy in the enthusiastic emulation of
German management and production techniques? As for the issue of soli
darity, a careful study would have to be done of Chinese patterns of
involvement with Germany. Is there a concentration of activity in major
centers, such as the east coast cities, which could exacerbate the already
evident gaps between Chinese centers and the hinterland, or do these links
contribute in any way to strengthening Chinese internal cooperation? In
relation to the issue of participation, one would have to investigate how far
Chinese scholars cooperating with Germans in scientific research are crea
tively involved in theory-making or operating exclusively at the subordinate
level of processing data and applying theory to the Chinese situation.

On the positive side, some diffusion is being encouraged by the fact
that many German Lander are developing their own special relations with
Chinese provinces and organizing cooperative projects on this level (Louven
and Schadler, 1986). The concentration of German teachers and scientists
in the two institutions of Tongji University and Wuhan Medical College
could be viewed in terms of cultural imperialism, yet a positive influence
could also be argued. It may make possible genuine participatory research
and scholarly interaction in locations where some familiarity with the Ger
man language and German academic culture gives the Chinese a critical
insight into the German approach to science. Insofar as German science is
presented in the broader context of German culture at Tongji, it should
contribute to Chinese cultural autonomy.

The joint seminar on North-South relations noted above, which was
funded by a German foundation, held in Shanghai, and included distin
guished European and Chinese scholars, suggests at least a sensitivity to the
issues which the dependency theory perspective calls attention to. Mtich
more empirical research would be needed to see how far German cultural
and scientific policy toward China is effectively promoting Chinese cultural
autonomy.

Sino-French Cultural Interaction

Sino-French diplomatic relations were reestablished at the initiative of
DeGaulle in 1964 and seem to be characterized by an emotive approach.
Both sides like to resurrect the quotation made by a French nineteenth-
century traveler that France is in essence the China of Europe, as China is
in a sense the France of the Far East (Domenach, 1982; XH, May 30,
1984). Both sides are proud of the special links created by such communist
leaders as Zhou Enlai, Deng Xiaoping, Li Fuchun, and Li Lisan, who >vere
students in France during the twenties (Ch'en, 1979:166-68). The visit of
Deng Yingchao, wife of Zhou Enlai, to Paris at the head of a Chinese
parliamentary delegation in 1980, evoked a strong sense of the importance
of these ties to both sides (FBIS, June 11-13, 1980). The French regard
their role in assisting China's diplomatic reentry into the family of nations
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since 1964 as a contribution to Chinese modernization, which is as impor
tant as the economic and technological contributions in which Germany
and other Western nations have been more competitive than France
(Domenach, 1982). French trading interests are nevertheless considerable,
contributing 15.3 percent of China's European imports in 1983 and absorb
ing 15.8 percent of China's exports to Europe.

French-Chinese cultural and educational relations are organized
within the terms of a cultural agreement, which is renegotiated every two
years. The agreement, first made in 1965, was suspended from 1967 to
1973, when limited educational interaction, mainly in scientific fields, was
resumed (Domenach, 1982:90-91). Since October 1979, a detailed cultural
program has been negotiated every two years under the auspices of a joint
committee of Chinese and French participants, which was set up in 1980
(XH, Oct. 1, 1983). Under this agreement there are at present about 750
Chinese students and scholars in France—110 at the undergraduate level,
over 400 at the graduate level, and about 220-230 as visiting scholars.
About 80 percent are following studies in the sciences, half of those in
applied fields. The rest are in various fields of the social sciences and
humanities. The French government provides scholarships for about one
hundred Chinese scholars and students on these programs, partially in
exchange for provision made on the Chinese side for up to sixty-five French
students in China. In addition another twentyscholarships are provided by
the Institut Franco-Chinois of Lyons, and other French foundations (inter
view with Shu Wenping, the Chinese Embassy in Paris, July 4, 1984). In
contrast to Germany, the majority of Chinese in France are funded from
the Chinese side, though the absence of tuition fees in both countries
means a substantial advantage in comparison to Britain or North America.
A further contrast lies in the fact that university-level links, which have
been established between about twenty Chinese institutions and over thirty
French ones, are less able to generate direct scholarly interaction than in the
Germancase because of inadequate funding (XH, June 27, May30, 1984).

The most significant French scholarly presence in China is found at
Wuhan University under a rather unusual five-year agreement between this
Chinese university and the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which was
signed in February 1980 (XH, Jan. 27, 1984). Of the twenty to twenty-two
teachers supported by the French government in China, a concentration of
ten to fifteen in the areas of French language and literature, mathematics,
and the sciences were to be located at Wuhan University and to participate in
the teaching and research of mainstream university departments. The idea
seems to have been less the preparation of Chinese for studyin France (as in
the German concentration at Tongji) than an integrated example of French
literary and scientific culture present on a Chinese campus, where coopera
tive research and critical interaction would be possible (Hayhoe, 1985).

175



Scientific interaction between France and China is carried out under

the terms of an agreement on science and technology signed in 1978 and
renegotiated in 1984 (XH, April 5, 1984). Between 1981 and 1984, specific
projects of scientific and technical cooperation grew from 59 to 133 (XH,
May 30, 1984). The sensitive nature of some of these projects, both those
under academic auspices and those linked to industrial concerns, may indi
cate a rather remarkable level of trust from the Chinese side. For example,
a joint Sino-French geological team is working on a study of the geological
structure and the formation and evolution of the upper mantle of the
Himalayas in Tibet, the first cooperative project on this subject (FBIS, July
24, Aug. 7, 1980). On the commercial side, another interesting and sensitive
joint scientific project is one for seismic prospecting in the Junggar Basin
of Xinjiang Autonomous Region, which is under the auspices of the Gen
eral Geophysics Company of France (FBIS, May 26, 1981). Other areas of
cooperative scientific research include medicine, where the French interest
in certain theories and techniques of traditional Chinese medicine provides
some mutuality (FBIS, April 2, 14, 1980), agriculture, where the focus
includes animal husbandry and food processing (XH, June 30, July 14,
1984), and nuclear power, where a long-debated prospect of cooperation
has finally been agreed upon (XH, June 4, 1984).

Another project of scientific cooperation, which seems to be unique in
the French interaction with China, and more on the academic than the com
mercial side of science, is the establishment of a French scientific reading room
in Beijing. It is situated in the Chinese Institute of Scientific and Technical
Information, and its purpose is to make available the latest French scientific
findings to the Chinese, ''a dynamic place for Chinese and French scientists
and engineers to make academic exchange" (XH, Msirch 20, 1984).

On the social and cultural level there is also some interesting interac
tion going on. A French law commission from the French National Assem
bly was the first foreign delegation to be received by the recently established
law committee of the Chinese National People's Congress (XH, July 19,
1984). In the area of religion, the visit of the French Cardinal Etchegary,
Archbishop of Marseilles and chairman of the French Bishops Conference,
in 1980 represented the highest level Roman Catholic present in China since
relations with the Vatican were broken off in 1957 (FBIS, Feb. 29, March 5,
1980). Generally, cultural activities are highly valued from both sides and
receive considerable press attention, such as the visit of a Beijing opera
troupe to France (FBIS, June 6, 1980), a Chinese woodcuts exhibition in
Paris (FBIS, March 3, 1981), and the visit of French conductor Jean Peris-
son to China (FBIS, June 10, 1980). The 1984-85 cultural agreement pro
vides for the exchange of exhibitions of painting, calligraphy, film, and
photography, including an exhibition of Chinese archaeological finds in
France and one of French painting 1870-1920 in China (XH, Oct. 1, 1983).
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While French trade with China lags behind that of Germany and French
economic involvement in joint ventures has also made a slower start (FBIS,
Jan. 9, 1980), a rather unique and emotive cross-cultural dynamic exists
between the two countries.

From the vertical-historical perspective, France may have an even
more attractive model of cultural transition in the modernization process
than the German one. Aspects of the Confucian meritocratic ideal were
absorbed (Teng, 1942) and used in the formation of a scientifically oriented
elite capable of shaping what is now a modern socialist republic. From the
horizontal-critical perspective, the possibilities of economic exploitation
seem less likely than in the German case. Several areas of scientific coopera
tion hold promise of Chinese participation at a higher theoretical level.
Also both the Wuhan project and the scientific reading room in Beijing
indicate French sensitivity to the need for a holistic approach to scientific
knowledge, which should enable the Chinese to gain a fundamental critical
appreciation of French science rather than concentrate exclusively on par
ticular technical areas which may be of interest.

Nevertheless, one might ask whether French management and pro
ductive practices, which are being introduced to the Chinese through such
projects as the oil prospecting with the French company Totale (Ondict,
1984) are in any sense modified by France's present socialist administration
or are as susceptible of transmitting the culture of capitalism as parallel
German and American projects. Another aspect of French cultural involve
ment that might militate against Chinese solidarity and participation is the
highly centralized organization of national life, which means much of the
exchange focuses on main centers in France and China, and there are fewer
possibilities for links between peripheries that would embrace a wider scope
of participants on both sides.

Sino-British Cultural Interaction

Although China gained diplomatic recognition from the United King
dom in 1950, diplomatic relations were not raised to the ambassadorial
level until 1972 (Griffith, 1981:167). The most significant aspect of Sino-
British political interaction relates to Hong Kong and arrangements for its
return to Chinese sovereignty in 1997, a subject that lies beyond the scope
of this chapter (XH, Oct. 3, 1984). Economically, England has a modest
share in Sino-European trade, contributing 12-15 percent of China's Euro
pean imports from 1978 to 1983 and absorbing 12-16 percent of its exports
to Europe.

Sino-British cultural and educational relations take shape within an
agreement between the two governments signed in November 1979, and
scientific and technological relations are governed by a parallel agreement
made in November 1978. Every two years a program of activities covering
all three areas is renegotiated; comments in this chapter refer to the 1984-
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85 program of exchanges (British Council, 1984b). The major British insti
tution responsible for the coordination of exchanges is the British Council,
whose role might be seen as parallel to that of the German DAAD. It
provides twenty-five full scholarships a year for Chinese students and
scholars in England in exchange for an equivalent number of British gradu
ate students in China. It also assists in placing Chinese students in British
academic institutions throughout the country.

Since 1983, the British government has made a particular effort to
encourage Chinese study in England through the provision of 260 tuition-
free places for them each year. General guidelines for curricular areas stipu
late that the sixty places provided by the Foreign and Commonwealth
Office give priority to the humanities and social sciences, particularly prac
tical areas such as economics, law, management, project planning, interna
tional relations, education, English language and literature, library science,
and urban planning. The 200 places provided through the Overseas Devel
opment Administration focus on such applied sciences as agriculture and
fisheries, transport, mining, shipbuilding, offshore oil drilling, computer
technology, and electronics (British Council, 1984a). A clear direction is
thus given to curricular areas of practical importance where British educa
tional provision may meet Chinese needs. In addition, a small number of
scholarships is provided by other agencies, and short-term academic visits
under the auspices of agreements between the Chinese Academy of Sciences
and the Royal Society, the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences and the
British Academy, also the Economic and Social Research Council, are given
government support through the Academic Links Scheme. Special provi
sion is also made for the support of direct institutional-level links between
British and Chinese higher institutions.

Under these terms there are now about 700 to 800 Chinese students

and scholars in England, a few at the undergraduate level, an increasing
number pursuing graduate degrees, and a large contingent as visiting
scholars (interview with Adrian Johnston, cultural officer in the British
Embassy in Beijing, Sept. 16, 1985). Institution-level linkages have made
possible very lively direct exchanges between British and Chinese institu
tions of higher learning, and the number of these linkages had grown to
sixty-four by the autumn of 1985. The long-term British presence in China
is concentrated on excellence in the training of English language teachers,
and over twenty British Council-supported teachers work in small groups in
foreign language institutes or university departments in Beijing,
Guangzhou, Shanghai, Nanjing, and Hangzhou. Special assistance is also
given to English language teaching in China's Television University. Apart
from this, there is no specific center of British educational influence in
China parallel to the French presence in Wuhan and the German one at
Tongji in Shanghai.

Scientific cooperation between China and England is coordinated
under general agreements between the Royal Society and the Chinese Acad-
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emy of Sciences (Royal Society, 1980), also the China Association of Sci
ence and Technology (XH, Sept. 17, 1984), as well as more specific agree
ments such as one in meteorology between the British National Physical
Laboratory and the State Bureau of Meteorology (FBIS, Sept. 5, 1980) and
one in health cooperation between the two governments. British scientific
and medical exhibitions have been held in China (FBIS, March 18, 1980),
and numerous Chinese have been enabled to participate in scientific and
technological symposia in England. Cooperative research takes place
mainly through the presence of Chinese scientists as visiting scholars in
British laboratories.

One rather significant area of Sino-British cooperation was the sup
port given by the British Thompson Foundation to the starting of the first
Chinese daily newspaper in English in 1981 {Britain-China, June 1982:10).
The China Daily has subsequently developed a good reputation and opened
up channels of information and comment to many foreign scholars and
business people in China, as well as having some circulation overseas. Cul
tural interaction in music and the fine arts is also given strong support from
both sides and widely reported in the press. The Great Britain-China center
in London offers a public, nonpolitical forum for China-related cultural
and scholarly activities. Its newsletter, Britain-China, has come out several
times a year since 1974 and provides an interesting record of Sino-British
interaction in education, science, and culture over the decade since its
founding. In the area of religion there has also been considerable interac
tion between British and Chinese Christians, with the visit of the Arch
bishop of Canterbury to China in the fall of 1983 and the visit of a Chinese
Protestant delegation to England a year earlier {Britain-China, Autumn-
Winter 1982 and 1983).

From the vertical-historical perspective British moderation and Brit
ain's gentle pragmatism come across as an attractive model for Chinese
seeking practical solutions to practical problems. While British educational
patterns had very little influence on China historically (Foster, 1936), there
are two modern British educational institutions which have been of particu
lar interest to the Chinese, the Open University and the polytechnics. Expe
rience drawn from these institutions has been of great importance in the
third World Bank-supported educational project in China, which has
assisted the development of the Television University network in China and
also the establishment of seventeen new-style higher technical colleges. The
international advisory panel which is advising on this project is coordinated
from the British Council in London.

From the horizontal-critical perspective, Britain's efforts to contrib
ute to effective English language teaching in China, far from cultural impe
rialism, might be seen as a salutary antidote to the influence of American
English, and the British contribution to the Chinese press and television
noted above has been supportive of cultural autonomy.
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China's Cultural Relations with Other European Nations

While West Germany, France, and Britain play a dominant role in
European-Chinese educational and scientific interaction, other European
nations and regions also have considerable involvement. In this section
details are provided on Italy, the Netherlands, and Scandinavia, also brief
information on Belgium, Austria, and Switzerland, which illustrate the par
allel activities in each of these areas to those analyzed more fully for West
Germany, France, and Britain.

Italy
Sino-Italian diplomatic relations were established in 1970 (FBIS, Nov.

7, 1980), and the visit of President Allesandro Pertini to China in Septem
ber 1980 (FBIS, Sept. 18, 1980) indicated the importance Italians give to
the development of strong relations with the Chinese. Italy has contributed
between 9 percent and 15 percent of China's European imports and
absorbed 15 percent to 21 percent of China's exports to Europe.

The importance placed on fostering good economic relations is seen
in the two Sino-Italian three-year technical, financial, and economic coop
eration programs, the second of which was signed in November 1983. These
provide for considerable Italian financing of technology for various trans
port and energy-related modernization projects in southwest China (FBIS,
Oct. 19, 1984). Sino-Italian joint ventures are being developed, including
one based in Geneva (FBIS, March 3, 1981) and one based in Beijing, the
Chinese International Package Leasing Company (FBIS, Nov. 30, 1984).
The latter seems to have an interesting educational spinoff in the Sino-
Italian Package Printing Ttaining Center, which recently opened in Whxi
City. The Italian government supplied $2 million worth of teaching equip
ment and books, as well as sending five lecturers to teach in the center. The
first group of fifty-one students has already begun a two-year course in
theory and technology related to packages for China's export produce (XH,
Sept. 3, 1984).

Apart from this economically oriented educational item, there have
been no new reports on educational cooperation between China and Italy
except one made in 1978 indicating that China wished to send 300 students
for higher study in Italy (FBIS, Sept. 1, 1978). Because of language diffi
culties, it seems unlikely that the number of scholars and students on long-
term study in Italy has reached this figure. Chinese Ministry of Education
sources give a figure of 143 students and scholars sent to Italy under their
auspices up to 1984 (Huang, 1984). However, cultural cooperation has
included the exchange of literary delegations (FBIS, Feb. 4, 1981) and the
signing of a one-year protocol on literary and art exchange (FBIS, Nov. 26,
1980). An agreement for cooperation in the social sciences was signed
between the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences and the Italian National
Research Committee (FBIS, June 6, 1980), which may have facilitated the
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presence of a Chinese scholarly delegation from the Institute of Modern
International Relations at an Italian symposium on inflation in January
1981 (FBIS, Feb. 3, 1981). Cultural cooperation has included the first Chi
nese stamp exhibition in Europe, held under the auspices of the Italy-China
Economic and Cultural Exchange Association (FBIS, Nov. 6, 1980) and
more recently cooperation in the making of a film entitled The Last
Emperor (FBIS, Nov. 8, 1984).

One significant and well-developed feature of Sino-Italian relations
seems to be the encouragement of strong regional ties. Considerable fanfare
accompanied the agreements of Suzhou and Venice and of Nanjing and
Florence to become sister cities (FBIS, Feb. 27, April 3, 1980), and an
exploratory visit of a delegation from the Guangxi Autonomous Region
People's Congress to the island of Sicily may indicate an interest in cooper
ation between periphery areas of the two countries (FBIS, Dec. 4, 1980).

Scientific cooperation between China and Italy seems to be marked
both by a basic economic interest and by some regional orientation. Energy
development minutes were signed between the two countries in October
1984, promising an Italian government grant toward feasibility studies for
seven major projects in southwest China, including energy and communica
tions (XH, Oct. 8, 1984). A protocol on scientific cooperation for the
peaceful uses of nuclear energy was signed in May 1980, and two-year
cooperation programs detailing joint activities have been signed subse
quently within the terms of the protocol (FBIS, May 20, 1980, Oct. 10,
1984). Most recently a protocol has been signed for Sino-Italian coopera
tion in space technology (XH, March 12, 1984).

The Netherlands

Sino-Dutch diplomatic relations were first established in 1950 (FBIS,
Oct. 28, 1980), then strengthened in 1972, and subsequently threatened by
the Dutch decision to build submarines for Taiwan in the autumn of 1980.

This political upset may have had some effect on economic relations, with
China's imports from the Netherlands dropping from over 6 percent to
under 3 percent of the European total between 1980 and 1982, but recover
ing to 4.5 percent in 1983. The Netherlands absorbed between 6 percent
and 10 percent of China's exports to Europe between 1978 and 1983.

The establishment of a Netherlands-China Friendship Society in 1977
(XH, March 20, 1977; Beijing Review, May 13, 1977) deserves mention, as
this type of organization in most European countries has played a consider
able role in facilitating various types of cultural interaction. In most cases,
perhaps with the exception of England's Society for Anglo-Chinese Under
standing, these societies are apolitical, yet semiofficial in the way they pro
mote cultural activities. Their role is similar to that of the Great

Britain-China Center in London.
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Educational cooperation between China and the Netherlands takes
place within memoranda signed by the Dutch minister of education with
the Chinese Ministry of Education and the Chinese Academy of Sciences,
and the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in August 1980 (FBIS, Aug. 1,
1980). A Dutch source in the spring of that year reported that there were
already twenty Chinese undergraduates in the Netherlands who had taken a
nine-month crash program in the Dutch language, then remained in Delft
to follow undergraduate studies in construction engineering (one), physics
(one), aviation-space technology (one), naval architecture (two), infor
matics (four), civil engineering (five), and electrical engineering (six). In
addition, there were ninety-four Chinese graduates following studies in
applied scientific fields and making use of the English language in their
research. Another sixty graduates were expected in 1981 (Bronkhurst,
1980:46-50). Since there have been no subsequent press reports on Chinese
students in the Netherlands, no further updating of this information has
been possible. It seems likely that there are between 100 and 200 Chinese
scholars and students there at present (Huang, 1984).

Scientific cooperation takes place within agreements on economic and
technological cooperation signed in October 1980, when Prime Minister
Andreas van Agt visited China (FBIS, Oct. 31, 1980). This is largely practi
cal and industry-related, as illustrated in the agricultural cooperation pro
gram (FBIS, Sept. 18, 1980) and the important role played by the
Dutch-based electronics company. Philips. It organized an electronics exhi
bition in Wuhan in the spring of 1980 (FBIS, May 21, 1980), around the
time that it was announced that ten Chinese telecommunications experts
would be trained by Philips at their International Telecommunications Cen
ter (FBIS, May 14, 1980).

Finally a Sino-Dutch cultural cooperation agreement, signed in the
autumn of 1980 (FBIS, Oct. 31, 1980), provides for cultural cooperation of
various kinds. The first visit of a Dutch art group to China was that of the
Netherlands Chamber Orchestra in May 1980 (FBIS, May 14, 1980).

Scandinavia

The visit of Premier Zhao Ziyang to Sweden, Denmark, and Norway
in the autumn of 1984 occasioned an article in the Chinese journal Outlook
celebrating the friendship between Scandinavia and China and the fact that
Scandinavian countries had been among the first Western nations to accord
diplomatic recognition to China after 1949 (FBIS, July 6, 1984). Scandina
vian economic interests in China are modest, yet significant for these
smaller economies, with Chinese imports from the region ranging between
3 percent and 8 percent in relation to the EEC total.

By far the largest Scandinavian trading partner, Sweden's scientific
and educational interaction with China clearly has a strong economic ori
entation. The first group of eighty Chinese students was sent to Sweden for
technical training in the autumn of 1979, and on his visit to China in April
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1981, Prime Minister Thorbjorn Falltin offered places for another fifty
Chinese students to be given technical training in Sweden (FBIS, April 14,
1981). Student and scholar exchanges seem to take place under a protocol
of scientific and technical cooperation signed at the third session of the
mixed Swedish-Chinese intergovernmental committee in October 1981
(FBIS, Oct. 22, 1981) and to be administered by the Swedish Institute, an
organization similar in function to that of the British Council. Social sci
ence exchanges come under an agreement between the Chinese Academy of
Social Sciences and the Royal Swedish Academy for Literature, History,
and Antiquities, and scientific cooperation takes place between the Royal
Swedish Academies of Science and Engineering and the Chinese Academy
of Sciences (FBIS, Oct. 22, 1981). By the summer of 1984 it was reported
that 222 Chinese students and scholars had been sent to Sweden for higher
studies through the Chinese Ministry of Education (Huang, 1984).

Apart from these research and education-related details, the available
press reports have focused on the economic aspects of Swedish-Chinese
relations: a standardization agreement under the Agreement on Industrial,
Scientific, and Ibchnological Cooperation between the PRC and Swedish
governments (FBIS, June 5, 1981); the first joint venture between the two
countries, a pharmaceutical firm in Wuxi City (XH, June 6, 1984); and
activities related to the Sino-Swedish Trade Agreement of 1979 (XH, Oct.
16, 1984).

Danish-Chinese interaction has a similar economic emphasis, also
involving educational and cultural activities. The first group of twenty Chi
nese students was sent to Denmark in 1979, and after a year of orientation
in Danish senior middle schools, they proceeded to studies in the natural
sciences in Danish higher institutes and universities (FBIS, Feb. 5, 1980).
No further account of Chinese students and scholars in Denmeirk is avail

able, but it is unlikely that the number has exceeded one hundred. An
interesting new Sino-Danish educational project is the establishment of a
biomedical postgraduate training center in Beijing under the terms of the
agreement on biomedical cooperation between the Chinese and Danish gov
ernments in 1982 (XH, Aug. 20, 1984).

Other cultural interaction, such as the visit of a Chinese puppet the
ater to Denmark in June 1981 (FBIS, June 8, 1981), illustrates the impor
tant role played by the Denmark-China Friendship Society. One of its
delegations to China was reportedly made up of "noted personalities from
political, economic, cultural, and educational circles in Denmark" (FBIS,
June 3, 1981), suggesting the semiofficial status of such societies in most
European countries.

Scientific cooperation between China and Denmark focuses on practi
cal, technical areas, not surprisingly with a strong agricultural orientation,
as illustrated by the Danish land reclamation and agrotechnical industry
exhibition held in Beijing in 1981 (FBIS, May 29, 1981). Other possibilities
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of Sino-Danish technical cooperation relate to harbor and railway construc
tion (FBIS, Oct. 9, 1984).

Sino-Norwegian educational and scientific cooperation also has a
strong economic and technological orientation. By 1984, Chinese sources
reported that 102 Chinese students and scholars had been sent to Norway
under the Chinese Ministry of Education (Huang, 1984). The Norwegian
government has also given financial and technological support for estab
lishing the Beijing Institute of Software, opened in October 1983, at a
branch institute of the Beijing Engineering University. The institute is
jointly supported by the United Nations, the Trondheim Institute of Tech
nology in Norway, and the Beijing Institute of Informatics for Management
under the Chinese State Science and Technology Commission. It enrolls
thirty to fifty students each year for a two-year course in high-level com
puter software (XH, Oct. 5, 1984). The possibility of a Norwegian mission
ary society establishing a new university in China, now under discussion,
would be an interesting new development in educational cooperation
(FBIS, July 19, 1985).

Other forms of cooperation between China and Norway take place
under a ten-year Sino-Norwegian agreement on economic, industrial, and
technical cooperation signed by Prime Minister Odvar Nordli and Premier
Zhao Ziyang in September 1980 (FBIS, Sept. 26, 1980). An important area
of cooperation is in the field of shipbuilding; experts from the Norwegian
Shipping Academy lectured in Shanghai in 1980 (FBIS, Nov. 14, 1980).
Another area of technological cooperation is energy.

The first Sino-Finnish cultural cooperation agreement was signed in
May 1980 (FBIS, May 6, 1980) and made possible such cultural activities as
a Finnish graphic art exhibition in China in the spring of 1981 (FBIS, April
29, 1981). The new program for 1985-87, signed in October 1984, provides
for a Chinese film retrospective exhibition in Finland and activities in
China marking the one hundred twentieth anniversary of the birth of the
composer Sibelius (FBIS, Oct. 25, 1984). The Finland-China Friendship
Society also plays an important part in cultural interaction between the two
nations (FBIS, April 16, 1980; XH, Oct. 2, 1984).

In concluding this overview of Sino-European interaction in educa
tion, science, and culture, a few added points on other European countries
may be appropriate. The Belgian pattern of relations with China is quite
similar to that of the Netherlands, and a reported 187 Chinese students and
scholars had been sent to Belgium by the Ministry of Education up to the
summer of 1984 (Huang, 1984). Austria and Switzerland, as neutral coun
tries, have a somewhat different relationship to China from that of the
European countries within NATO and/or the EEC, yet apparently the Chi
nese are increasingly positive toward their neutral status. Up to the summer
of 1984, Austria had received 232 Chinese sent by the Ministry of Educa
tion, Switzerland 199 (Huang, 1984). Spain and Portugal are now also
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increasingly receiving Chinese attention and interest, highlighted by the
visit of President Li Xiannian to these two countries in the autumn of 1984

(FBIS, Nov. 14, 1984).

The European Approach to Cultural Relations with China

The European approach to cultural relations with China has several
features which distinguish it from the American one. First, most interac
tion is centrally regulated, either through governmental or paragovernmen-
tal organizations such as the British Council and the DAAD or through
national scientific and research institutions. Such university-level linkages
as exist are usually coordinated on the basis of national policy as expressed
in formal cultural and scientific agreements. This differs greatly from the
American scene, where university-level linkages have been a prime mover in
educational interaction and are little affected by attempts at national coor
dination. In the European case, even friendship societies, which are sup
posedly people-to-people organizations, have a role nearly as official as
that of their Chinese counterparts. Probably the only exception is the Soci
ety for Anglo-Chinese Understanding in England, which is closer to its
American counterpart.

A second point of difference from the United States is the evident way
in which economic interest provided the leading motivation for cultural and
educational interaction. This differs from the American scene where educa

tionists and scholars allied with politicians and succeeded in gaining sub
stantial intellectual benefits out of exchange arrangements. The European
economic interest comes across clearly in the types of educational activity
that are supported, with the stress on technical and practical areas common
to many of them. On the other hand, Chinese access to higher degrees in
theoretical fields in European countries, whether in the natural or social
sciences, may be hampered by rigid academic regulations of various kinds
and may require considerable preparation both in language skills and in
intellectual orientation. The Germans seem to have done most to open the
way for Chinese to do higher degrees through the orientation programs they
provide both in China at Tongji University and in Germany. France and
England are also relatively open, and recent British financial provision
removes the barrier of excessively high fees for overseas students. There are
nevertheless two rather distinctive types of scientific and educational phi
losophies emanating from Europe—a highly theoretical academic one,
linked to the spirit of the traditional European university, and a much more
practical, industrially oriented one, conveyed through the various techno
logical training courses made available to the Chinese. This split is proba
bly less a feature of American scientific activity, and the way in which it is
gradually being modified in European academic life may be of special rele
vance to contemporary reforms in China's higher education system.
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A third feature of European interaction with China, resulting from
the rather formal and centralized nature of exchange programs, is the ten
dency to focus on major Chinese centers, Beijing, Shanghai, Guangzhou,
and a few other large cities, and the comparative underdevelopment of
regional linkages between peripheral areas on both sides. This differs
within different European countries and is in many cases the natural result
of the small size of many European nations. Germany's political organiza
tion as a federation of Lander provides ideal conditions for regional link
ages such as those described above, but these are less common in the case
of other European nations.

Comparative Reflections on European and American Cultural
Influences on China

In this conclusion, Pd like to return to the two frameworks suggested
at the beginning to see how far they might be useful for comparative reflec
tion on the distinctive cultural contributions of Europe and the United
States to China's modernization. The first framework assumes a universal

linear modernization process, suggesting that China is on a development
path similar to that which each of the "developed" nations has already
passed through. If this is accepted as the case, attention could then move to
the cultural and educational complex which provided the context for eco
nomic modernization in each region and to the values belonging to it which
might be suitably transferred to China.

In Sino-European educational relations it was suggested that a paral
lel experience of an ancient tradition makes possible some cultural empa
thy. Whereas there is always the danger that the spirit of European
academicism could be transmitted in such a way as to combine with reac
tionary Confucian values, there are also useful exemplars of gradual change
and adaptation to the demands of the industrial and postindustrial society.
Institutions such as the German Technische Hochschule and Fachhoch-

schule may embody an ethos of relevance to China's situation. The experi
ence of the Danish educator N.S.F. Grundtvig, whose attacks on academi
cism and the examination tradition anticipated those of China's Cultural
Revolution rhetoric by at least a century, and his success in developing folk
high schools which modified Denmark's educational patterns may be of
significance for China (Thodberg and Thyssen, 1983). France's postrevolu-
tion educational institutions, the Grandes Ecoles, which transformed
aspects of the Confucian examination tradition for the service of moder
nity, £u*e another example of European gradualism which might be of inter
est (Smith, 1982). Chinese interest in the British Open University and the
polytechnics has also been discussed. This line of reflection would lead to
some sort of evaluation of European-Chinese educational interaction that
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focused on the sort of educational values and patterns that Chinese
scholars and students are being exposed to while in Europe and their appro
priateness to the contemporary Chinese educational situation.

The American experience has an appeal not too different now from
that felt by Chinese educators in the twenties and thirties. There is a certain
freshness about American pragmatism and the view of knowledge it has
engendered which is most appealing. American patterns of higher educa
tion and research are exercising tremendous influence at present through
the reinstatement of American-educated scientists and the many contempo
rary educational linkages. One must ask how far these values and patterns
are suited to China's present situation, given the very different cultural
backgrounds and levels of economic resources available for education
(Orleans, 1982).

This vertical-historical approach might be refined in view of China's
recent eclecticism, which has led to a mixed group of influences at various
levels—the American teaching and research university in part of the higher
education system, the German Fachhochschule or British polytechnic in
another part, possibly other European models of the technical and voca
tional school at the secondary level. How, differentially, are these cultural
influences supporting China's modernization, and how far are they being
reinforced by the return of students and scholars from abroad?

For some, particularly those with a Marxist orientation, the above
comparative argument might seem a frivolous one, in light of the fact that
the United States and Europe share the culture of advanced capitalism, and
economic developments have more or less homogenized original differences
in cultural and educational tradition. Whether one sees this homogeniza-
tion process as having mainly economic roots or links it to the superstruc-
tural activity of such international organizations as UNESCO and the
World Bank, there is little doubt that cultural and educational differences
among these nations are less pronounced now than half a century ago.
Within a horizontal-critical approach, the focus of evaluative analysis
might move from reflections on the different cultural contribution of each
to China's development, to considerations of cultural imperialism and the
question of which is more or less imperialistic in its cultural, educational,
and scientific relations with the Chinese.

I'd like, therefore, in these final paragraphs to return to Galtung's
delineation of cultural imperialism in terms of exploitation, penetration,
fragmentation, and marginalization, and the opposite values of equity,
autonomy, solidarity, and participation. It is too early to make a definitive
evaluation of the European approach to China based on this framework, let
alone a comparative evaluation of Europe and the United States, but these
reflections may stimulate discussion on the possibility of such comparative

187



evaluation in the future. I'll limit myself to a few comments on the Euro
pean case, taking a positive approach and commenting on features of
European-Chinese interaction which might be linked to the values of
equity, autonomy, solidarity, and participation.

One feature of European-Chinese interaction noted above has been
the very clear and explicitly recognized economic motivation on the Euro
pean side. Given that the Chinese are aware of this and able to ensure
mutual economic benefit in the process, it seems closer to the value of
equity than the American approach, where a specific political agenda is
part of the intention of educational and scientific interaction with the Chi
nese: the wish to influence an emerging young leadership in China toward a
favorable political disposition to the United States (Clough, 1981:7). The
fact that there is less political benefit for Europe than for the United States
in relations with China may be a distinction of importance with regard to
possibilities of cultural imperialism.

A second notable feature of the European approach, particularly evi
dent in the French and German cases, is some intention and effort to
present science and technology within the context of a whole intellectual
culture—countering a Chinese tendency to go for techniques and ignore
their cultural and intellectual setting. German and French activities at
Tongji and Wuhan universities illustrate this. While this sort of focal center
could be seen as a form of penetration, it might also contribute to cultural
autonomy. It should make possible a critical understanding of the intellec
tual culture essential to the kind of selective assimilation of Western knowl

edge which is part of Chinese policy.
Finally, the values of solidarity and participation. To examine these,

one would have to investigate the nature of regional linkages, both those
being created within China between centers and hinterland and between
Chinese and foreign peripheries. Also one might want to look at the kind
of role Chinese researchers play vis-^i-vis international scholarly research
activities and the balance between international, national, and local rele
vance in their research priorities. So far there is not enough information to
answer these questions.

This chapter must therefore conclude in an open-ended way. A value-
conscious and value-explicit analysis of cultural relations between China
and the West is called for. If linear modernization theory underlies a partic
ular approach, then that is an ideology which should be made explicit and
its implications worked out logically. If the horizontal-critical approach is
to be useful, its values must also be made explicit and its logical implica
tions worked out. The academic community has yet to develop a firm
framework within which cultural interaction between China and nations of

the developed world can be analyzed.
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Institutional Dynamics of Cross-Cultural
Communication: U.S.-China Exchanges
in the Humanities and Social Sciences

Richard Madsen

"From the great Jesuit scholars of the sixteenth century down to the
best sinologists of today," Simon Leys (1983) has written with his charac
teristic eloquence, "we can see that there was never a more powerful anti
dote to the temptation of Western ethnocentrism than the study of Chinese
civilization." Most of the time, he says, "the natural outcome of our study
of China" is "admiration, wonderment, increased self-knowledge, relativ-
ization, and readjustment of one's own values, awareness of the limits of
one's own civilization" (97-98). A distinguished ChineseAmerican scholar
whom I interviewed for a research project on U.S.-China relations was
equally eloquent in his assessment of the importance to Chinaof humanis
tic and social scientific study of the West:

People in Chinaneedintellectual stimulation after all that has goneon in the
past decades. Once you begin to introduce them to the ideas of people like
Montesquieu or John Stuart Mill—or for that matter, C. Wright Mills—you
can't tell where these things will lead. . . . The conservatism that you see in
worldwide poUtics is, one could say, a part of a single schoolof thought. The
Islamic revolution, and so forth—these are all part of a reaction against the
emptiness of Western secular society. The West is itselfat a crossroads. If the
Chinese could comeup with a synthesis of someof the best elements in their
tradition—even the revolutionary tradition of the Cultural Revolution—with
some of the best ideas of the West, it would be an exciting thing and a great
contribution to the world.'

Most scholars in both China and the United States may wish that a
renewal of exchanges in the humanities and social sciences will ultimately
lead to the ends expressed in the above two statements. \fet when thinking
realistically about their experiences with such exchanges over the past dec
ade, most have reason to worryabout whether such goals can ever be real
ized. Simon Leys (1983) himselfhas excoriated the shallowness and lack of
integrity of much of Western writing about China over the past decade.
One does not have to agree with his overall conclusions to admit that many
of the examples of such shallowness and lack of integrity that he cites are
indeed on the mark. And it is not at all clear that the Chinese will synthe
size the best elements in Western culture and society with the best in their
own. There are some serious thinkers, not only Western scholars but dissi
dents both inside and outside of the People's Republic, who fear that China
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will synthesize the worst. Moreover, all of the best works of Western
scholars of Chinawere not sufficient to inoculate the minds of even sophis
ticated Americans from the contradictory stereotypes about China that
Harold Isaacs (1958) brilliantly documented in his Scratches on Our Minds.
And knowledge of Americagained from Chinesescholarly contact with the
West was no match for the crude xenophobic stereotypes which surfaced
periodically during the history of the People's Republic.

What, then, are the obstacles that can keep the process of Sino-
American scholarly exchanges in humanities and social sciences from real
izing the best hopes of the participants in these exchanges? To answer this
question adequately, we need a much better understanding than we have at
present about how cross-cultural communicationtakes place, an issue tan
gled with philosophical, psychological, sociological, and political compli
cations. As a modest first step toward such understanding, I will explore
one of the strands of this puzzle—what I call the institutional strand.^

Specifically, I will analyze how scholarly research professions in the
humanities and social sciences are organized in the United States and
China—how they recruit, reward, and control their members, how they
sustain themselves and expand their power and prerogatives—and I will
explain the kinds of knowledge produced by members of these professions
and the kind of values held by them in terms of these forms of organiza
tion. Finally, I will explain the vicissitudes of the past decade of scholarly
communication between the United States and the People's Republic? of
China in terms of the interaction between the different institutional bases
for scholarship in the two societies.

The Knowledge Professions in the United States and China

In the judgment of the 1982 report of the American Humanities and
Social Sciences Planning Commission on "Research Opportunities in
China" (Prewitt, 1982):

Establishing meaningful exchanges in the humanities and social sciences is
greatly complicated by the lack of common understanding about the schol
arly enterprises. Chinese and American scholars may use similar terms,
"humanities" and "social sciences," but the intellectual premises, assump
tions, purposes, and limitations—the "mind set"—invoked by these terms
only partly translate across the cultural boundaries.(8)

The most basic differences in the meanings of these terms, the commission
noted, concern the goals of the social sciences and the humanities. In China,
scholarly enterprises are supposed to directly serve the "development goals
articulated by national leaders" (8).' In America (although the commission
did not spell thisout), the humanities and the social sciences are presumably
"free professions," primarily serving the disinterested pursuitof knowledge
in ways that the professions themselves define as appropriate.
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Such is the dominant ideology of American professionals. In fact, of
course, this ideology hides important aspects of reality. The contrast
between Chinese and American scholarly professions is not a simple matter
of dependence on or independence from their respective states. The Ameri
can scholarly professions are very heavily dependent for funding and other
resources on the U.S. government, and professionals solicit such funds by
claiming that their work does indeed serve the interests of the government
and of the large corporations that dominate the American economy.
"Social science is supported," Prewitt, past president of the Social Science
Research Council and the editor of the above-quoted commission report,
puts it,

because power centers that control funds believe it will contribute to the well-
being of the nation. More specifically, international scholarship and area
studies are supported because it is thought that they contribute to the nation
in its various relations with other sovereign states. In short, scholarship is
part of the intellectual and organizational apparatus of foreign policy.
(1984:89).

If anything, this is probably more true of Chinese studies than of many
other kinds of area studies. The main differences between Chinese and
American scholarly professions are thus to be found in the dynamics of
their relationships to state efforts to control them rather than simply in
freedom from or subordination to such control.

The links of American professions to the state are complex, largely
informal, and subject to constant renegotiation. This gives a different
shape to the experience of scholars who work within them than does the
institutional structure of Chinese scholarship. As Prewitt (1984) writes,
"There is much more to American international scholarship than its links
to United States foreign policy, and those links in turn are loose ones, at the
level of general, rather than operational, policy and through the informal
back-and-forth flow of individuals rather than any structured, formal rela
tions" (89).

Scholars in America feel freer than their Chinese counterparts to define
their own research agendas because power to set the immediate goals of
research—the most important questions to be studied, the major intellectual
problems to be solved—comes from their peers in the various professional
communities themselves rather than from government bureaucrats or corpo
rate managers. Professionals are not, of course, disinterestedin the effects of
their scholarship on government policy and social change. They want to
engage themselves in extra-academic institutions, particularly government,
but on their own terms. It is, however, a constant struggle for American
professionals to uphold the advantage in their terms of relationship with
extra-academic institutions, particularly the government. After all, most of
their research funding comes either from the government or from private
foundations established by corporate elites and is therefore ultimately
accountable to judgments made on nonacademic criteria. Whether given pro-

193



fessions gain or lose institutional "strength"—which I define here in terms
of ability to increase research budgets and expand academic programs while
autonomously setting their own research agendas—vis-^l-vis their patrons
depends partly on internal factors under the collective control of the profes
sionals themselves and partly on external factors constituted by social forces
beyond the direct control of the professions.

The main thing the professions can do for themselves to increase their
strength is to maintain discipline, solidarity, and high morale within their
ranks. The chief way of doing this is to assure that members of the profes
sion are primarily rewarded for devotingthe major part of their energies to
work which can only be performed and evaluated adequately within the
professions themselves. Thus, the professions tend to put a premium on
"basic research," which is driven by the quest to build upon and to revise
accepted theories within the professional discipline itself rather than to
meet practical needs defined by agents outside the profession. Professionals
like to insist that relevant judgments—judgments that can affect the prog
ress of a professional's career—about the quality of proposals to do such
basic research and about the value of completed research projects can be
made only by a scholar's professional peers. To the extent that a scholar
appeals to the political utility or moral value of his or her work, the scholar
opens the door to evaluations of the work by peopleoutside of the profes
sions. In the effort to conserve their strength, professionals will therefore
tend to reject such criteria of evaluation and insist on criteria controlled by
the professions themselves—expert understanding of the theoretical signifi
cance, logical consistency, and empirical validity of a peer's research. This
is the basis for professionals' common insistence that their research is
"value-free" (Bledstein, 1976; Haskell, 1977; Bellah et al., 1985).

If professions can succeed in monopolizing control over the criteria
that determine the status of their members—and if they can offer signifi
cant rewards to those who achieve high status within their ranks while
threatening with significant sanctions members who cannot or will not live
up to professional standards—they can dominate their terms of engagement
with external sponsors. But, due to forces beyond their direct control, the
professions may not always be able to afford significant rewards and pun
ishments for their successes and failures. Theycan do so only if their gov
ernmental and corporate sponsors are convinced that they need services
that only the professions can provide. Thus, modern Americanprofession
als in the humanities and social sciences go to considerable effort to Haim
that modern political, economic, and social relations are so complicated
that only their expert professional understanding of complicated causal
relationships can provide adequate guidance for political, economic, and
social policies. Whether the patrons of professional research accept this
claim is dependent partly on the social psychology of public opinion and
partly on the actual ability of professionals to deliver effective answers to
actual problems experienced by the state and society. The effective strength
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of the various scholarly professions has thus waxed and waned at various
times in recent American history. American sociology, for instance, was
rich in research money, social prestige, and self-confidence in the 1960sbut
has become relatively poor in these goods by the mid-1980s.

If in America the relationship between the social scientific and
humanistic scholarly professions and their external political and social
environment is best described as informal and dialectical, in China, on the
other hand, the relationship seems somewhat more formal and static. In
China, the terms of engagement between humanistic and social scientific
scholarship and the government are more formally delimited and one-
sidedly weighted in favor of the government. The Chinese Academy of
Social Sciences (CASS), whose various institutes constitute the main orga
nizations for carrying out basic research in the humanities as well as the
social sciences, is a part of the Chinese government, the basic research
component of the State Council in fact. Like all government units its mis
sion is to carry out national projects under the state's five-year plans. Even
if research in such a unit is more free from direct Communist party control
than in the past, an agency like CASS still has to make a much more
explicit case than its professional counterparts in the United States that its
projects are directly serving the needs of the state. Universities, the other
major locus for research in the humanities and social sciences, are under
the direct supervision of the Education Commission and, like CASS, must
explicitly justify their work in terms of advancing China's **four moderni
zations" (Rossi, 1985:12-13).

This direct and explicit subsumption of research and teaching by the
state sustains distinctive standards for what constitutes good scholarly
work. Good scholarship, first of all, is not value-free. Deborah Davis-
Friedman (1979), one of the first American sociologists to go to China
under the research scholar program negotiated in the process of the nor
malization of U.S.-China relations, reported that her ''colleagues in China
viewed themselves, and are viewed by others, as implementers of policy and
many see their work as an integral part of completing the Chinese commu
nist revolution. For them, 'value-free, objective' social science as it is pur
sued in the U.S. is an entirely alien enterprise" (3). And indeed when the
Chinese Sociological Association held a major conference in Beijing in
1980, its members declared that the "ideological and moral education of
young people should be given top priority in sociological research" {China
Exchange News, 1980). Scholars throughout the Chinese humanities and
social sciences will routinely make similar statements about the political
and moral purposes of their work—statements that, for better or worse,
probably sound unrealistic, naive, and just plain wrong to most secular
American professional scholars.

Committing Chinese scholars to take moral and political stands
through their work, the subsumption of Chinese scholarship into the state
apparatus leaves them vulnerable to shifts in the official definition of what

195



constitutes a proper moral and political stance. Having suffered bitterly
from shifts in political orthodoxy during the Maoist era, Chinese scholars
have good reason to be very wary of what they say and what they publish.
Protected by their "academic freedom," which is secured by the strength of
their institutions, American scholars, on the other hand, can be bold to the
point of recklessness and irresponsibility in their ability to make provoca
tive statements on the basis of flimsy theories and scanty evidence about
matters of grave national importance.

In fact, the competitive environment in which American scholars
develop their careers encourages intellectual risk-taking and academic
entrepreneurship. Successful American scholars often move from university
to university or research center to research center in pursuit of more pay
and status. The dynamism and fluidity of this environment contrasts with
that in China, where scholars are assigned to work in research units where
they usually are destined to spend their whole careers and where the prog
ress of their careers and in the short run at least the stature of their scholar
ship are heavily determined by the judgments of their superiors in tSieir
work unit (Henderson and Cohen, 1984). To many American scholars, this
Chinese scholarly environment can seem, as it did to the American Human
ities and Social Science Planning Commission (Prewitt, 1982), "rigid, hier
archical, compartmentalized, and segmented" (89). Perhaps to the Chinese
the American system seems amorphous and anarchic.

In any case, the differences between the conditions for advancing
professional careers in China and the United States produce contra^ing
styles of research that are bound to lead to tensions when American and
Chinese scholars collaborate in China. American scholars—especially
young and ambitious ones—are usually under pressure quickly to publish
original research done by themselves. Chinese scholars are not necessarily
under the same time pressures, and they need to be more concerned than
Americans would be about maintaining good personal relations with the
scholars with whom they are immediately associated. A frequent theme in
the reports of American scholars who have gone to work in Chinese set
tings is the need for "patience." One cannot rush in and out of Chinese
research settings. If one is going to get anything worthwhile done, one has
to take the time to cultivate good relations with Chinese sponsors and col
leagues. But even if patience is one of an individual American scholar's
personal virtues, that patience can be sorely tested by the need to partici
pate in the race for success within his or her profession.

The ideals (if not always the realities) governing the distribution of
success and failure in that race in America are meritocratic. The highest
rewards of the discipline are supposed to go to scholars who produce crea
tive research on the basis of their own intelligence and hard work, not
simply to scholars who are lucky enough to have had the right connections
with influential people. But in the "rigid, hierarchical, inbred, and seg
mented" institutional environment of China, research access has often
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been very uneven and heavily dependent on one's good fortune of having
the right connections with the right people. A smart, hard-working Ameri
can scholar's whole project can be ruined if he or she happens to land in
the wrong niche in Chinese academic life or fails to get along well with a
key figure in his or her field. Besides being personally frustrating, this may
indeed offend an American scholar's very sense of justice.

As in any sort of social scientific analysis, it is important to impart a
sense of historical movement to the static pictures I have drawn of the
contrasting institutional bases of humanistic and social scientific scholar
ship in the United States and China. At the beginning of their history, the
American professions perhaps resembled the present-day Chinese profes
sions in their political commitments and moral aspirations. Descended
from ecclesiastical and civil traditions in Europe, the professions in early
modern America were originally conceived of as institutions for morally
grounding technical expertise and for sustaining among their practitioners a
disciplined life of service to the public good (Bellah and Sullivan, 1986).
The task of providing such moral grounding used to be associated espe
cially with the humanities. By interpreting and transmitting the classics of a
tradition, professors of the humanities sought to inculcate in their students
a sense of what it would mean to live a good life. Throughout the twentieth
century, as a result of the expansion of size, scope, and salience in everyday
life of the modern state, together with the "disenchantment of the world"
and the triumph of "technical rationality," the professions have been trans
formed into the institutional shape we have described above, vehicles for
sustaining value-free technical expertise, based on science rather than
morality. In the process, even the humanities have become devoted mainly
to the implementation of scientific techniques for analyzing texts, decoding
meanings, and the like.

With the vast expansion of China scholarship in America during the
decades after World War II, members of that field moved faster, perhaps,
than most scholars in the humanities and social sciences toward the defini

tion of their work in terms of modern ideals of scientific expertise. Not
only social scientists but leading specialists in the humanities have made an
effort to portray themselves not simply as introducers to America of a great
Asian tradition but as experts who could give government and business the
technical information they needed to pursue their best interests with regard
to China.

Older, morally grounded understandings of the professions have not
completely disappeared, however. Vestiges of such understandings continue
to sustain the dedication, the spirit of service, and the commitment to
public purpose that many scholars still bring to their work. And as we shall
see below, remnants of these older understandings are appealed to by
American scholars critical of the mainstream of contemporary social scien
tific and humanistic research on China.
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Although contemporary humanistic and social scientific scholarship
in China has more in common with earlier Western conceptions of the
'Vocation" to learning than with the conception prevalent in America
today, the contrast is not absolute. Chinese scholarship in the post-Mao era
is indeed undergoing some movement toward the objective, independent,
putatively value-free ideals of research prevalent in America. In a report on
his conversations with historians in China in 1979, Frederic Wakenian
(1980) noted the beginnings of this trend:

Historians in America are sometimes made to feel that their interest in the
past is irrelevant to the present. That particular kind of philistinism does not
exist in China, where the very opposite may be true. History has been all too
relevant to contemporary political issues and intrigues during these last two
decades, and many of the scholars we met during our visit confided to us that
they had suffered precisely because of such presentism.

Historians in China today appear determined never to let this happen
again. . . . Reacting strongly to the **Gang of Four," they call for a new
toleration of different points of view and, above all, for the right to treat
history ''objectively and scientifically," instead of making it the handmaiden
of politics.

Nevertheless, as Western historians whose own values and present con
cerns are mirrored in their research work, we discern a considerable distance
between yingshe lishi [shadow history] and scholarship that recognizes sub
jective bias while continually striving for objectivity. At present, our col
leagues in China speak of themselves as beginning to practice the latter, and
we believethat there is much to learn from each other as they undertake that
task. (15-16)

In recent years, there have been clear moves in all realms of scholar
ship toward such ideals of objectivity (Thurston and Parker, 1980). A con
stant theme in all of the reports published by American scholarly
delegations in the humanities and social sciences that have visited CMna
since 1978 is that "everywherewe found signs of renewed scholarly activity,
of intellectual exuberance, and of academic vitality" (Wakeman, 1980). But
research in China is still a long way from the mainstream ideals of the
contemporary American social sciences and humanities. To be sure, Chi
nese scholars have in general been granted enough independence from the
grip of Communist party control that they are not severely pressured to
become mere ideologues or apparatchiks. Still, American scholars tend to
criticize the work of their Chinese colleagues (usually nowadays in a mild
and tactful manner) for being too concerned with advancing values and not
enough with establishing and verifying theory.

The different institutional bases for social scientific and humanistic
scholarship in the United States and China thus lead scholars on both sides
of the Pacific to different styles of research, and ultimately to different
ways of thinking about the nature of their work. Perhaps these institutional
incongruities can explain why Chinese and American humanists and social
scientists—presumably among the most learned and cosmopolitan mem-
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bers of their respective societies—have sometimes had serious difficulties
communicating with one another since the renewal of exchange relation
ships between their two countries. Let us see now if the story of the vicissi
tudes of U.S.-China scholarly exchanges in the past decade makes sense
when told in terms of the institutional dynamics we have been analyzing.

Exchanges in the Humanities and Social Sciences Since
Normalization

In 1978, American academics reacted with an enormous flurry of
effort to the prospect that American specialists in the humanities and social
sciences would once again, after thirty years of exclusion from the People's
Republic of China, be able to carry out research projects there. *'It was like
a tar pit," recalls a major figure in one of the organizations funding Ameri
can social scientific and humanistic research, as he described the forces
suddenly pulling his time and energy into arranging for the initial stages of
the American research presence in China. Today, he finds it somewhat diffi
cult to understand why he and so many American academic leaders reacted
with so much excitment and with such a sense of urgency to the opportu
nity to send research scholars to China. Perhaps, he muses, it had some
thing to do with a *'Pearl Buck syndrome," an abiding sense of wonder,
lodged deep within the American psyche, about the infinite subtleties of
Chinese culture and society.

Perhaps, though, the excitment had as much to do with the position
of China scholars within the current dynamics of American academic insti
tutions. Some academic leaders, like the person quoted in the preceding
paragraph, initially expressed doubts about the wisdom of committing so
many academic resources into humanistic and social scientific research on
China. But influential spokespersons for American China scholars argued
forcefully that this was an historic opportunity for scholarship that should
not be missed: There was a tremendous amount to be learned, and the new
opportunities would revolutionize the China studies field. For the moment,
China scholars had enough prestige in academic circles and enough influ
ence in government that their arguments were able to sweep aside reserva
tions. They had been able to make a convincing case that their government
and their society vitally needed expertise that only they could provide.

Aided by millions of dollars in funding from the federal government
and the major private foundations, Chinese studies had arisen from a tiny
base on the margins of academic life to become a solidly established part of
the American scholarly establishment in the decades following World War
II (Lindbeck, 1971). With the renewal of political contact with China in the
early 1970s, China scholars were being called to an unprecedented degree
from the obscurity of their universities to travel in delegations to China
with some of America's most famous political and cultural figures, to give
interviews in newspapers, to appear on television, and, most importantly.
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to serve as consultants to the government and major corporations. They
were playing a key role in some of the most important political events of the
third quarter of the twentieth century. Trading on the prestige gained from
making indispensible contributions to such important events, they were in a
position to claim a larger share of economic resources available for basic
research as well as larger shares of the energy of university presidents and
foundation executives and of the attention of the media and American

intellectuals. The period of time leading up to the normalization of U.S.
China relations gave American China scholars a rare opportunity to fulfill
their quest for professional strength by making their patrons in government
and the foundations expend considerable effort to advance the profession
als' own agenda of basic research.

In particular, American China scholars were in a position to push
their government to expend a considerable amount of political capital in
pressing the Chinese government to overcome its reluctance in accommo
dating the research plans of American social scientists and humanists.
Leaders of the Chinese government were unenthusiastic about playing host
to Americans wanting to do research in the humanities and social sciences.
What the post-Mao regime was enthusiastic about was the opportunity to
rebuild its science and technology research institutions by sending students
in these fields to receive advanced training in the United States. But, in
hard bargaining sessions, American negotiators firmly insisted that accept
ing American social scientists and humanists was a price that the Chinese
had to pay for the opportunity to send their scientists to America.

It was not only Chinese government officials who were reluctant to
open the doors to American social scientists and humanists. Chinese social
scientists and humanists, just rebuilding their careers after the Cultmal
Revolution, had mixed feelings about the coming of their American col
leagues. The Chinese scholars might learn from their American colleagues
about some of the latest theories and methods in their disciplines—if the
Americans were not so busy with their own research to take the time to
teach them. But the visiting American scholars would take up resources—
offices, spaces in libraries and archives, the services required for setting up
field sites—that the Chinese scholars also needed to reestablish their fields.

And there was always the possibility that the American scholars, unfamiliar
with the minefields on the post-Cultural Revolution landscape, would set
off controversies that could endanger the reconstitution of Chinese human
ities and social science.^

The opportunity for American scholars to go to China was therefore a
result, on the one hand, of the strength of China studies within American
scholarly professions and, on the other hand, of the weakness of Chinese
academic institutions. From the Chinese point of view, the exchange pro
gram was being used to overcome the weaknesses in its scientific and tech
nological research capacities but was not immediately going to be of much
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help in overcoming the weaknesses of its humanistic and social scientific
research, and, indeed, may have even sacrificed indigenous social science
and the humanities for the sake of progress in science and technology.

This situation placed a heavy burden on the shoulders of the first
several cohorts of American research scholars sent to China under the

terms of the new exchange agreements. American China scholars had raised
high expectations that the new access to Chinese archives and field research
sites would revolutionize Chinese studies. The first cohorts of humanists

and social scientists to go to China represented a fairly well-balanced mix
of senior and junior scholars ''chosen on the basis of their scholarly knowl
edge and the potential of their proposals for advancing knowledge in their
respective fields'' {China Exchange Newsletter, 1979). As applied at the
time, these selection criteria emphasized the capacity of the scholars to
advance the strength and autonomy of their American professions by con
tributing to the basic research agendas of those professions. In the process,
they somewhat neglected consideration of the relevance of the proposed
research to China's perceived needs and of the appropriateness of the
research to China's current social context. Thus, for example, a scholar
who played a central role in selecting the first American social scientists
and humanists to go to China thinks it strange in retrospect that so many of
the first researchers selected were male demographers, who proposed to go
into Chinese villages and ask Chinese women intimate questions about
their child-bearing plans.

Chosen to carry out projects that were congenial to the American
scholarly professions but not necessarily congenial to the Chinese, the first
cohorts of American humanists and social scientists to go to China were
thus in a difficult position. They gained a great deal of prestige from being
chosen, but it was a contingent prestige. Their professional mentors had
held out the promise that they would make major contributions to their
fields. If, apparently squandering their historic opportunities, they did not
deliver on such promises, they could have a lot to lose. And the more junior
scholars among them, with less of an already established reputation, per
haps had the most to lose. But, having accepted the presence of these
Americans because they had to, not necessarily because they wanted to,
government officials and academic colleagues on the Chinese side were not
necessarily motivated to make an all-out effort to ensure the American
scholars success in their ambitions.

In hindsight, therefore, it should not be surprising that many of the
American scholars quickly experienced frustrations. Sometimes, publica
tions they wanted to consult were labeled "restricted" {neibu), portions of
archives were placed out of bounds, persons they wanted to interview were
unavailable, field sites they wanted to visit were off-limits. Often, access to
research materials depended heavily on one's luck in establishing good per
sonal relations with a network of people who for the time being happened
to be in a position to help one; and failure to gain access came from one's
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misfortune at establishing good personal relations with people who hap
pened to be at odds with those who currently controlled access. Research
went slower than the Americans had hoped, and real breakthroughs in
knowledge became elusive. Reports coming back to America often spoke of
the need for ''patience" if one was going to do research in China. If the
institutional pressures of American academic life make patience hard for
any scholar, the high expectations initially raised for research in China
placed even greater strains on this virtue. Most of the first American
scholars were mature, cosmopolitan, flexible individuals, who could accept
such frustrations in good grace, especially if there seemed to be good rea
sons for them. But not infrequently restrictions on access to desired
research materials seemed arbitrary and whimsical.

Given the institutional pressures put upon American scholars to make
important advances in the state of the art in their disciplines through their
research in China, and given the different priorities of Chinese government
and academic institutions, it was perhaps inevitable that conflicts would
arise between the two sides. By 1981, these conflicts had reached a crisis
point in the controversy over the fieldwork practices of Steven Mosher, A
graduate student in anthropology from Stanford, Mosher was a member of
the first group of American research scholars placed in China after normal
ization. After spending part of 1979 and 1980 doing participant observa
tion fieldwork in a Guangdong village, he published—originally in the
spring of 1981 in a magazine on Thiwan and later in an American scholarly
journal—a sensational article about how callously coercive some local Chi
nese officials were being in enforcing family planning—compelling women
as much as eight months pregnant to have abortions and creating a climate
in which some parents felt pressured to practice infanticide on girls. For
their part, the Chinese authorities responsible for managing the exchange
program with the United States began to accuse Mosher, even before he
published his Thiwan article, of having engaged in serious improprieties
while conducting his research, including traveling to restricted areas of
China without a permit, illegally importing a van into China, and illegally
bringing out restricted documents. The Chinese eventually demanded that
Stanford University punish Mosher for these transgressions and eventually
cited the Mosher case as one reason to deny long-term fieldwork access to
anthropologists and sociologists seeking to study Chinese communities*^

What is of interest for our purposes here is not the details of the
Mosher case itself (which are still murky and some of which are still the
subject of litigation) but the institutional pressures that produced and exac
erbated it. The competitiveness of the American professional world, cou
pled with the relatively high stakes that had temporarily been established in
the China studies segment of that world, would inevitably encourage ambi
tious scholars to push up against the limits established by the Chinese.
Mosher was obviously such a scholar, under pressure perhaps to deliver
significant findings more quickly than more established American social
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scientists. In any case, when he pushed against the limits of what was
acceptable conduct for a researcher in China, the Chinese were not in a
position to have to budge.

By 1980,it was becoming clear to the Chinese that they did not have to
tolerate a great amount of inconveniences from American scholars in the
humanities and social sciences in return for sending their own natural scien
tists and engineers for training in the United States. The Chinese research
scholars were in effect paying their own way in America. The research they
were doingin American laboratories and the contributions theywere making
in seminars were in themselves valuable contributions to American science.
American universities would welcome first-rate Chinese science students on
their own merits even if none of their socialscientists or humanists couldgo
to China. The Chinese could afford to take a hard line against scholars like
Mosher who tried to pursue avenues of research that were contrary to the
interests of powerholders within the Chinese government.

The case of Steven Mosher was only the most visible and most heated
of several imbroglios occasioned by the aspirations of American researchers
in China in the early 1980s. In the late spring of 1981, Lisa Wicher, a
graduate student from the University of Colorado who was doing research
for a dissertation on agricultural economics while working as an English
teacher in Beijing, was arrested, detained for several days, and expelled
from the country for allegedly obtaining classified documents on the Chi
nese economy. Around the same time, Myron Cohen, a distinguished sen
ior anthropologist from Columbia University, was denied permission to
come to China to conduct an extended stay of village fieldwork that had
been arranged during the preceding year. And articles in the Washington
Post and New York Times reported that these problems were part of a
general series of lesser conflicts between American scholars and their Chi
nese hosts.

Indeed, by early 1981, when complaints were just beginning to surface
about Mosher's activities, the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences was mov
ing to put new restrictions on fieldwork access. Nowit was no longerpermis
sible to do the standard kind of fieldwork associated with American social
anthropology and qualitative sociology, no longer possible for American
scholars to carry out long-term, open-ended, independently formulated field-
work projects on contemporary issues in basic level units. Now fieldwork
visits to basic-level units were to be restricted to three weeks. Researchers had
to present explicitly detailed research plans for approval and could not devi
ate from those plans while in the field. The kind of social scientific and
humanistic researchthat was permitted was work on topics narrowly enough
defined and clearlyenough formulated to obviate the broaching of sensitive
political issues. These restrictions have stayed in effect.

The 1982 report (Prewitt, 1982), Research Opportunities in Chinafor
American Humanists and Social Scientists, by a top-level commission of
American social scientists and humanists who had visited China in 1981,
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was somber in tone. ''A gap exists between what the Commission believes
an appropriate research presence in China should be and what the Chinese
currently are willing and able to permit." To overcome this gap, the com
mission recommended neither ''accommodation or confrontation,"
although various voices within the American scholarly community, in the
press, and in Congress were advocating such courses of action. For the time
being, rather, the commission counseled patient education and persistent
negotiation. It vaguely warned that if this patient approach did not eventu
ally work, more confrontational approaches might be warranted. But it
concluded that "it would be premature to lose patience and to abandon the
longer vision that guides our approach" (44-51).

But what was this longer vision? "The present academic exchange
program is serving so many worthwhile goals," the commission wrote,
"that it is not easy to identify a broader vision that might provide coher
ence to its many parts" (15). Having tried to identify such a vision, it
finally concluded that it was primarily to "serve American scholarly inter
ests" in providing a "scholarly understanding of the world—how we got to
where we are, what are the limitations to which we must adjust, and what
are the possibilities toward which we should reach." These interests would
be served by establishing "a balanced research presence in China, a pres
ence in which topics and researchers are selected on the basis of standard
scholarly criteria." The most important of these criteria for evaluating a
research proposal was "its intellectual merit in advancing a rigorous com
prehension of China and in advancing a disciplined theory" (19).

However, by the early 1980s this vision of the role of the scholarly
professions as autonomous pursuers of basic research dictated solely by
scholarly criteria independent of external political pressures or nonprofes-
sional public opinion was increasingly coming under attack in America, as
the institutional base for American social scientific and humanistic scholar

ship began to lose some of its strength. The Reagan administration's
budget cuts affected availability of research support for almost all social
scientists and humanists. Mainstream professional scholars, those who
dominated the major universities and well-established research centers,
were under attack by conservative ideologues for being too "liberal." The
position of China scholars was weakened along with that of their ofher
colleagues. Although China scholars held their own in the era of constrict
ing opportunities, they were no longer in a position, as they had been in the
glory days of the late 1970s, to increase the strength of their institutioils.

By becoming a highly visible symbol for a variety of groups within
American society of what was wrong with the American scholarly profes
sions, the Mosher case contributed to the weakening not only of China
studies but of the social sciences and humanities in general. Unfortunately,
not only for Mosher but also for Stanford University and for the larger
community of American professional scholars, Mosher seems to have con
ducted himself in such a way that a good graduate school might have had
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ample reason to censure him even if his publications had been politically
inconsequential and even if the Chinese had never objected to his behavior.
The Stanford anthropology department alleged, among other things, that
he had lied to his dissertation committee about how he was doing his work
and how he was spending his research funds, that he had manipulated local
Chinese people into cooperating with him, and that he had inexcusably
violated the confidentiality of some of his research subjects. This was
unfortunate for Mosher because as the glare of controversy brought these
transgressions to his mentors' attention, he was faced with the prospect of
expulsion from graduate school. Under the circumstances, it was unfortu
nate for Stanford in particular and for American academic institutions in
general, because if Stanford did expel Mosher, the university would appear
to be giving in to Chinese pressure to punish someone who had uncovered
unpleasant truths about that society.

In 1983, after a lengthy internal investigation, the Stanford anthro
pology department did indeed expel Mosher, on grounds that it said could
not be fully published out of respect for the privacy of certain people
affected by Mosher's actions. The expulsion was eventually upheld against
Mosher's appeals by recommendation of a committee appointed by the
university president. Predictably perhaps, spokespersons for the political
Right in America attacked Stanford's action and defended Mosher, who
had worked energetically to keep the media informed of his point of view.
"We smelled a rat," the Wall Street Journal editorialized in July of 1983,

when Steven Mosher was expelled. . . . It*s clear ... a good part of the
American social science establishment, fearful that research opportunities in
China would otherwise be closed off, had joined in the stone throwing. ... If
Mr. Mosher had discovered forced abortions in South Africa or Chile, per
haps even violating local law in the process, he might have been given a medal
of honor by the academic establishment. Unless Stanford can say more about
just what Mr. Mosher did that was so outrageous, it is difficult to avoid the
conclusion that he was singled out for special moral scrutiny solely because
his unpleasant truths were too shocking for his fellow academics to bear.

Finally, in 1985, when Mosher's expulsion was upheld by Stanford's
president, the Wall Street Journal announced: "We worry about a more
general intolerance on the part of what seems to be an increasingly ener
vated class of U.S. university intellectuals. Should these habits prevail, soci
ety will come to look elsewhere for new knowledge ..." (29). More
surprisingly, some voices commonly associated with the political center and
the Left also defended Mosher. The New York Times (1983) concluded
"that Mr. Mosher deserved better. It would have been salutary if academic
ranks had instead closed against a tyranny that aims to hide the truth and
to impose its standards on a free university." And The Nation (1983) pub
lished an article written by Jeffrey Lincoln, which concluded that the U.S.
State Department, the Chinese government, and Stanford University had
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"agreed, at least tacitly, on a common goal: the sacrifice of Steven Mosher
to save the cultural exchange projects of the new China diplomacy" (31).

The attacks from a broad range of the American political spectrum
against the Stanford decision to punish Mosher wereimplicit attacks on the
autonomy of the American social scientific and humanistic scholarly pro
fessions. Outsiders^ were claiming to be better judges of an anthropologist's
work than insiders to the profession. Moreover, these claims implied a cri
tique of one of the central devices used by American professionals to insu
late themselves from nonprofessional interference—the assumption that
their work is primarily driven by and must be held accountable for its
contribution to scientific theories rather than extra-academic values. If the
main job of the scholar was to gather reliable information that contributed
to rigorous theories about social processes, as the most influential profes
sional social scientists seem to believe, then Mosher's work, sensationalistic
and theoretically unsophisticated, was not very important (Diamond,
1985),® certainly not important enough to forgive important lapses in pro
fessional ethics.

Most of the critics of the Stanford decision were willing to grant (with
out having access to the relevant facts) that Mosher may have committed
various professional improprieties, but they were willing to forgive those in
the light of what they considered to be the great value of his work. Mosher
had exposed serious violations of human rights in at least one village in
China. If the proper vocation of a social scientist or humanist was, as the
right wing seemed to suggest, not simply to do basic research that was value-
free and that advanced purely scholarly interests, but to provide the basis for
judgment about the moral legitimacy of (Communist) regimes or if, as Jef
frey Lincoln suggested from a populist perspective in The Nation, it was to
speak for the rights of ordinary people against the claims of the state, then
Mosher's work was a very important contribution to scholarship. Criticisms
of how Stanford, and by extension the mainstream of the American schotoly
community, handled the Mosher case were a small part of a larger set of
criticisms, increasingly common in the 1980s, of the moral enervation of the
American social sciences and humanities.

China studies in the early 1980s suffered somewhat not only from the
general weakening of professional social sciences and humanities but also
from a relative decline in the need for the services of China scholars, once
U.S.-China relations began to become routine. (In the 1980s, experts on
Japan were finding themselves more in demand, with larger student enroll
ments, more attention from the media, and more opportunities to consult
for business and government.) China scholars were thus not in as strong a
position as they had been in the late 1970s to vigorously pursue their inter
ests for research access in China. They were forced perhaps to play a hum
bler role in the process of U.S.-China cross-cultural relations than they had
envisioned on the eve of normalization.
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That enforced humility may have led, however, to a more healthy
long-term basis for academic exchange than the pride of the late 1970s. No
longer in a strong position to ask their government to pressure the Chinese
into accepting American social scientists and humanists as a quid pro quo
for accepting China's science and technology scholars into the United
States, American China scholars now increasingly asked for a research
presence in China in exchange for helping China's own social scientists and
humanists to develop their disciplines.

China now has good reason to welcome carefully selected American
scholars because they can be beneficial to China's own efforts to rebuild its
own social sciences and humanities. Although the Chinese government has
not invested large sums of money in sending its own social scientists and
humanists to receive training in the United States, some such scholars can
now come to America through the funding of American institutions like the
Luce Foundation, the Ford Foundation, the United Board for Christian
Higher Education in Asia, and the Fulbright Program. Such American
funding is not at all directly dependent on the satisfaction of American
scholars with their research access to China—although if there were very
widespread and vocal dissatisfaction, such funding could conceivably be
affected. Often, too, Chinese humanists and social scientists can count on
American colleagues, whom they have met and worked with when the
Americans went to China, to arrange for opportunities to study in Ameri
can universities. Finally, Chinese social scientists and humanists now wel
come the opportunity to learn the latest techniques for data-gathering and
analysis from collaboration with American colleagues visiting China. The
worst nightmares of the American scholarly community in 1981, that
China might close its doors to almost all meaningful social scientific and
humanistic research by Americans, have not materialized. The flow of
American social scientists and humanists across the Pacific has been steady
and gradually increasing.

It is perhaps ironic, however, that an effect of many of the Chinese
restrictions on research access has been to ensure that those American

scholars who did come to China were people who fit closely the standard
American professional ethos of scholarly detachment, narrow specializa
tion, and scientific objectivity rather than the politically engaged, value-
laden ethos of much of Chinese scholarship. Successful applicants to the
exchange program sponsored by the CSCPRC have precisely and rather
narrowly defined topics that stay away from larger questions of the moral
basis of contemporary Chinese society and politics. William Lavely (1982),
a demographer reporting on his fieldwork in rural Sichuan in 1980-81 (just
after the time that Steven Mosher was working in rural Guangdong),
reports that his ''greatest frustration was that, apart from . . . formal
sessions with my entourage, there was no opportunity to meet peasants or
to have any informal contact with them." This did not render his kind of
work impossible, however, because he was mainly interested in surveying
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''issues of fact such as birth dates, educational levels, and child-bearing.
Besides, survey research does not depend on interview depth as much as it
depends on a kind of standardized superficiality." Using this kind of
"standardized superficiality," Lavely was able to determine that the birth
planning program in Shifang County of Sichuan Province had indeed been
very successfully carried out. "On the other hand, the means used in the
attainment of this success are a sensitive issue within China and hence not
appropriate at this stage for investigation by foreigners" (4-5).

The areas of scholarship where cooperation proceeds most smoothly
between Chinese and American scholars are those that involve exchanges of
ideas about techniques of prediction and control. American economists
seem well satisfied with their research access to China, and a vigorous
group of Chinese economists has been coming to the United States to study
(Ford Foundation, 1986). Even though most Chinese and American econo
mists will disagree about whether a market economy or a state-planned
economy is in the long run most efficient, they are both interested in this
post-Mao era in finding ways to rationally predict the various consequences
of particular policies in such a way as to control the general direction of
economic behavior. Historians seem well satisfied with their research access

also. Most reputable historians with clearly focused proposals to study any
thing other than contemporary history can have good access to available
archives. Their basis for collaboration with their Chinese colleagues is not
so much the broad interpretation of Chinese history, but the exchange of
technical information: The Chinese can tell American scholars where to

find certain archival materials, and the Americans can exchange ideas
about the latest methods, for example, statistical analysis, for extracting
information from historical data.

What these examples point to is that a steady and growing exchange
of ideas between American and Chinese social scientists and humanists is

possible in precisely those areas where the orientations of the institutional
bases of their research overlap. The institutions for modern American
social scientific and humanistic research are mainly oriented toward special
ized, expert, "value-agnostic" explanations of human behavior. The
monopolization of the capacity to develop such explanations gives the insti
tutions for research some autonomy vis-a-vis the state and the large corpo
rations that dominate the political economy, but it also attracts the
necessary patronage of the state and large corporations by promising to
provide those patrons with the means to manage the behavior of persons
within their realms. The institutions for carrying out such social scientific
and humanistic research in China are in general more directly under the
control of the state and more explicitly committed to the political task of
legitimating the government and its policies. Yet by emphasizing the need
for expert technical knowledge, which can only be achieved by specialists
devoted to basic research, they are gradually gaining some autonomy from
direct control by nonexperts in the state and party, even as they promise
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faithfully to offer the state and party the means to predict and control the
behavior of China's population. This convergence provides a solid basis for
communication between American and Chinese experts.

There are remnants of traditions within the American social sciences
and humanities, however, that support the view, which we saw expressed by
many of the nonprofessional critics of Stanford's decision to expel Steven
Mosher, that the ultimate task of professional scholarship is not simply to
predict behavior but to understand and articulate the meanings people share
about justice, freedom, dignity, and responsibility—about, in short, the
moral bases of a good society. Various professional scholars have recently
published sharp critiques of American China scholarship for neglecting just
this dimension. In their much discussed "Sinological Shadows," Ramon
Myers and Thomas Metzger (1980) have accused China scholars of so brack
eting the moral dimension of Chinese historical development as to give no
guidance for a rational discussion of the legitimacy of the Chinese state and
thus no basis for a rational discussion of the moral value of America's China

policy. Myers and Metzger, of course, wish to raise this issue of moral inter
pretation in such a way as to argue that the Guomindang government of
Tkiwan is a better government than that of the People's Republic of China.
But there have also been critiques of the moral sterility of China studies from
the Left, notably the recent article by Robert Marks on "The State of the
China Field, or. The China Field and the State" (1985). In line with many
scholars associated with the Committee of Concerned Asian Scholars, Marks
argues that scholars with a Marxist understanding of history have been
largely excluded from research in China and from the opportunity to enter
into dialogue with their Marxist colleagues in China.

Both Marks, on the one hand, and Myers and Metzger, on the other,
have been criticized by their academic peers for lack of logical rigor and
empirical accuracy. Although many of these specific criticisms are valid in
my view, there are nonetheless aspects of the rhetoric of these scholars
which resonate with general concerns in American society that our major
academic institutions are not facilitating a necessary public debate about
what we must do to build a decent and just world in this day and age. The
quotations with which I opened this chapter—expressing hopes for the pos
sibility that humanistic and social scientific studies of China can lead West
erners to "increased self-knowledge . . . readjustment of one's own values,
awareness of the limits of one's own civilization" and that corresponding
studies of both the West and of their own society might lead the Chinese to
a synthesis of the best aspects of technological development of the West
with a moral alternative to the secular emptiness of Western society—echo
such concerns.

Genuine dialogue about such issues has indeed resulted from some of
the exchanges between Chinese and American humanists and social scien
tists over the past several years. "The most rewarding discovery for me
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during my stay in China," writes Yi-tsi M. Feuerwerker (1982), who spent
six months there in 1981 collecting material for a critical biography of Ding
Ling,

was that we are all of us participants in an international intellectual commu
nity within which there can be genuine communication. ... In the end I came
away with a renewed respect for the universal commitment to intellectual
endeavors, reassured and moved by the recognition of those bonds that linked
us in spite of the yawning gulfs created by political restraints and history. (8)

But insight into common commitments and mutual intellectual bonds
seems to happen most readily when, in the process of working together,
American and Chinese scholars become friends, and temporarily forgetting
about the specific tasks they must perform to further their careers, they
informally reflect together about the larger meanings of their lives. Most
often, though, they are too engrossed in doing their ''real'' work to system
atically articulate and publish the insights thus gained, and the insights
remain but a "feel" for one another's society that may, nonetheless, exert a
subtle influence over their published research. Sometimes, however, they
publish their reflections in nonscholarly memoirs, like Vera Schwartz's
Long Road Home: A China Journal (1984) and Liu Zongren's Tivo Years in
the Melting Pot (1984)—works which may in the end have at least as much
value as their monographs. "In the end," writes Vera Schwartz, living in
China "also invites us to know ourselves better, to bring that knowledge to
bear on China's unfolding modernity" (24). Citizens of nations on both
sides of the Pacific need constantly to reform their idea-producing institu
tions so that they will not simply produce reams of technical information
but will genuinely facilitate the common acquisition of such wisdom.

Notes

1. This quote and all other quotes in this chapter, unless otherwise indicated,
are taken from twenty-six interviews I conducted in 1983-84 with American
scholars, foundation executives, and government officials who had played
important roles in establishing and managing cultural exchanges with China. I am
deeply grateful to these interviewees, who shall remain anonymous, for giving me
their time and for speaking candidly with me. This is the first part of a larger
project, which will involve interviewing appropriate Chinese scholars and
government officials about their views on U.S.-China cultural exchanges.

2. The sociologies of knowledge and of culture usually try to link ideas and
other forms of symbolic expression to the political and economic interests of the
social classes which produce and espouse them. I am suggesting that there are
indeed such links, but that the links are indirect, mediated through the internal
structure and dynamics of the institutions which produce various forms of cidture
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and shaped by the particular forms of the relationships between those institutions
and the wider society. More work has to be done analyzing the institutional bases
for cultural expression if we are adequately to understand both the meaning of the
symbols that make up a society's culture and the relationship between those
symbols and the underlying social structure.

3. See also, Zhao Fusan (1985):

My American colleagues will note immediately that even the concept of social
science is usually interpreted differently by our two countries, as the Chinese
concept also includes philosophy, history, literature, languages, religion, law,
international relations, and so on. Chinese social sciences cover a broader
area than American social sciences and approximate in meaning Wilhelm
Dilthey's Kulturwissenschaft. This serves to illustrate that even though each
nation's development has in common some fundamental needs that raise
questions of the same basic nature, the way in which nations respond to these
questions is flavored by the unique features of each nation's and each
people's economy, politics, history, culture, and psychology. Similarly, the
social sciences developed as a response to these questions will inevitably
contain the features and personality of the native country. The commonality
of social science is that each nation's social science has its own individual

character. Only after fully understanding this does social science exchange
between nations acquire meaning and value.

4. This criticism no longer takes the form of an allegation that Chinese scholar
ship is rigid and dogmatic—it clearly is not—but that too much of Chinese scholar
ship works at the wrong levels of abstraction. Thus, American historians have
suggested that many historiographical projects of their Chinese counterparts are too
broad by American standards. Aiming at generating sweeping repositions of patterns
of Chinese social history down through the centuries, such projects often produce
large generalizations, wWch cannot be carefully grounded in clearly established facts.
Such grand histories may be highly valued if the primary goal of a historian is to draw
political and moral lessons from the unfolding of time, and historians who produce
gracefully articulated histories like this may be forgiven imperfections in the empirical
documentation for their work. If the main goal of historiography, on the other hand,
is to provide *'objective, scientifically established facts," historians who try to develop
ideas that are too big for careful documentation will not be taken seriously by their
professional peers (Thurston and Parker, 1980).

American scholars in other disciplines, like sociology, tend to suggest that their
Chinese colleagues are doing research that is too narrowly focused, carrying out,
for instance, analyses of "social problems" like juvenile delinquency that do not
show the links between such problems and economic and political issues in the
larger society. But the production of specific recommendations for solving what
members of a government define as social problems may be highly valued by social
scientists who see their work in terms of service to the state. If the goal of such
social scientists is to arrive at basic theories of social organization which could be
used as means to a wide variety of ends, then narrowly defined social problems
analysis may be deemed relatively trivial by the mainstream of their profession
(Rossi, 1985).

5. I am indebted to David Chu for much of the information in this paragraph.
6. The Mosher case was reported on extensively in the major American newspa

pers. Useful summaries of the facts of the case can be found in the articles by
Marjorie Sun in Science 220 (May 13, 1983):682; 221 (July 22, 1983):348; 221
(August 28, 1983):838; 222 (October 14, 1983):147; 224 (May 18, 1984):701; 226
(October 5, 1984):28; and 230 (October 18, 1985):288.
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7. Mosher was also vigorously defended from inside the academic professions
by Irving Louis Horowitz (1983), who, in the tradition of C. Wright Mills, has often
taken pride in opposing his profession's **establishment."

8. In Diamond's view, Mosher does not substantiate his views about the misery
of life in rural China with much hard data, nor does he make any effort to show
how typical were the abortion atrocities he mentions.
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Academic Exchange: Values and
Expectations in Science and Engineering

Richard P. Suttmeier

Introduction

During the height of protests against the war in Vietnam, radical
American students were often heard urging the overthrow of "the system."
Unfortunately, these radical voices reflected a profound misunderstanding
of the American political genius. Before "the system" could be over
thrown, it would first be necessary io find it!

The American political genius is discernible in the design and imple
mentation of exchanges with China as well. In the first place, the "design"
itself was minimal. Officials in the Carter administration had the objective of
creating a web of relationships between China and the United States, but
clearly, these officials were limited in using the power of the state to create
them. The government could, itself, enter into exchanges with China, and,
indeed, more than twenty executive agencies have by now entered into agree
ments with Chinese counterparts. Beyond that, the government could
encourage exchanges outside of government by offering financial support
(which it has done) and by making hortatory appeals to the private sector
(which it has done also). Absent, however, has been the specification of
qualitative and quantitative criteria which would mark a fully "designed"
program.

In addition, the design has been only remotely related to the imple
mentation. The enthusiastic responses of private individuals and institu
tions to opportunities for exchanges with China could not have been fully
programmed in the design stage. Yet, these responses have yielded a multi
plicity of exchangearrangements involvinginstitutions of higher education,
private companies, and newly emerged "exchange entrepreneurs," as well
as those managed by government itself. The "web of relationships" has
come into being; the genius lives!

The darker side of the pluralist genius for dispersing power and
responsibility, of course, is sometimes characterized by ungovernability, a
lack of accountability, and an inability to set and achieve collective ends.
Pluralism's broad sanction to private behavior in the rational pursuit of
private ends at times conflicts with the ability to pursue collective ends and
compromises the achievement of goals which are collectively rational.
Whether these problems of pluralism characterize U.S. participation in sci
entific exchanges with China is a question taken up in the final sectioli of
this chapter.
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The American pluralist inheritance does characterize the U.S.
approach to exchanges in science and engineering, with the result that the
values and expectations associated with the program on the American side
are quite diverse. It would be impossible to examine them in any detail in a
chapter of this length. The following discussion, therefore, focuses predom
inantly on the Chinese experience; implications for the United States are
explored in the concluding section.

At first glance, it would seem that China's approach to exchanges is
radically different from that of the United States. Although different
groups in China may hold different attitudes toward the exchanges, as
Thomas Fingar has argued, ^ at the same time, China seemingly has the
traditions and institutions both to centrally design and centrally coordinate
the implementation of exchange programs. We can therefore speak more
readily about the setting and achievement of collective values and expecta
tions than we can about the U.S. side.^

We should not assume from this, however, that on the Chinese side
there is a high order of control over all aspects of the exchange program.
An exchange experience as broad, as multifaceted, and as complex as the
current one is both inherently uncontrollable and is a force working against
certain forms of central control. Two of the more important questions
about China's participation in the exchanges are whether centralization can
be maintained in the face of exchange-related forces for decentralization
and pluralism, and if so, how.

Chinese Needs and Objectives

In ways that are rather uncommon to relations among nations,
exchanges between the United States and China in science and technology
have been particularly salient for the development of normal, relatively
stable political and economic relations.^ On prima facie grounds, therefore,
we would expect that there is something of considerable value to the two
sides in the exchanges. To explicate what the value is to the Chinese side, it
will be useful to reflect briefly on the origins of the program.

China's interest in a new mode of relationship with the West, and
particularly with the United States, came at about the same time that senior
Chinese scientists, such as Zhou Peiyuan, were beginning to convince Mao
Zedong and Zhou Enlai that China's research and higher education sys
tems were suffering as a result of the disruptions of the Cultural Revolution
and its subsequent *'reforms." With the signing of the Shanghai
Communique in 1972, a foundation for a new political relationship with
the United States was laid. In an initial attempt to give substance to the new
relationship, a program to exchange scientific personnel was initiated.

Although these early exchanges of scientific delegations were at times
derogated as "scientific tourism," they nevertheless offered Western scien-
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tists opportunities to see the level of the Chinese scientific enterprise. More
importantly, they gave the Chinese an exposure to Western scientific prac
tice, an opportunity which they hadn't had to any significant extent since
the early years of the People's Republic.

Clearly, in the years since 1949, the Chinese followed the achievements
of Western science as reported in the scientific literature. However, they
found it much harder to keep up with the many facets of, and rapid change
in, the practice of science (including funding and research management, the
relationship between research and advanced doctoral level education, the
growth of interdisciplinary research and the consequent emergence of new
fields, and the growth of new science-based industries). Most importantly,
the revolution in the ''technology of research" brought about by computers
and rapid innovation in the field of scientific instruments was largely beyond
the imaginings of most Chinese scientists and science policy officials.

For Western scientists visiting China during the 1970s, the failure of
the instrumentation revolution to reach China was one of the most consist

ent and striking impressions of their visits. For the Chinese, there came the
realization that China's relative position in world science was now doubly
threatened. Not only had Chinese science stagnated during the Cultural
Revolution, but during the same period, the instrumentation revolution had
occurred abroad, and the industrialized West had increased the tempo of its
advance. The poignancy of this predicament increased during the mid-
1970s. As Cultural Revolution themes were defended by the Gang of Four
and their followers, the eye-opening science exchange process broadened to
new fields and new participants.

Along with the need to learn about the Western technology of research,
another major concern of the Chinese in the 1970s was the state of the
technical manpower pool and the contributions the exchange program could
make to it. China's manpower needs can be thought of as having both quan
titative and qualitative dimensions. The appeal of exchange programs is at
the point where the quantitative and the qualitative converge.

China's "contingent" of science and technology (S&T) personnel,
while small on a per capita basis, is, nevertheless, large in absolute terms.
The Chinese report figures of from 6 to 7 million members of the contin
gent, of which some 330,000 are regarded as "researchers.'"^ A number of
problems exist with these numbers, however.^ We don't really know what
level of achievement is required for membership in the contingent, and,
undoubtedly, the numbers include some with minimal higher education. We
also don't know in any great detail how manpower is employed. Thus, we
cannot address with confidence such questions as the sectoral distribution
of these personnel, nor the qualitative distribution by sector. For instance,
it is often said that the defense sector has a disproportionate share of the
total number of scientists and engineers—and of those of better quality—
yet it is quite difficult to quantify these propositions.

216



The value of the exchange program is not, however, in its contribution
to the solution (in the short term) of the aggregate manpower problem. The
key question about China's manpower needs for our purposes is, instead,
whether the manpower pool has the resources to provide the Chinese scien
tific establishment with the leadership necessary for the achievement of the
science and technology-related goals of the four modernizations. Such
leadership traits would include the ability to conceive of and direct original
research and to be able to supervise the work of students in China's newly
instituted graduate programs.

There are good reasons to assume that a leadership vacuum exists. For
instance, in 1980, only 9.6 percent of the faculty members of China's insti
tutions of higher education (IHEs) held ranks as professors or associate
professors.^ Similarly, low proportions of individuals in the upper ranks of
research institutes C'researchers," "associate researchers") have also been
noted; in one authoritative analysis of S&T manpower, only 58,700 individ
uals out of a total manpower pool of 5,714,000 were regarded as "senior"
scientists and engineers.' The value of exchange programs for the ameliora
tion of China's manpower problems comes into sharper focus when viewed
against this specific problem of academic leadership; a new leadership
corps is essential for the modernization of China's research institutes and
educational institutions, and there is no way that the 10,000-20,000 indi
viduals needed for this task could be brought to leadership standards
domestically in the same amount of time that the job will be done through
overseas training.®

In addition to manpower needs, China has what we might call
research system needs. These include, but go beyond, the need to adopt
new forms of research technology. As we have seen, one of the clear early
motivations for sending scientists abroad was for them to learn about
instrumentation and how it affects the nature of the scientific enterprise.
However, as experience has been gained, the boundaries of "research tech
nology" have expanded to include the relevant "organizational technolo
gies" as well. Thus, the Chinese have come to understand "research system
needs" as including the need for new forms of research funding, organiza
tion, and management. More recently, they have also begun to raise ques
tions about the nature of scientific communities^ and the relationships
between science and technology and modern legal systems.^®

When we reflect upon the relationships between the technology of
research, narrowly conceived, and the broader organizational technologies
which sustain it in the West, we can begin to see a new dimension of the
importance of scientific exchange for China. We can also begin to perceive
the difficulties China has of extracting the most out of the opportunities
afforded by these exchanges.

We can appreciate these difficulties if we consider the more obvious
institutional features of the modern technology of research. The "doing"
of modern science in the West is unimaginable without a dynamic, techni-
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cally progressive scientific instruments industry. The conditions of this
industry's technical progressiveness, in turn, presume a variety of institu
tional factors being in place.

The existence of special funds for equipment purchases (although not
always up to the expectations of Western scientists), the existence of an
established market for scientific instruments, and relatively easy communi
cations between vendors of equipment and users are all conditions which
exist in the West and contribute to rapid change in the technology of
research. In addition, the technology of modern research seems to take for
granted a high degree of institutional flexibility. This permits interdiscipli
nary cooperation characterized by relatively low "transaction costs" and a
high tolerance for ad hoc organizational arrangements. These same condi
tions have not normally obtained in China's highly bureaucratic, vertically
organized science system.

The Chinese exchangee, therefore, cannot avoid being exposed to the
"doing" of science in a broad sense and an image of modern science and
technology as a systematic phenomenon. The Western research environ
ment is part of a larger "sociotechnical system" involving complex, and
seemingly dynamic, interactions among universities, business enterprises,
and governments. Returning scientists have brought, and continue to bring,
these images back with them. They have fueled the growth of China's "sci
ence of science" (kexuexue research) community (which seeks to under
stand the dynamic relationships among research, production, and policy)
and have stimulated interest in using the exchanges to learn more about
these sociotechnical systems.

This "system learning" dimension of the exchanges takes on addi
tional value in a context where China's current leaders evidence fascination

with "the new technological revolution" (NTR), a concept whose salience
in China clearly grows out of experience with exchanges and the "new
open-door" policy more generally. The lesson of the NTR for China's lead
ers is that such science-based economic activities as those found in the

computer, the electronics, and the biotechnology industries are the new
bases of "wealth and power" in the world and that China's escape from
relative poverty and weakness is to found in participation in the NTR.

China's political leaders, as well its scientists, engineers, and S&T
policy officials rightly look to the above-mentioned Western sociotechnical
systems for an explanation of the origins of the NTR. Fortunately for
China, its policy of sending students and scholars abroad gives it higMy
valuable, if incomplete, access to some of the organizations involved in the
systems' dynamic interactions. The significance of this access is better
appreciated if we recall that science and engineering exchanges are not lim
ited to academic institutions, but also include exchanges between govern
ment agencies and between Chinese ministries and enterprises and
American companies.
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We saw that China's science had some clearly identifiable needs in the
1970s when exchanges began and that these needs shaped the values and
expectations attached to the program. We will see, below, that there is evi
dence that these initially understood needs are being met by the program.

We have also seen that China's participation in exchanges has
involved collective learning, which has altered the values and expectations
brought to the program. New needs are perceived as a result of experience
gained in the program during one time period, which comes to influence
objectives for the next time period. I have argued that even as the initial
objectives were being met, the Chinese came to a fuller understanding that
it is often difficult to separate modern science from the technological and
institutional environment that helps support it. While this realization has
led to new objectives for exchanges, it has also had a major impact on
Chinese thinking about their own technical institutions. The desire to cap
ture fully the benefits of the exchanges and to effectuate the transfer of
Western research technology added to the dissatisfaction with these techni
cal institutions felt by many scientists and policymakers and reinforced the
movement toward reforms in science and technology.

The Reform Program

The relationship between scientific exchanges and institutional reform
in science and technologyis not entirely unprecedentedin twentieth-century
China. As we know, academic exchanges were of considerable value to
China in the early years of the People's Republic. From the beginning, the
new regime had as a clear objective the development of an indigenous capa
bility in scientific research and technological innovation. The prime human
resources for these tasks were the few thousand scientists and engineers
who had received advanced training in the West before 1949. These individ
uals after 1949 became the intellectual leaders of the regime's new academic
and research institutions and, along with those who began returning in the
late 1950s from study in the Soviet Union, played crucial roles in the often
impressive achievements of Chinese S&T in the period 1949-65.

The experiences with student and scholar exchanges in both the pre-
and post-1949 periods were accompanied by forms of institutional change
or innovation. In the pre-1949 period, exchanges gave rise to new forms of
professional organizations, such as the Science Society of China, and vari
ous disciplinary professional societies. After 1949, the sending of students
and scholars to the Soviet Union was accompanied by a thorough overhaul
of research and education, as well as economic, institutions in emulation of
the Soviet Union.

The latter "reforms" of the 1950s are ironically the source of much
of the dissatisfaction with scientific institutions in the 1980s. There is good
reason to believe that the post-1949 policies and institutional arrangements
constrained the returnees from making as full a contribution as they might
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have. One way of looking at today's reforms, therefore, is in terms of their
effect on how well China can make use of the talents of the current genera
tion of returnees. As implied above, the returnees are themselves forces for
the very change which affects them.

Considerable attention has been given to defective policies and sys
temicweaknesses by Chinese policymakers in recent years, and this had led
to a consensus that reforms should be directed toward the solution of two
chronic problems of the research system. These are the problems of
research not being linked effectively to production and of inadequacies in
the training and utilization of technical personnel. A host of reform mea
sures has been initiated relating to these and other problems." Many of
these will affect returning students and scholars. Four in particular deserve
our attention.

The first is the changing nature of the Chinese university. In the
1950s, Chinese institutions of higher education (IHEs) were reformed to
more nearly resemble Soviet institutions. Contrary to the best judgments of
China's leading Western-trained scientists, the IHEs did not develop into
centers of research and advanced training. Instead, these functions were to
be performed by the Academy of Sciences, as in the Soviet system.

This fundamental institutional choice had two important conse
quences for Chinese science. First, it "locked" many of China's better
scientists into an institutional setting (the academy), which became increas
ingly bureaucratic and increasingly confused about its mission. Second,
and perhaps more importantly, it diverted China's limited number of
Ph.D.-level scientists from what in retrospect should have been their main
task—that of reproducing themselves and expanding their numbers.

In the post-Mao period, the role of the IHE is changing with the
adoption of missions more like those of the great research universities of
the West. Increasingly, universities (not the academy) are to be the mdn
granters of advanced degrees, and the research role of IHEs is better estab
lished today than at any time since the founding of the People's Republic.
The supposed virtues of the Western university (everything from the
breadth of its training to the new high-technology companies "spun off"
by its faculties) have been publicly praised and held up as models for Chi
nese IHE reform." China is likely to reap greater long-term benefits from
its exchange program if this trend in IHE development continues and if an
appropriate number of returnees are placed in professional positions.

This latter "if" points to the second area of reform. For many years,
the allocation of technical manpower has been approached through the use
of central planning mechanisms. Once IHE graduates were placed, accord
ing to a plan administered by the Ministry of Education, it was very diffi
cult for them to change jobs. This system, which was rationally to serve the
nation's needs, was by the late 1970s producing seriously irrational out
comes in the form of misallocations of technical talent. Some units, partic
ularly those in the defense and heavy industry sectors, were overstaffed,
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while others experienced serious shortages of technically trained personnel.
Individuals were often assigned tasks which did not suit their training, and
there were serious geographical imbalances as well. '̂̂ In response to these
problems, the regime has gradually relaxed its strict insistence on central
ized administrative allocations. A limited labor market is now tolerated,
and it is easier—though still not easy—for individuals to change jobs.

The problems with manpower allocation and utilization and job
mobility are tied to one of the most serious organizational problems facing
Chinese science. This is the problem of the power of the work unit, or
danwei, in Chinese society. Danwei leaders have in recent years often frus
trated the intentions of national policies, including policies for more effec
tive utilization of technical manpower. The danwei has also been a source
of resistance to policies intended to upgrade the status of technical intellec
tuals and to rectify the anti-intellectual discriminatory policies of the past.
In addition, danwei power has exacerbated the problems of scientific com
munication that are endemic in the vertically organized, Soviet-style sys
tem. Undermining the philosophy of "unitism" {danwei zhuyi) and the
influence of the unit are two of the more important objectives of reform,
objectives that will affect the realization of the promises of the exchange
programs as welL

Reforms in the funding of research are also being tried. The two most
notable approaches to this reform are the establishment of a Chinese
National Foundation (inspired by the U.S. National Science Foundation)
and a variety of experiments with contract research. The former opens up
possibilities for the individual researcher to secure support from a source
other than the operating budget of his/her unit. The latter is intended to
make research units more responsive to the needs of production by making
more of their revenues (in some cases, all) less dependent on annual appro
priations from the state budget. Both reforms are intended to inject a
greater sense of efficiency and competitiveness into the research environ
ment. Both also work against the logic of the danwei concept.

The reform program, if it takes hold, should make the life of the
Chinese scientist better and stimulate a more exciting research environment.
This environment should be more conducive to utilizing the talents return
ing scientists will bring with them. The danger of the reform program for
the full utilization of returnees is that in the short run many of the return
ing scientists may be drawn into the politics of reform as partisans. The
Chinese reform literature indicates not only the existence of an anti-reform
constituency (as we would expect), but also that among reformers, there are
at least two types of reform agendas.

To simplify, these may be referred to as the Soviet-inspired and the
Western-inspired reform programs. These share a concern with breaking
from the legacy of the Cultural Revolution, but the former (though clearly
less influential) looks to reform experience in the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe since the early 1960s for inspiration, while affirming the basic out-
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lines of the Soviet model as introduced into China in the 1950s. It is likely
that those returnees who become participants in the politics of reform will
be more inclined to the Western-style reforms and will have to spend pre
cious time defending them in what is likely to be a protracted trial-and-
error process of mutual accommodation leading to a hybrid system.

Evidence of Effects and Impacts

There is still much we don't know about the effects of exchanges on
Chinese science. However, the extent of our ignorance has been partially
reduced as a result of a recent study by Dr. Otto Schnepp, the former US.
science attache in Beijing. While admittedly limited in scope and not
entirely consistent with some anecdotal accounts, Schnepp's findings are
nevertheless suggestive and are in accord with my own impressions during
visits to selected research institutes in January 1986. Relying on interviews
with American scientists who hosted Chinese and interviews conducted in
China with senior Chinese scientists and science policy officials, Schnepp
has found evidence that the exchange program has been more effective and
successful than many in the United States had expected. In particular,
Schnepp's findings indicate that the exchanges are having impacts on the
types of systemic problems noted above.

1. The technology of research. As noted above, this was a serious
problem for Chinese science due to its past international isolation at a time
when a revolution in instrumentation was occurring in world science. Thus,
one of the more important benefits of the exchanges has been the opportu
nity to become exposed to recent developments in the area of research
technology.

According to Schnepp: 'The exposure of a large number of Chinese
scientists to world-level research, modern equipment and up-to-date
research methods is considered a major contribution to Chinese science and
technology." Schnepp goes on to report:

The scholars are believed to have acquired . . . familiarity with state-of-the-
art science. They know what the latest research results in their fields are and
understand the rationale and significance of the work. . . . The visiting
scholars have, of course, acquired a considerable body of knowledge about
and gained familiarity with equipment used in the modern laboratory, and
they have learned a great deal about experimental techniques which are new
to them. This knowledge is said to extend to the construction of specialized
equipment required for some areas of research. The scientists also bring back
with them familiarity with the use and applications of computers and are
credited with making a significant contribution to the introduction of auto
mated and computerized procedures in their environment.

The fact that Chinese scientists who are returning to IHEs are doing
so at a time when these institutions are receiving substantial assistance for
equipment purchases from the World Bank reinforces significantly the
transfer of modern research technology. The "machine-embodied" tech-
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nology transferred under the World Bank program complements the
**person-embodied" transfers from the exchanges, and the latter make it
more likely that the former will be successful,

2. Academic leadership. We saw above that the legacy of the Cultural
Revolution left a serious gap in the academic leadership ranks. Again
Schnepp finds that the exchanges are ameliorating this condition.

A majority of the exchange scholars are given new responsibilities on their
return, some becoming department heads or deputy heads while many more
have been appointed group leaders (division heads and deputy heads at CAS
institutes or research and teaching group heads at universities).

The fact that returnees £u:e coming back to a system whose reforms
have begun to open up pathways to upward mobility, and to the recruitment
of individuals of proven technical competence to leadership positions, again
extends the impact of the exchange program. It would be a mistake to assume
that the path to academicleadershiphas now been clearedof £ill the obstacles
imposed by untutored cadres whose influence is now in decline. Nevertheless,
the growing number of younger, foreign-trained scientists in responsible posi
tions is inescapable to the visitor to China's research institutes and is in
marked contrast to the situation of the late 1970s and early 1980s.

3. Departmentalism. As we have seen, the Soviet system adopted by
the Chinese in the 1950s had been characterized in both China and the
Soviet Union by vertically organized research sectors. These patterns of
organization have over the years inhibited intersectoral communication. In
addition, the danwei phenomenon further discouraged easy scientific inter
change between scientists in different units.

It is encouraging, therefore, that Schnepp has found evidence that
returning scientists are bringing back with them the values of more liberal
scientific communication practices and that these are being used to over
come sectoral obstacles. The returning scholars

are without exception impressed with the importance of communication
between scientists in their immediate environment as well as with those in
other departments and beyond that in other institutes and universities. . . .
the returning scholars have organized a large number of seminars within their
research groups as well as topical seminars in which scientists interested in a
givensubject meet regularly eventhough they work in different institutions.20

4. Impact on universities. As we have seen, a fundamental organiza
tional issue facing Chinese science for thirty years has been the role of
research in institutions of higher education. In the Soviet model, this role is
played down in favor of a strong central academy. The Chinese now seem to
be moving away from that model as a matter of reform policy. Schnepp's
findings indicate that the exchange program is reinforcing this reform.

In addition, because university research was not emphasized in the
past, resources for IHE research were always fewer than for other sectors.
Faculty members thus had few positive incentives to undertake research
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and, indeed, under conditions of scarcity, were confronted with disincen
tives. The establishment of a university research tradition, therefore, will
require not only a more generous allocation of resources to the IHE sector,
but will also require role models who represent the new institutional values.
The first condition can be met with changes in national policy, but the
second is more difHcult to achieve by policy declaration. The exchange
program, however, is an opportunity to economize on the time required to
produce such role models.

At universities the opinion prevails that the returning scholars are imbued with
the concept that research is important for raising their level of instruction,
primarilyin graduatecoursesbut also in undergraduate teaching. Also, univer
sity faculty retum with strong motivation to continue carrying on research
projects and almost all succeed to get started within a year of their return.^'

Schnepp's Endings also indicate that while the program has been
quite successful in Chinese eyes, problems remain. The first is that there is
still too high a proportion of individuals participating in the program who
lack the preparation to make the most of the opportunity. The Chinese
admit that in the early years of the program screening was more lax than it
should have been, and although progress has been made, there is still room
for further improvement.

A second potential problem is the continuing influence of the home
unit on the individual exchangee. Units try to "program" the studyabroad
to accord with the individual's responsibilities under the unit's research
plan. Under such circumstances, the unit will of course expect the
exchangee to return to the unit upon completion of foreign study. Schnepp
finds that although there is some reassigning now going on, most scientists
do return to their home units. The more liberal personnel procedures now
being tried as part of the reform package may alter this situation in the
future. The fact that an increasing numberof exchangees are going abroad
directly upon graduation from university (thus, not having beenassigned to
a unit), is also an important development, the consequences of which are
still unclear.

A third serious problem affecting the ability of the Chinese to extract
the full benefits from the program is the support environment for research
the scientist confronts upon returning to China. We have seen that change
was neededwithin the research system and that Schnepp's findings indicate
that the exchange program has been a positive force for change within the
system. Yet, the system is not independent of an environment from which it
receives sustaining resources. Of particular importance is the capability of
the environment to supply equipment, quality reagents, and other supplies
on a timely basis. The exchange program cannot directly effect change in
this environment, yet the productivity and effectiveness of the returnees are
strongly influenced by it. According to Schnepp, serious problems remain
in this area.
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Many interviewees held that there is a definite shortage of materials and
reagents for research as compared to the availability in industrialized coun
tries. Many chemicals, even though available locally, are not of sufficient
purity to be used in research and much effort is invested in preparation and
purificationsince substantial hurdles exist to making purchases abroad, quite
apart from the inherent delays. In general, most professors and returned
scholars agree that the facilities and supply channels are considerably less
efficient than in the U.S. As a result, the time required to complete a given
project is significantly longer, even though more manpower is available in
China for auxiliary work such as the purification of materials.22

Studies of Soviet science have found that problems with the supply sys
tem for the support of research can influence the style and ethos of science,
leading in the Soviet caseto a traditionof theoretical science less dependent on
an unreliable supply industry.^ Such a tradition is not what China seeks, and
the full benefits of the exchange program will be lost if supply problems are
not solved. Their solutions will be found, if they are to be found at all, in the
reform of the domestic economy. What the exchange program does do is to
create an additional source of demand for such reform.

The Technology Thinsfer Issue^

In the discussion above, the concept of ''technology transfer" was
usedsparingly and was applied onlyto what1have called the technology of
research. Commonly, scientificexchanges are consideredto be distinct from
instances of technology transfer. This common assumption, however, must
be used with care in light of the inherent ambiguities of the concept of
"technology transfer."

Students of technology transfer, wishing to achieve specificity for the
meaning of their core concept, often attempt to limit its meaning to the
transplantation of a definable type of know-how from one environment to
another. In this approach, efforts are made, understandably, to distinguish
"technology transfer" from broader phenomena such as more general
"knowledge transfer" or "cultural diffusion."

Yet, empirical studies of technology transfer often indicate how elu
sive a concept know-how is and how difficult it is to separate know-how
from broader organizational and cultural contexts. It is often helpful when
confronted with this problem to consider the forms in which know-how, or
technology, can "move." Thus, distinctions are often made among
"machine-embodied," "paper-embodied," and "person-embodied" tech
nology. The first involves know-how "embodied" in a piece of production
equipment or instrument. Paper embodiment usually refers to technical
information contained in blueprints and plans and, at times, to technical
journal and trade magazines.

In one sense, the transfer of a piece of equipment from one country
to another can be thought of as a case of machine-embodied technology
transfer. Experience has taught us to be cautious about this conclusion,
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however, for two reasons. First, the inventory of unused or underused
equipment in much of the Third World is testimony to the fact that the
transfer of equipment is not always the same as the transfer of technology.
Theequipment being transferred may require managerial andother organi
zational arrangements and a supporting technological environment that
simply do not exist in the recipient country. Without these contextual con
ditions, wemaysay that "artifact transfer" has occurred, but not technol
ogy transfer.

Apart from the contextual requirements, the second reason for being
cautious about assuming that equipment transfer is the same as technology
transfer is the absence of otheractions—that is, the technology embodied in
the machinery isinaccessible to therecipient. Themachine is there to beused,
but not fully to be understood. The know-how is, in effect, "black-boxed."

For this reason, sensible Third World technology transfer policies pro
vide for the "other actions." These may include reverse engineering, exten
sive adaptive research and development (used widely by the Japanese at an
earlier period), or the insistence that equipment sales be conditioned on the
provision of some sort of training (as well as the sharing of the relevant
paper-embodied technology). Chinese thinking about technology transfer,
by the early 1980s, had come to recognize the importance of these "other
actions," and as a result, its technology transfer priorities shifted from
acquisition of the "eggs" to acquiring the "hen."^^

Overcoming the problems of providing the context for equipment
transfers and those of "unlocking" the know-how embodied in machinery
is facilitated by there being also transfers involving person-embodied tech
nology. Humans can understand contexts and can intervene to change
them; alternatively, when they understand the technology embodied in the
machine, they can adapt it to contexts (factor endowments and resource
availability, cultural and organizational styles) that are difficult to alter in
the short run.

The scientific exchanges which are our focus here are probably best
thought of as distinct from technology transfer. They lie somewhere in the
uncharted terrain betweenequipment transfer and cultural diffusion. How
ever, scientific exchanges clearly are related to technology transfer in a num
berof important ways. First, the technology of research, discussed above,
to which the exchanges is exposed, is often in a derivative relationship to
commercial technology; the mastery of the former can provide a purchase
for the mastery of the latter.

Second, exchange experience provides a window on the operation of
Western technical systems which can aid technology transfer. Knowliedge
gained through the use of such "windows" enhances understanding of the
capabilities and reliability of different technologies. A returnee with such
understanding isan asset to decision-making intended to achieve the proper fit
between a technology and a need. The window also offers an opportunity to
understand what I have called the contextual requirements of the technology.
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Third, those returning from exchanges, through their contributions to
China's R&D and educational systems, are likely to become the nucleus of
an enhanced national scientific and technical capability needed for the
absorption and assimilation tasks required of any successful technology
transfer effort. Finally, for some types of technology (e.g., for software
engineering), the exchangees may be the very persons in which specific
technologies are embodied.

Seeing exchanges in technology transfer terms is essential if we wish to
assess the value of exchanges to China. What we see, however, depends
somewhat on what we mean by the terms technology and technology trans
fer. If we take a constrained view of the meaning of technology, then we can
say that in some cases returning scientists in their embodiment of know-
how are instances of technology transfer. In this view, the exchange pro
gram as a whole would not be viewed as technology transfer, but it would
be seen as contributing significantly to meeting the contextual requirements
of successful transfers.

If, on the other hand, we see technology as more of a sociotechnical
systemic phenomenon and technology transfer as lying more toward the
cultural diffusion end of our spectrum, then the exchanges as a whole can
be viewed as technology transfer. Either way, however, there is little doubt
that in addition to the other values China attributes to exchanges, the

exchanges also serve China's intense quest for foreign technology.

Implications for the United States

The focus throughout this discussion has been on the values and
expectations of the exchange program for China. This was in part because
the highly pluralistic nature of the program on the American side makes the
explication of the diverse values and expectations difficult. In addition, it is
also fair to say that much of what the United States expects from the
program, at the official level, is contingent on what happens in China.
Rather than attempting a full explication of American values and expecta
tions, it is more appropriate to conclude with an assessment of the implica
tions of the program for the United States. To do so, a brief synopsis of
official values and expectations is first necessary.

When the United States began the extensive programs of exchange
with China in late 1978, it did so with a mixture of motives but with the
primacy of political objectives. As Denis Simon's chapter in this volume
shows, U.S. officials believed that scientific exchanges would serve China's
announced modernization goals, and they therefore believed that they
would be valued by the Chinese. As such, they could be used to advance the
objectives of building closer political relations with China to offset what
was perceived to be growing Soviet power. They could also be used as a way
of establishing working relations with a new generation of Chinese leaders.
More generally, through the establishment of a web of public and private
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scientiflc, educational, cultural, and commercial relationships, there was
the hope of binding the two countries together in ways that would not
permit the easy rupturing of political relations.

Among the nonpolitical objectives was the desire to use scientific
exchanges, especially those under the intergovernmental S&T cooperation
agreement, to promote trade. It was also considered by officials of the
Carter administration to be in the U.S. interest to aid China in meeting its
energy and food needs, and exchanges were seen as instrumental to that
purpose as well. Finally, there were diverse governmental and nongovern
mental objectives in bringing China into the community of world scientific
relations and scholarly interchange. The motivations here were both diffuse
and specific, depending somewhat on the disciplines involved. Among the
more specific were those held by American scientists who had interests in
uniquely Chinese phenomena (in areas such as seismology and cancer epi
demiology, for instance) and those held by China specialists in the social
sciences and humanities who saw U.S. leverage in scientific exchanges as a
resource to facilitate access to research in China.

When U.S. interests in the program are compared with what has been
said above about Chinese expectations and experience, a number of conclu
sions can be drawn. First, the program has succeeded in remarkable ways in
aiding the conversion of a nonrelationship of mutual isolation and hostility
into a normal, modern state-to-state relationship. This would not have been
possible were it not the case that both sides believed their interests have
been served by the program. The United States can confidently conclude
that most of its initial objectives for the program are being met; the empiri
cal record seems to support this conclusion.

The program's success has contributed to the mutually desirable
objective of improving relations between the two countries. However; it is
also influencing the direction of China's modernization policies toward a
course which seems to be in the U.S. interest. When one considers the

cardinal institutional reforms now being tried in China, the inspiration for
many of them is unquestionably a product of the exposure to Western ways
made possible by scientific exchange and the new open-door policy. These
cardinal reforms in science include those mentioned above—changes in
funding practices, a redefinition of the role of the university, and a relaxa
tion of personnelallocation procedures. Totheseshould be added the grow
ing importance attached to scientific advisory mechanisms and tec^cal
consultancy services.

At the heart of all these changes is a redefinition of the role of the
technical expert in Chinese society. This redefinition is by no means com
plete, and it is unlikely to be complete for some time. Instead, it is an
ongoing process of reconciling party insistence on maintaining a monopoly
on social control, with the functional requirements for the relative auton
omy of technical personnel; of bridging the gaps among those embuacing
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the Maoist, the Soviet, and the Western traditions of how technical exper
tise, economic management, and political power should be interrelated.

As suggested above, the ultimate outcome is likely to be a hybrid of
these traditions. But in the process of reconciliation, those adhering to the
Western tradition of greater "subsystem autonomy," while in the minority,
have a tactical advantage; the flaws in the other traditions are by now
obvious to many in key positions. While the construction of a Western-style
scientific community in China is unlikely, the ongoing infusion of Western-
inspired scientific practices resulting from exchange programs will continue
to define, as it already has, the agenda for institutional change in China's
scientiHc research and higher education.

The fact that these changes are occurring is of considerable impor
tance for the United States. Yet, there are profound uncertainties about the
relationship between China's course and U.S. interests. First, although a
Western-inspired program of reform may be on China's agenda, there are
powerful historical reasons to expect that China will not choose that pro
gram without significant modifications. It is indeed difficult to predict
which course China will follow, but it is certain that China will choose on
the basis of its sense of its interests. Although there has been somewhat less
coherence in China's conduct of exchanges than its formal institutions
would lead us to expect, nevertheless, we see in the working out of the
program on the Chinese side the articulation of program design and imple
mentation with national objectives.

On the other hand, the United States may now be approaching the
classical pluralist policy dilemma with regard to its interests in the program.
Many of its initial objectives are being met, including the goal of develop
ing diverse constituencies with a "stake" in good relations with China. This
is part of the American plurialist genius. The cost of all this, however, may
be the appearance of a kind of "tragedy of the commons" problem, in
which private and public interests diverge. If the interests of diverse private
constituencies are being served by exchanges with China, can we assume
therefore that the "national interset" is also being served?

In the pluralist tradition, the answer is almost by definition affirma
tive. The questions which the United States must ask itself, now, however,
are, first, whether the empirical record accords with this pluralist principle
and, second, whether the pluralist genius embedded in the design and
implementation of the exchange program contains within it the seeds of
collective irrationality. At what point does Chinese exploitation (not neces
sarily consciously sinister or unfriendly) of the U.S. pluralist system for
their collective ends lead to the loss of collective benefits and the imposi
tion of collective costs on the United States?^

In answering this question, much depends on how the Chinese system
evolves. Just as the early phase of the scientific exchange program reflected
the main institutional features of the two societies, so will future phases.
The details of that future on the Chinese side are difficult to predict in the
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face of the remarkable changes now in course. It seems unlikely, however,
that China will evolve into a liberal, "market-rational" society with institu
tions increasingly synunetrical with those of the United States.

An interesting, but still not widely discussed, possible course of devel
opment would be for China to evolve into a socialist version of the East
Asian "plan-rational" or "developmental" state.^' Unlike China's regional
capitalist neighbors, in the Chinese version the means of production would
still be socialized. But like them, and unlike Soviet-style "plan-
ideological" systems (which China has been), market exchanges (rather
than state planning) would serve to coordinate the economy and set all but
strategic goals, and there would be extensive participation in international
trade. Like other "plan-rational" systems, the state would set strategic
goals (such as which industries should be favored), and these goals would
be a function of a strategy of international competitiveness rooted in tech
nology policies. In such a system, in short, the relationships between the
state and science, technology, and the economy, while not the same as
China's capitalist East Asian neighbors, would be readily recognizable
by them.

Were China to evolve into a "plan-rational" system of this type (mid
it has a long way to go before doing so), the evolution would be accompa
nied by the acquisition of notable scientific and technological capabilities.
This acquisition will have been made possible in no small measure by the
exchange program with the United States. U.S. support for exchanges thus
may be helping to create another participant in the worldwide revival of the
Handelspolitik tradition,^' the modern version of which sees the powers of
the state used to foster scientific research and protect high-technology
industries in the context of a market economy. This revival poses both
threats to, and opportunities for, U.S. interests. If China is indeed likely to
evolve into a distinctive "plan-rational" system, now is the time to begin to
think about the opportunities.

At times, the United States seems to be poorly equipped at the gov
ernmental level to identify and seize such opportunities. To be better
equipped would be to have policy-level monitoring of the kinds of exchange
programs we have been considering here. It would also mean having organi
zational mechanisms for policy level, proactive initiatives to identify smd
capture "opportunities" to serve U.S. interests—whether scientific, com
mercial, or political—made possible by such exchange programs. In a
world where science and technology are increasingly important factors in
foreign affairs (as the U.S.-China relationship demonstrates so well), the
United States is still groping toward an institutionalized, high-level mecha
nism for integrating international S&T issues with national policy. We
should not be surprised, therefore, if China over the long run is more
successful than the United States in realizing its objectives for exchanges in
science and engineering.
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Scientific Exchanges and Technology
Transfer to China: The Policy Issues

Denis Fred Simon

Introduction

Science and technology have come to play an increasingly important
role in foreign policy and world affairs (Sanders, 1983; Granger, 1979).
This has been especially true in the case of America's evolving relations
with the People's Republic of China. Since the normalization of relations
between Beijing and Washington in 1979, science and technology have
become one of the cornerstones of the emerging Sino-U.S. relationship. In
fact, both comparatively and historically speaking, it can be said that the
role of science and technology in Sino-U.S. relations has been unique. In
few, if any, of America's other bilateral relationships have science and tech
nology been as significant in the forging of expanded diplomatic ties.

Yet, while science and technology have served to help fortify the Sino-
U.S. relationship, they have also been a major area of controversy, disagree
ment, and unfulfilled expectations. This is especially true regarding the
technology transfer aspects of Sino-U.S. science and technology (S&T)
exchanges and commercial technology relations. On several occasions since
formal diplomatic relations were established, prominent Chinese leaders
have publicly chastised the United States for what they perceive as Ameri
ca's unwillingness to provide unencumbered access to Chinese scholars by
U.S. education and research institutions or to transfer advanced technology
to China. And, even though since 1981 US. controls on the export of
advanced technology to China have been steadily and significantly relaxed,
China has frequently expressed its displeasure over the pace of scientific
exchanges and the composition of technology flows from the United States.

The rapid proliferation of science and technology contacts between the
two countries raises a variety of critical questions about the role of science
and technology in foreign policy and the extent to which advanced technol
ogy should be sold to China in the face of continued uncertainty surrounding
the political dimensions of the Sino-U.S. relationship. In this regard, it is
legitimate to ask whether rapidly expanding science and technology ties can,
indeed, act as a catalyst in helping to strengthen those political ties. While
the Chinese clearly believe that science and technology should take the lead
and that better political relations will subsequently follow, others in the
United States (including myself) believe that our political ties must first fall
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into place to a greater extent than is now true before the transfer of technol
ogy can play the "integrating" role or have the shaping effect envisionedby
many policymakers and sinologists in the United States.

This chapter will deal with four main questions regarding the role of
science and technology in Sino-U.S. exchanges, highlighting a number of
sensitive and often challenging questions—but unfortunately provi(Mng
only skeletal answers in many cases to what promise to be continuing
issues. The four areas are (1) the extent to which Sino-U.S. exchanges in the
scientific and commercial technology areas are structured to provide CMna
with the know-how most appropriate to resolving its numerous moderniza
tion problems; (2) the extent to which the United States is creating unful
filled expectations on the Chinese side; (3) U.S. policies and practices with
respect to the transfer of science and technology as compared with those of
other countries, especially Japan; and (4) given the evolving nature of the
Sino-U.S. political relationship, an appraisal of whether or not the Umted
States has moved too rapidly in science and technology exchanges to the
detriment of both U.S. interests and Chinese economic development.

China's S&T Modernization Objectives

In order to appreciate the reasons for the salience of the science and
technology questions in Beijing and Washington, it is essential to understand
what has driven the strong interest in this issue on both sides. Interestingly, in
spite of its more fluid domestic economic and political situation, China's
goals regarding the S&T exchanges and technology transfer have been rela
tively more tangible and straightforward than those of the United States.
Moreover, in some respects th^r have also remained more limited.

One of the principal driving forces behind China's desire to ease ten
sions with the United States was to gain access to U.S. educational institu
tions as well as American scientific, production, and managerial know-how
(Suttmeier, 1980). In fact, there is good reason to believe that Deng JGao-
ping was able to "sell" normalization to some of his more skeptical cohorts
on the basis of the potential science and technology benefits. By training
large numbers of Chinese students overseas and opening the door to foreign
technology and expertise, the PRC leadership hoped to overcome its coun
try's technological backwardness and eventually close the "gap" between
China and the industrialized nations (Orleans, 1980). Furthermore, in using
foreign science and technology to strengthen their indigenous capabilities,
Chinese leaders have hoped to harness their links with the United States
and other nations to enhance their potential for greater self-reliance—a
goal somewhat dissimilar to the U.S. objective of trying to use scientific
exchanges and technology transfers to forge greater political interdjepen-
dence (Baum, 1980).
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More specifically, the imperatives of economic and military moderni
zation have been the primary driving forces for many PRC policy initiatives
since the post-Mao era began. In their efforts to raise industrial and agri
cultural output, improve the overall standard of living, and accommodate
their country's national security interests, Chinese leaders have attached a
special role to science and technology. China's leaders have indicated that
at least one-half the gains toward achieving their stated goal of quadrupling
the gross value of agricultural and industrial output by the year 2000 will
have to come from increased application of science and technology.
Accordingly, it is no accident, for example, that between 85 and 90 percent
of the students China has sent to the United States for advanced training
and study have been in the natural sciences, engineering, and medicine
rather than in the humanities and social sciences (Lampton et al., 1986).

Within China, a whole series of new policy initiatives has been taken
in order to strengthen the country's science and technology base. In March
1985, China's Central Committee announced the "Decision of the Reform
of the Science and Technology Management System" (Xinhua, March 19,
1985). The document is a further affirmation of a range of policies
designed to encourage the scientific community to ensure that research
serves production and that applied research is given sufficient attention.
Managerial reforms, a "contract system," and commercial technology
markets have been introduced in order to make the transfer of research to
production more efficient. Improved status has been accorded to scientific
and technical personnel, with the goal of increasing the number of quali
fied personnel in positions of authority and responsibility as well as provid
ing opportunities for greater job mobility. Financial incentives have also
been expanded through an award system that grants financial prizes to S&T
personnel who make significant contributions to the goal of S&T moderni
zation (Simon, 1985).

Most critical, the Chinese have indicated their willingness to comple
ment indigenous efforts by using foreign science and technology and allow
ing a significant degree of foreign participation in their economy and
research and development (R&D) system (Simon, 1986). The decision to
expand, in a significant fashion, the use of foreign science and technology
represents, in some respects, a major revision of Chinese thinking. It
reflects a new approach in terms of China's knowledge of the changing
world situation and its calculation of benefits to be derived from collabora

tion with (as opposed to isolation from) key members of the world econ
omy and technology system. In this respect, the present policy of an open
door to foreign science and technology stands in sharp contrast to the
autarkic policies of the past. It is not that the goal of self-reliance has been
forgotten; China continues to attach great importance to achieving an
increasing degree of technological self-reliance. Even today, China does not
particularly like having to depend on other nations for technology since it
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represents one of the only forms of leverage that outsiders have on the
PRC. At the present time, however, the use of foreign science and technol
ogy are viewed as a means to more efficiently and effectively achieve this
goal. This also helps to explain the Chinese insistence on continuing to
diversify their S&T contacts, thereby avoiding becoming dependent on any
one country (Ho and Huenemann, 1985).

The imperative of modernizing science and technology has become
even more significant during the last few years because of what the Chinese
view as the emergence of what Tbffler has called the "third wave." In
essence, Ibffler describes what he sees as the onset of a new stage of the
world industrial revolution in which there will be a qualitative change in the
technical basis of economic advance. Specifically, Toffler points to four criti
cal technologies: (1) microelectronics, (2) information science, (3) biotechnol
ogy, and (4) new materials (Toffler, 1980). By possessing strong indigenous
capabilities in each of these areas, some countries will have a "head start" in
responding to the future challenge of national development.

Interestingly, the issue of the "third wave" has become the focal point
of a debate within China's top political, economic, and S&T circles (Huan
Xiang, 1984). The debate has centered on whether or not China should
forego concentration on development of some of the more traditional indus
tries, attempt to leapfrog some development stages, and emphasize develop
ment of these four advanced technologies cited in Toffier's work. One school
of thought has argued that unless China gives sufficient attention to these
four areas, it will fall forever behind the rest of the industrialized world. Such
a situation would clearly be politically unacceptable. In contrast, others have
argued that part of China's previous problems in 1978-79 were due to the
fact that people wanted to move too fast. From this perspective, the present
stated goal of the regime, which is to attain the 1970s and 1980s technical
levels of the West by 2000, is more practical and achievable.

The Chinese approach has been to move in both directions. On the
one hand, traditional industries have not been ignored, basically because
the Chinese cannot afford to shift their attention away from improving steel
production, increasing energy output, and meeting the demands for larger
quantities of basic goods from the population. Under a program called the
"technical transformation of enterprises" administered by the State Eco
nomic Commission, funds are being made available for rehabilitating and
renovating many of China's key industrial facilities (Li Boxi et al., 1985).
On the other hand, major attention is being given to the four technologies
of the "third wave." A national biotechnology center has been set up with
an international advisory board made up of leading Chinese and foreign
biologists, geneticists, etc. Several national conferences have been held to
highlight the potential role of new materials. And efforts are now under
way to create a nationwide S&T and economic information network
through ecpanded use of computers and foreign data bases.
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From a technology transfer perspective, the most significant aspect
has been the attention accorded to the upgrading of electronics and com
puter technologies (Simon and Rehn, forthcoming). Based on reports com
ing out of the Chinese press and my own discussions with Chinese
industrial and S&T officials, it is clear that electronics and computers are
China's number one S&T priority. According to Jiang Zemin, the current
mayor of Shanghai (one of China's leading electronics bases) and Minister
of the Electronics Industry until summer 1985, electronics for the military
application, computers, and large-scale integrated circuits are the three pri
orities of the industry. A special leading group under the State Council for
electronics (headed by Vice-Premier Li Peng) has been established to coor
dinate national efforts to promote development of electronic components,
consumer electronics, computers, software, and communications technol
ogy. China is also in the process of establishing its versions of the U.S. West
Coast high-technology park (popularly known as silicon valley) in the vicin
ity of Shanghai, Guangdong, Jiangsu province, and Beijing/Tianjin. These
four sites are to serve as "technological hothouses" for stimulating indige
nous innovation and attracting high-technology firms from abroad, accord
ing to interviews conducted by the author in Beijing and Shanghai in
January and August 1986.

The inclusion of "electronics for the military" as one of the country's
major electronics priorities is not surprising. Given the attention attached
to strategic weapons in China's defense sector and the critical role that
microelectronics and advanced computers play in this area, it is obvious
that the military could significantly benefit from an infusion of state-of-
the-art know-how. In addition, China's conventional weapons capabilities,
particularly in areas such as command, control, and communication, are
also in need of technological modernization. In fact, even though the mili
tary has been the national leader in electronics and computers, its overall
technical needs in this area still remain quite high.

The U.S. Perspective on Sino-U.S. S&T Exchanges

As the Sino-U.S. science and technology relationship has evolved over
the last several years, there has continued to be a lack of unified consensus,
especially in Washington, about what could realistically be ©cpected and
what might be the anticipated benefits for the United States from the grow
ing S&T ties between the two countries. Gabriel Almond, in his seminal work
The American People and Foreign Policy (1950), argues that in the realm of
foreign policy, the U.S. populace tends to react more on the basis of mood
and disposition than on the actual basis of factual information or analytic
process. More often than not, this is exactly what has transpired in the case
of Sino-U.S. science and technology relations. Since the arrival of then Presi
dent Richard Nixon in China in 1972, the United States, in particular, has
been in a "pro-China" mode, with each successive administration feeling
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obliged to do more with China in the area of scienceand technology than its
predecessors. As a result, the United States has tended to formulate science
and technology policy on the basis of wishful thinking rather than careful
analysis. Moreover, while China has viewed science and technology as a cen
tral feature of the relationship, it is safe to say that most U.S. policymakers,
preoccupied with such matters as the global strategic triangle and "playing
the China card," treat science and technology as mere "icing on the cake."
This is most clearly reflected in the fact that funding has been a major
constraint on the U.S. in terms of program activities and development. While
expanded exchanges with China were being hailed as a positive development,
it has been difficult for each of the U.S. government departments to obtain
sufficient funding for carrying out various cooperative endeavors.

This inability to respect the true salience of science and technology in
the context of Sino-U.S. relations reflected a deeper problem in the Ameri
can foreign policy-making apparatus. As early as 1970, the Committee on
International Relations of the House of Representatives began publishing a
series of reports dealing with the role of S&Tin U.S. foreign affairs, culmi
nating in a 1976 study entitled Science, Technology, and Diplomacy in an
Age ofInterdependence. Among other things, the study questioned Ameri
ca's perspective and preparation for handling the complex task of linking
foreign policy with science and technology (U.S. Congress, 1976). Similar
types of concerns were expressed regarding the training of foreign service
officers by the Department of State in other arenas. And, while the crea
tion of the Bureau for Oceans, Environment, and Sciences (OES) in the
Department of State in 1974 was a step in the right direction, there have
continued to be reservations about the capacity of U.S. foreign policy to
effectively capitalize upon America's scientific and technological eminaice
in world affairs.

This is not to suggest that since 1979 U.S. S&T policy toward CMna
has been totally without rhyme or reason. The first official mission to
China in mid-1978 had four main purposes: (1) to establish official S&T
contacts, (2) to explain U.S. science and technology organization and pol
icy, (3) to evaluate the status of PRC S&T capabilities, and (4) to explore
possible areas of cooperation in S&T (New York Times, June 28, 1978).
Nor is it implied that our expanded science and technology relations have
not been mutually advantageous. The United States has viewed technology
relations as a means to cement Sino-American political relations. Through
the establishment of a broad range of ties involving substantial segments of
the American and Chinese scientific and technical community, U.S. policy
makers have hoped to create a variety of constituencies in both countri^ to
support maintenance and expansion of friendly relations. Since the signing
of the overarching bilateral S&T cooperation agreement in 1979, over
twenty protocols have been signed for cooperation in a variety of scientific
fields, including agricultural science, high-energy physics, transportation,
and industrial management. While the principles of mutual benefit and
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equality have been the underlying guidelines governing these interactions,
in reality, such considerations have often been subordinated to the greater
objective of forging expanded ties and consolidating existing ones (Sutt-
meier, 1981).

The United States has also viewed the science and technology
exchanges with China as a means to advance American commercial inter
ests (U.S. Congress, 1983). Dr. Frank Press, director of the Office of Sci
ence and Technology Policy (OSTP) at the White House, had initially
hoped that various cooperative programs could provide the lubricant to
facilitate the sale of equipment and technology by U.S. industry. Similarly,
by training a whole cadre of Chinese managers, it was hoped that these
individuals would be more inclined to favor U.S. products and ways of
operating. Unfortunately, the United States has been less than successful in
achieving these ends for a number of critical reasons. Some of the reasons
have had to do with shifting Chinese modernization priorities and the
decreasing availability of funds on the PRC side. Others have dealtwith the
historical legacy in the United States that, more often than not, has pre
vented closebusiness-government cooperation in areas of trade and interna
tional business.

In many respects, the salience of science and technology in Sino-U.S.
relations actually derives from a series of factors basically external to the
bilateral relationship. Sino-U.S. S&T exchanges took on special significance
during the late 1970s and early 1980s because Chinese demands for
expanded contacts anda more forthcoming U.S. technology transfer policy
occurred at a time when several technology-related issues had moved to
center stage on theagenda of policymakers in Washington. Most significant
was the concern with what some called the "hemorrhage" of U.S. technol
ogy abroad (Business Week, April 4, 1983). Specific concerns centered on
the outflow of nonapproved technologies to the Soviet Union, though the
issue of scientific and technical exchanges were also a focal point of atten
tion (Carey and Carlucci, January 8, 1982). An unclassified CIA paper
issued in 1982and revised in 1985 indicated that Soviet clandestine acquisi
tion of technology was widespread and focused on supporting Moscow's
advanced weapons programs. In addition, new questions about the interre
lationship between national security and scientific communication, as well
as the access granted to foreign students and the role of academic
exchanges, emerged when Bobby Inman, former deputy director of the
CIA, indicated at a meeting of the American Academy of Arts and Sci
ences (AAAS) that perhaps tighter controls should be placed on cross-
border flows of information in specific "sensitive areas" (National
Academy of Sciences, 1982).

Concerns about science and technology exchanges were also com
pounded by a growing sense that somehow theUnited States was losing its
economic and technological competitiveness. Concerns about the so-called
threat from Japan did not help but further politicize science and technol-
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ogy issues in both government and business. One Business Week article, for
example, indicated that Japanese funding of research on U.S. campuses
had become a key mechanism for gaining access to current state-of-the-art
research in America's top universities (Business Week, September 24, 1984).
Given the U.S. role in the 1950s in supporting Japan's economic develop
ment as wellas the uncertainty that surrounded the Sino-U.S. relationship,
the legacy of past policies reversals, and the many questions about the
consequences of China's emergence in the world economy, it was not sur
prisingto find the issues of scientific exchange with and technology transfer
to China becoming caught up—in some circles—within the controversy
within the United States over industrial policy and competitiveness. More
over, in an era of increasinglimits as far as budgets were concerned, various
U.S. government organizations had to analyze more closely the tradeoffs
between engaging in a program with a "developingcountry" such as China
that might yield future benefits or using their funds for initiating an
"exchange" with a country that was presently more of a technological
equal to the United States and where the rewards might be more immediate
and tangible.

Divisions on scientific exchange and technology transfer to China
appeared between such organizations as the Committee on Exchange
(COMEX), an interdepartmental working group responsible for overseeing
the activities of visiting students and scholars to the United States, espe
cially those from communist countries, and various academic institutions
in theUnited States. In theory, COMEX was responsible for reviewing each
visa request by a Chinese scholar for placement at an American university
or research laboratory and each of the bilateral protocols signed between
Washington and Beijing. COMEX, however, was plagued with the problem
of how to treat China because on the one hand under existing legislation
China was still a "communist" country subject to strict controls; yet onthe
other hand theWhite House through theOffice of Science and Technology
Policy (OSTP) sent signals within the various echelons of the U.S. govern
ment to treat China differently from the way it treated the Soviet Union, In
addition, questions arose over whether or not COMEX could indeed deny
access to anyChinese accepted byan American university to so-called open
libraries, facilities, or even classes on technical subjects on U.S. campuses,
especially if there was no classified research being done at these premises.

The most notable example involving COMEX dealt with the case of
Qi Yulu, a visiting Chinese scholar at the University of Minnesota specializ
ing in computer science and software development (National Academy of
Sciences, 1982:171-81). Upon reviewing Qi's background and intended
courseof study in the United States in the fall of 1981, the Department of
State, which assumed responsibility for visiting scholars as part of its visa-
issuing responsibilities, "suggested" to theuniversity that because of possi
ble national security concerns "Qi be restricted from any access to
unpublished or classified goverimient-funded work." More significant,
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however, was the recommendation that Qi's program of study ''emphasize
course work with minimal involvement in applied research" and the sug
gestion that "there should be no access to the design, construction, or
maintenance data relevant to individual items of computer hardware."
Finally, the Department of State also requested to be notified beforehand
of any proposed visits by Qi to industrial or research facilities.

The president of the University of Minnesota, C. Peter Magrath,
responded with a strongly wordedletter that clearlystated "both in principle
and in practice, the restrictions proposed in [the State Department's] letter
are inappropriate for an American University." Citing the tradition of aca
demic freedom and openness characteristic of U.S. higher education as well
as his specific institution, Magrath basically refused to accept the proposed
restriction on Qi's activities. The Magrath response was echoed by many
other U.S. academic institutions for similar reasons. In effect, the position
taken by these universities reflected an implicit, if not explicit, rejection of
prevailing export control regulations as applied to visiting scholars and
students.

Divisions also arose over general technology transfer policy as well. In
some cases, these divisions affected the exchanges since some of the equip
ment and scientific instrumentation that were needed for particular projects
were considered controlled items from the perspective of existing export
control legislation (U.S. Congress, 1983). The export control problems
associated with the sale of LANDSAT to China reflected the prevailing
differences over technology transfer. Many of these divisions, however, did
not always follow along simple bureaucratic lines. For example, the Com
merce Department, anxious to expand trade with China, saw S&T
exchanges as a means to develop commercial ties—and thus was quite sup
portive of any program that could help expand U.S.-PRC economic ties.
Yet, aside from its trade promotion responsibilities. Commerce was also
responsible for administering export controls. As such, equipment and
instrumentation that were destined for China as part of cooperative pro
jects in such fields as high-energy physics, were frequently held back
because of national security concerns (Bertsch and Mclntyre, 1983).

Similar problems also emerged in the Pentagon, which, because of its
role in the export control review process, frequently became both directly
and indirectly involved in various aspects of the S&T exchange program.
For example, some segments of the Department of Defense (DOD), which
wereanxious to "play the China card," were willing at a very early point in
the relationship to selladvanced equipmentas well as possible dual-use and
even military-related technologies in Beijing. In their view, the Soviet
Union, not the United States, was China's primary military concern. Other
elements in DOD were more apprehensive and took the opposite view,
claiming that China was too unpredictable and therefore not a good risk in
terms of selling advanced technology (Solomon, 1981). Ironically, while
during the 1978-81 period, opponents of selling advanced technology to
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China were arguing that the Chinese were too weak to be used as a "card"
against the Soviet Union (and thus the United States should not sell
advanced technology), by 1982, this argument was used, in some cases, to
justify expanded technology transfers on the premise that it really did not
matter what we sold the Chinese because it would take a long time for them
to digest and apply the technology (U.S. Congress, January 1982).

Of course, other factors and players were involved in the process of
determining the type and level of science and technology that the United
States should make available to China. The dictates of U.S. foreign policy
wereparticularly important in this regard, with the State Department led by
the Office of Chinese Affairs playing a major role. Since the Nixon admin
istration, it has been U.S. policy to support, in both principle and in
actions, China's efforts to modernize its economy. The underlying premise
of U.S. policy has been a belief that a modernizing, economically advanc
ing China would be more prone to a moderate foreign policy than a China
beset with all sorts of developmental and political problems. Accordingly,
while congressional legislation has until recently prevented the rendering of
direct technical assistance through organizations such as the Agency for
International Development (AID), the State Department through its
encouragement of bilateral S&T cooperation, expanded education
exchanges, and increased commercial contacts has spearheaded, for the
most part, the attempt to help China remedy its economic problems.

Interestingly, not only has the effort to link China with U.S. organiza
tions and segments of the American population been viewed as a bilateral
goal, but it also has been seen as part of a larger attempt to make China
increasingly "interdependent" with the industrialized world—thus lessen
ing the likelihood that China would want to return to either the soci^ist
bloc or its past policy of isolation. By tying China up with the West and
Japan through an extensive web of trade, science and technology, and cul
tural relations, there has been a belief that Beijing would develop a vested
interest in maintaining ties with the outside world. As such, irrespective of
what political problems might emerge (such as Tkiwan), it would be too
costly for China to extricate itself from these relationships.

The work of some private and semiprivate organizations helped to
complement this entire process. For example, the National Academy of
Sciences (NAS) saw Chinaas an appropriate targetin its effortsto depoKti-
cize scientific communication and promote "scientific internationalism."
Through its Committee on Scholarly Communication with the People's
Republic of China (CSCPRC), the NASplayed a significant role in arrang
ing S&T contacts during the prerecognition period and institutionalizing
those contacts in the postrecognition phase. An excellent documentary
record of the NAS and the CSCPRC regarding their China S&T-related
activities can be found in the China ExchangeNews, which started publica
tion in the early 1970s. The CSCPRC is discussed more extensively in the
chapter by Joyce Kallgren.
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The CSCPRC became a key player in bridging the public-private gap
during the early years of scientific exchanges. Many of these early S&T-
related visits were not much more than "scientific tourism." After 1979,
however, the CSCPRC played an important substantive role in helping the
Office of Science and Ifechnology Policy and the USIA bring about the
formal exchange of visiting scholars and S&T delegations. The major prob
lem encountered in these efforts remained much the same throughout the
entireperiod, namely, that while the PRC had a preponderance of scientists
and engineers who wanted to cometo the United States, the American side
was dominated by social scientists and humanists who wanted to learn
more about Chinese society, politics, history, etc.

The Focus of Sino-U.S. Scientific Exchanges and
Technology Relations

The Sino-U.S. S&T relationship has steadily evolved into a broad-
based, multifaceted set of public and private contacts and programs (see
Appendix). As noted, the United States and China have signed more than
twenty separate protocols for cooperation in science and technology. Activi
ties contained in these protocols are covered under an umbrella agreement
signed between Washington and Beijing in 1979 and recently renewed dur
ing the exchange of visits between Premier Zhao Ziyang and President
Ronald Reagan in 1984. The Bureau of Oceans, Environment, and Sciences
(OES) at the Department of State and China's State Science and Technol
ogy Commission (SSTC) have been the implementing agencies—though
over the last several years there has been a gradual decentralization of
responsibility down toward the counterpart agencies involved in the respec
tive government-to-government exchange and cooperation programs. In
addition, there is a "joint commission" on science and technology respon
sible for overseeing the direction and scope of the S&T cooperation pro
gram. Themeetings of the joint commission are aimed at addressing major
issues of concern to both sides.

University-based contacts have also steadily expanded as many Chi
nese and American education institutions have developed sister-school rela
tionships. Conferences dealing with science and social science topics have
become a regular feature of the relationship as well, especially as the Chi
nese have come to realize (through these exchanges) that the setting and
context in which science and technology activities are conducted may be
just as important as the scientific and technical details. For example, the
notion of developing a strong research basein the university, an idea that is
extremely popular in China today but runs counter to the previous Soviet-
inspired tendency to locate research in separate institutes, has come about
in large part as a result of the sustained contact of Chinese educators and
scholars with the American higher education system. The transfer of other
institutional forms, including such concepts as a national science founda-
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tion, venture technology, peer review procedures, etc., has been a major
element in the bilateral science and technology relationship (Bulletin of
Atomic Scientists, 1984).

Through these exchangesand multiple cooperation agreements, a sub
stantial quantity of information has flowed between the two countries.
China has benefited from American expertise, but what is often ignored is
the extent to which the U.S. scientific community has benefited from its
interactions with China. Data gathered from China will aid in advancing
the present state of knowledge and understanding in a number of important
fields. The flow has largely been in favor of the Chinese. Given the differ
ent starting points of the two societies, it would be unreasonable to expect
complete equality and access at this point in time, though the issuecannot
be completely set aside. This factor has sometimes deterred American sci
entists from engaging in programs with a Chinese counterpart except in a
select number of fields. Preliminary indications are, however, that as the
modernization program proceeds and cooperation with foreigners is
deemed to be moreand morelegitimate and less problematic from a politi
cal and logistical point of view, greater access will be provided—thus possi
bly enhancing China's attractiveness as a cooperative partner.

One of the major questions deriving from examination of the Sino-
U.S. S&T exchange program has to do with the extent to whichthe transfer
of know-how and experience has helped to meet Chinese needs and has
shaped emerging Chinese attitudes and capabilities. It is clear that the
opportunity to do collaborative research with American scientists is
extremely attractive to the Chinese scientific community. At times, without
overexaggerating the role of high-energy physics, Chinese scientists have
looked to their American colleagues as a justification to continue with their
basic research activities—even as they have been instructed by central
authorities to ensure that research better serves production. The role of
Chinese-American scientists takes on special significance in this context
since they have played a very active role in S&T cooperation with China.

Based on statements by Deng Xiaoping, the Chinese leadership
attaches great importance to the overseas Chinese scientific community.
Prominent scientists such as T. D. Lee, SamuelTing, LukeYuan, and C. N.
Yang have all acted as advisers to the Chinese scientific community and
political leadership. In providing guidance and advice in the 1978-79 per
iod, these high-energy physicists, intentionally or not, gave great promi
nence to China's own community of physicists. This prominence was
reinforced by the fact that a Sino-U.S. bilateral agreement for cooperation
in high-energy physics rapidly became seen by both sides as one of the
showcase projects under the bilateral agreement. However, while the phys
ics community in China had great interest and desire to build a 50-gev
world-class accelerator—to bring them into the mainstream of international
physics research—national development priorities dictated that such a pro-
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ject was too extravagant, leading to a major reseating of the project and the
decision to build a more modest + 2/-2 electron positron in its place.

The initial decision to emphasize high-energy physics is an example of
how a U.S. "interest group" with a Chinese counterpart can lead some
Chinese priorities in a questionable direction. There are numerous other
examples where bilateral cooperation programs have directly responded to
Chinese needs. The most successful cases have been in health sciences,
metrology, science policy, and management training. The cooperative man
agement training center in Dalian, for example, has become a model for the
formation of similar training centers involving Japan, Sweden, Canada,
West Germany, and Hong Kong. Chinese faculty have gradually replaced
American faculty in the Dalian teaching program. And graduates from the
Dalian program, such as Wang Zhaoguo, seem to be playing an influential
role in their respective positions (Fischer, 1986).

Most critical, however, has been the transfer of "technology" that has
occurred as a result of "learning by doing" in the same laboratories and
research programs. As China's science and technology policies evolve, it is
clear that they will have greatly benefited from interaction with American
scientists and policymakers. The process whereby research is funded and
evaluated in China has clearly been influenced by the model of the National
Science Foundation. Peer review rather than political evaluation is now an
accepted concept. And, as noted, the development of university-based
research capabilities is another area where U.S. influence has been signifi
cant. Additionally, treatment of S&T personnel has also been shaped by
American practices, especially in terms of promotion, the reward structure,
and job mobility.

On the U.S. side, in some areas, the gains have also been substantial.
One of the best examples is in agricultural science and pest control. The U.S.
scientific community has benefited from access to Chinese soybean germ
plasm and medicinal plants as well as in joint research on the gypsy moth—a
growing problem for the northeastern United States. In other areas such as
earthquake studies and oceanography, observation of the Chinese setting has
provided greater insight into problems that currently occupy the attention of
the U.S. scientific community. And, in the area of metrology, the effort to
help China establish a national measurement system compatible with that of
the United States may ultimately help to maximize trade and the receptivity
to U.S. goods by minimizing the difference between the two countries in the
measurement of various quantities of materials.

This is not to suggest that problems do not exist. There have been and
remain many cultural, political, and national security-related obstacles to
cooperation. Questions about the sharing of technical data have continued
to be pervasive. Chinese participants are not clear on just how much leeway
they have under the current so-called open-door policy to share data and
related information with their U.S. counterparts. In addition, there is the
issue of patent rights. Under the structure of the U.S. patent law, a patent
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will be awarded to that individual(s) who makes the largest contribution
toward a new invention, innovation, etc. While in principle, cooperative
Sino-U.S. research is supposed to be on an equal basis, the fact remains
that at times there has been a disproportionate share of work done by the
American participant, with the implication that the Chinese might not have
joint rights to the patent. The Chinese do not agree with this formula for
both obvious political as well as substantive-technical reasons. The imple
mentation of China's own patent law in April 1985 may help to alleviate
some aspects of this problem.

When the S&T bilateral cooperation program evolved in its early
stages, it was the American side that was the main originator of ideas for
joint projects. As time has passed, the Chinese are now taking the initiative
in proposing future projects. A major question is whether or not the United
States should become involved in projects which it believes may be too far
afield from the American perception of Chinese needs, especiallygiven the
general deemphasis on basic research. The United States cannot assume
that the Chinese system has sufficient control to prevent peripheral projects
from emerging and gaining momentum—by which time stopping them
might damage the image or credibility of both sides. In other words, the
rapid proliferation of activities and the numbers of persons on both sides
involved has raised the question about how much "control" the non-
Chinese side should have over Chinese scientific choices and technology
priorities. Should our bilateral programs, for instance, be used for "techni
cal engineering" in much the same way others would like to use cultural
programs for "social engineering"? This seems to be the focus of the man
agement and metrology programs. It remains to be seen whether normative
ends sought by a partner are consistent with China's own intentions regard
ing technological independence and political autonomy.

The Issue of Unfulfilled Expectations

While Chinese leaders have been relatively satisfied with the pace of
exchanges, except for some minor financial issues, their main criticisms have
been directed at U.S. restrictions on the export of technology and equipment.
In essence, the Chinese view the continued application of export controls and
visa monitoring as a form of discrimination. Given the importance that Chi
nese leaders have increasingly attached to "technology," as opposed to pure
science, and their "infatuation" with the Toffler perspective, it is not surpris
ing for them to be pushing for higher levels of advanced equipment and
know-how. And, in some cases, the needs on the Chinese side are there,
especially in such areas as testing and measuring equipment, computers ^d
related software for financial and inventory management, and precision
machinery for improving product quality and standards.

Ironically, if one examines U.S. export policy toward China, approval
of export licenses doubled from 1,508 in I98I to 3,314 in 1983—and rose to
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4,587 in 1984 and 8,593 in 1985, suggesting that the United States is,
indeed, responding to Chinese requests (Office of Chinese Affairs, U.S.
Department of Commerce). (In the first eleven months of 1984, high tech
nology trade grew to US$2.8 billion from US$1.1 billion in 1983.) In both
mid-1983 and late 1985, major revisions were made in the existing controls
on the sale of technology to the PRC. All changes were designed to not
only broaden the types of equipment and technology that could be sold to
China, but also to speed up the processing of applications requiring the
issuance of export licenses. It should also be added that efforts were also
underway to respond to Chinese needs in so-called sensitive areas through
negotiation of possible programs under the S&T exchange agreement in
industrial cooperation, which would include electronics, telecommunica
tions, aeronautics, and hydraulic engineering.

Nonetheless, disagreements remain. One of the main causes of con
tinued disagreement is the current U.S. push to control essential "technol
ogy and know-how," that is, the essential design information (as opposed
to merely equipment) which China is emphasizing in its present technology
acquisition program. One of China's major criticisms of its own past prac
tices regarding technology import was that too much emphasis was given to
purchasing hardware and whole plants and not enough to the acquisition of
know-how and software (Simon, 1982). The issue of what is science versus
technology and what aspects of technology the United States should restrict
has been a major dilemma regarding the entire export control structure—
one that has affected U.S. relations not only with China. The now-famous
Bucy Report issued in 1976 by the Defense Science Board tried to clear up
some of the critical distinctions by separating out know-how from equip
ment, distinguishing between "embodied" and "disembodied" technology,
and focusing on basic versus so-called revolutionary technologies (Bucy,
1980-81; U.S. Congress, 1979b). Nonetheless, differences of opinion within
and outside the U.S. government have not been settled. Thus, there is still
no real clear-cut set of guidelines about making these determinations; nor
are the existing regulations and list of controlled items able to keep pace
with the rapidity of technological change and advancement in many fields
(Center for Strategic and International Studies, 1985).

Were China's S&T needs merely civilian in nature, many of the export
control problems of the past might have easily disappeared as bilateral
relations grew closer. Aside from the specific needs of economic moderni
zation, however, China's push for access to higher levels of technology
appears to have been and still is coming from the imperatives of defense
modernization as well (Tow and Segal, 1985). Production of obsolete
defense plants and equipment has been curtailed in China, but the empha
sis on defense R&D has been maintained and even enhanced in some areas.

In order for Chinese weapons to keep pace with current scientific and tech
nological advances in the West and the USSR, greater inputs of critical
technologies are needed, especially in microelectronics, materials, and spe-
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cial metals. The Chinese military has been told that by gradually strength
ening its technical basenow, it will be in a better position to move aheadin
the future (Joffe and Segal, 1985). And, while Zhang Aiping, Minister of
Defense and former head of the National Defense Science and Technology
Commission, has told the Chinese military that the availability of advanced
foreign technology may be limited, he has encouraged them to use whatever
is available (Zhang, 1985).

Two remaining reasons may also account for China's expressions of
dissatisfaction. First, the push for greater access to U.S. science and tech
nology may be part of China's own efforts to take advantage of a window
of opportunity that now exists. The U.S. government wants Sino-U.S. rela
tions to improve. The constant badgering of U.S. officials, corporate execu
tives, and scholars by various Chinese may be part of an effort to use this
as a form of bargaining leverage to force a more forthcoming policy. Sec
ond, the evidence that technology transfers are flowing more freely than
ever before may suggest an information gap in the Chinese system, indica
ting that the leadership is hearing about all the problems but none of the
*'successful" cases. Given the fact that there have been some serious assim

ilation problems on the Chinese side, it may not be in the interest of anyone
to publicize the arrival of equipment or know-how before it is set up and
efficiently operating.

Currently, China is in the "V" category under the existing export
guidelines. It is subject to the same treatment as U.S. allies except that six
restricted areas have been spelled out for possible denial. Technologies that
make a demonstrable contribution to nuclear weapons, nuclear delivery
systems, antisubmarine warfare capabilities, electronic warfare capabilities,
intelligence gathering systems, and "power-projection" capabilities will be
denied. A three-zone system had been established: green, yellow, and red.
Seven categories of products were initially identified for inclusion in the
green zone so as to facilitate approval by the Department of Commerce, the
organization that administers the export control laws, and the Department
of Defense. Under this revised system, many export control cases have been
cleared up, and processing has been expedited. The problem is that the
yellow zone has started to grow, especially as Chinese demands for higher
technology have emerged—resulting in a situation where fewer and fewer of
the items being proposed for sale to China are falling into the liberalized
green zone. This seven-category system has been basically expanded to
reflect the changes in twenty-seven categories of equipment and technology
covered under the restrictions imposed by COCOM, the consortium of the
United States, Japan, and Western European nations—a total of fifteen
countries—that collectively oversees exports of high technology with mili
tary applications to communist countries. As will be indicated later^ in
effect, the seven-category classification has been superseded by the Decem
ber 1985 COCOM changes.
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Another problem has had to do with the relationship between U.S.
export control laws and COCOM. While some delays remained on the U.S.
side after the 1983 relaxation, more serious delays developed on the
COCOM side—when for the first time U.S. controls were actually less
restrictive than those of COCOM. This meant that in contrast to the past,
it was the United States that was now in the position of asking for more
"exceptions" and proposing more cases for clearance than most of the
other COCOM members.

Each of the fifteen member nations was required to screen all relevant
applications—a problemthat was made complex by the fact that the respec
tive members did not share a uniform code regarding their own national
export control laws. Attempts to resolve differences with COCOM were
made more difficult by the fact that many of the countries have viewed U.S.
intentions with suspicion. The United States has been accused of introduc
ing delays in COCOM in order to leak information to American firms;
similar accusations have been made by the United States. The revision
which took place in COCOM policy toward China in December 1985 has
helped to alleviate some of these problems—thereby further facilitating the
flow of technology and equipment to China.

In the future, however, additional problems are likely to appear
despite sustained efforts to resolve remaining difficulties. Why is this so? A
major dilemma arises because export control decisions are made on the
basis of two considerations (which are not mutually exclusive): In some
cases, decisions are based on the technology level; in other cases, they are
made on the basis of the acceptability of the proposed end-user. If the end-
user is clearly a military organization with involvement in any of the six
areas, the application can be denied. Within China at the present time,
there is a major movement under way to forge closer links between military
and civilian units in order to use the strengths of the military to assist with
economic modernization. Such cooperation took place before, but it was
generally from the civilian sector to the military. At present, closer two-way
cooperation may make it harder to differentiate acceptable from nonaccept-
able users—even within China's scientific research system. In addition,
given the diffuse nature of technology, it is difficult to "control" what is
being transferred within China internally, especially since the Chinese have
not offered any guarantees about domestic sharing of technology—keeping
that option open as their right as a sovereign nation, although in principle,
the Chinese have accepted "controls" on the transfer of U.S. technology to
third countries.

Problems are also likely to occur because of reports about attempted
clandestine acquisition of technology by China. This is especially true in
the case of Hong Kong, which has now become a major funnel for the
import of advanced technology into China. For example, a small semicon
ductor firm in San Jose, California, recently was convicted of selling
US$4.0 million of unauthorized electronics manufacturing equipment to a
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Hong Kong firm withdirect links to the PRC {Daily Yomiuri, 1986). Amer
ican corporate personnel report seeing items in China that have not yet
been cleared for export. Theythen find out that Hong Kong was the vehicle
through which the technology was obtained. Ultimately, as the number of
Chinese trading organizations continues to proliferate, it will be increas
inglydifficult to control the flow of technology to China, even in restricted
areas. For some, this may serve to reinforce the argument that all controls
should be removed. Such a move—which would be hailed by China—woidd
not alleviate the concerns about unauthorized acquisition and use.

U.S. Policies in Comparative Perspective

Earlier, it was suggested that the lure of the China market has been one
of the driving forces behind the expansion of Sino-U.S. S&T exchanges.
American industry has clearly set its sights on the market of one billion-
even though many firms remain frustrated in their attempts to do business in
China. Many complaints exist about China wanting access to U.S. technol
ogy, but not wanting to pay a fair price. The goal of policymakers to link
U.S. activities in the government bilateral S&T cooperation programs with
private sector efforts to expand commercial ties has yet to be achieved.

Based on some preliminary research conducted by Roy Grow at Carle-
ton University (forthcoming), the work of one of my graduate students at
MIT, and my own interviews with U.S. corporations interested in China^ it
is clear that the American approach to the China market has been substan
tially different from the approach of Japan (Simon and Engholm, 1987).
For example, after the problems with the Baoshan steel mill, Japan reversed
its strategy for the China market, choosing to pursue a strategy of ''deep
and broad penetration." Rather than seeking involvement in numerous
large, complex projects, many Japanese firms decided to tie into China's
program for the technical transformation of enterprises. Through this pro
gram, Japan has found an effective vehicle to assist China renovate its plant
and equipment, improve quality control and scheduling, and increase pro
ductivity. Many of the "deals" involve sale of Japanese equipment and
some technical assistance; the overall dollar value of each case may be
relatively small, while the total number of cases has started to grow.

In many respects, Japanese firms have targeted Chinese industrial and
technical needs at a much more appropriate level than have U.S. firms. And
they have been more successful at linking their bilateral programs with their
private-sector initiatives. Japanese trade with China is three times that of
the PRC's trade with the United States; trade in manufactured products,
machinery, etc., continues to grow despite Chinese efforts to curtail large
imports and to alleviate its large trade deficit with Japan. Of course, a
number of reasons accounts for Japan's commercial success and its ability
to treat scientific cooperation as subordinate to its commercial interests in
China. One reason may have to do with Japanese geographic proximity to
China. Another may have more to do with clarity of strategy and purpose.
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The Japanese seem to have a better grasp of Chinese needs and the best
market opportunities in China.

In many respects, not only have Japanese firms mapped out a much
clearer strategy for the China market, but so has the Japanese government
at a national level (Lee, 1984). Japan is prepared to provide equipment and
technology in return for access to China's natural resources and energy
supplies. Japanese leaders have been certain to ensure that bilateral
govermnent-to-government cooperation is closely linked to the development
of commercial ties. One important element in this program has been the
flnancial one. Concessionary financing and credits have often been offered
to help promote Japanese business interests. In fact, in May 1984, former
vice-premier Fang Yi used the example of the well-functioning Sino-U.S.
bilateral S&T cooperation to criticize Japan for its lack of interest in these
programs. Instead, Fang Yi admonished his Japanese cohorts for being too
focused on commercial opportunities.

Scientific Exchanges and Technology Ihinsfer: Too Far Too Fast?

In view of China's growing importance as an actor in global and
regional affairs, it is clear that the United States should play a major role in
assisting China's modernization efforts, especially in the science and technol
ogy area. There would seem to be obvious economic and political payoffs.
And somewhere down the line there even may be military benefits. Nonethe
less, it remains uncertain whether or not U.S. policymakers really have
thought through the full implications of the current set of S&T policies
toward China. Nor have they been able to leverage China's strong interest in
U.S. science and technology to America's political or commercial advantage.

Numerous studies of American foreign policy behavior have been
produced over the last several decades, each one trying to discern what the
appropriate objectives of U.S. foreign policy should be. In most of these
studies, there is general agreement that any evolving relationship—whether
it be in the form of an economic treaty or explicit military alliance—must
be a function of American political, military, and economic interests.
Arnold Wolfers, author of Discord and Collaboration (1962), has suggested
that foreign policy goals fall into two basic categories: possession goals and
milieu goals. The former refers to those values, rights, and interests specific
to a particular nation-state; the latter are concerned with the environment
in which a specific nation-state operates, including such factors as regional
alignments and the economic development of other states. Similarly, Robert
Osgood, in a book entitled Ideals and Self-interest in America's Foreign
Relations (1953), says that foreign policy goals can be thought of in terms
of self-interest versus national idealism. Whereas self-interest is concerned
with the welfare of one's own nation-state, national idealism deals with
those moral values and aims that transcend self-interest, such as peace,
justice, freedom, and human rights.
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The Sino-U.S. relationship in the area of science and technology can
be viewed as a product of the interplay of several of the above factors.
First, the growing relationship of the United States with China has been
motivated by self-interest. For obvious reasons, the United States has been
concerned with changing China's behavior toward itself and with how to
use involvement with China to promote American economic prosperity
(through trade), enhance its national capabilities (through access to critical
raw materials), support its ideological preferences (free markets, open polit
ical systems, etc.), and protect its national political military interests in East
Asia and other parts of the globe. Scientific intercourse and technology
transfer with China are seen as the means to achieve these goals.

Second, the American relationship with China in the science and
technology area has also been informed by a series of milieu goals. China's
growing participation in East Asia and the world precludes, to some extent,
a return to the simple bipolar politics of the cold war. Despite national
preferences, the American web of relationships with China closely impacts
on relations with Japan, Western Europe, the USSR, and the Third World.
The issue of export control and COCOM illustrates the difficulty in balanc
ing trade, national security, and political aspects of relations and somehow
coordinating them with the Sino-U.S. bilateral relationship in a positive
fashion.

Third, the relationship with China has also been a product of the
American penchant for national idealism. In many ways, U.S. attitudes
toward China are conditioned by a sense of developmentalism and a per
ceived obligation to assist a billion people overcome their poverty. Ignoring
history to some extent and assuming a high degree of malleability on the
part of Chinese society, the preferred U.S. methodology has been to under
take social engineering in China through scientific and educational
exchanges in order to usher in a series of Chinese leaders and related insti
tutional structures supportive of the traditional Western system of interna
tional law and organization. Presumably, these individuals and institutions
would commit China to behave according to accepted Western norms of
international behavior. In other words, China would join the community of
nations as an upstanding citizen and behave in a way consistent with prefer
red American values and norms.

The question remains whether the rapid expansion of Sino-U.S. S&T
ties, together with S&T cooperation and related technology transfer, con
tributes to the achievement of all or any of the three types of goals specified
above. In many respects, the existence of these multiple goals is merely a
reflection of the fact that different groups within the United States have
had different expectations regarding the evolving Sino-U.S. S&T relation
ship. As a result, many policies have been fraught with both major and
minor contradictions. One one hand, it is said that a sophisticated, cooper
ative intelligence effort against the Soviet Union is located on China's
northwest border; on the other hand, according to existing legislation the
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United States cannot sell China various types of intelligence-gathering
equipment or technology. One one hand, the United States is willing to sell
China arms and military equipment; on the other, existing congressional
legislation has only recently allowed the bureaucracy to render aid to Chi
na's economy—though there is presently little or no money in the budget
for this purpose.

Chinese pressure for advanced American technology must be dealt
with in terms of the broader Sino-U.S. political relationship. Possession of
a greater sense of confidence regarding where China is going and its atti
tudes toward the United States would go a long way toward alleviating some
of the doubts among those who are cautious about being too free with
scientific and technological resources. Since achieving such a level of confi
dence may be difficult to attain, there is, in a sense, a more practical quid
pro quo that is based on China's own principles of mutual benefit, equal
ity, and reciprocity. Some form of '^compensation trade" might be appro
priate. While one cannot expect science or technology-in-kind from China,
one can secure a stronger commitment for cooperation in the international
political sphere or a less public profile on China's part when it disagrees
with U.S. actions. After all, this was and still is, in large part, one of the
basic premises of America's rapprochement with the PRC. Of course,
China is entitled to have its opinions, and maintaining its full independence
is a fundamental principle of its foreign policy. Yet, over the long term,
China cannot expect to reap all the benefits of being a friend of the United
States and yet not bear some of the responsibility and obligation. This
principle holds true whether speaking of the use of American scientific
know-how and technology within its borders or the treatment of U.S. tech
nology outside its borders.

The complexity of these issues is compounded by the fact that the
United States is not the only nation affected by American policies on scien
tific cooperation and technology transfer to China. Obviously, most of the
other industralized nations are competing for a greater share of the China
market. Chinese leaders have indicated that they will be willing to provide a
share of their domestic market to those firms who provide technology not
available in China. Competition may work to China's advantage, and it is
likely that Beijing will try to balance off the United States, Europe, Japan,
and now the Soviet Union in an effort to negotiate the best arrangement on
technology transfer. Scientific cooperation and exchanges, if effectively used,
can go a long way toward enhancing the U.S. position in the competition.

The scope and thrust of S&T cooperation with the PRC has been an
important component of the Sino-American relationship. The exchange of
scientists and engineers as wellas students in these areas, complemented by
the movement of scientific and technical information and data between the

two countries, has done much to promote better understanding and
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enhance the potential for better political relations, but as one U.S. govern
ment official has remarked, "We have used science and technology as the
carrot in our relations with China, but we have yet to use S&T as the stick."

Better management of S&T relations is also needed as well as better
integration of S&T with the overall goals of U.S. foreign policy. The sh^r
number of personal contacts as well as public and private agencies com
bined with the diffusion of effort have made management a difficult task.
When one adds in the limited funding available for many of these pro
grams, it becomes clear whythe S&T cooperative efforts haveachieved only
a small part of what they might have achieved with the right support.

In fact, bilateral S&T contacts have grown in such a manner that they
havealready become somewhat routinized, losing the specialattraction that
they held during their inception. This may be part of a process of matura
tion, though it may also be a product of the changing dynamics of the
relationship. Whatever the cause, such a development would be highly
unfortunate. If anything, the initial contacts between the two sides in sci
ence and technology have shown that the two countries have only touched
the surface in terms of projects, data sharing, and mutual understanding.
Let us hope that the missedopportunities of the past willnot be repeatedin
the next phase of Sino-American political relations. This is true for both
the makers of foreign policy as well as the members of the scientific and
industrial community who have participated or will participate in any of
the S&T exchange programs.
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List of Sino-U.S. S&T Agreements'^

Date of

Field Original
(relevant government department) Agreement Extended

General S&T agreement (OSTP) 1/79 Yes

Agriculture (DOAg) 11/78 Yes

Educational exchange (USIA) 10/78 Yes

Space technology (NASA) 1/79 Yes

High-energy physics (DOE) 1/79 Yes

Management (DOC) 5/79 Yes

S&T information (NTIS) 5/79 Yes

Metrology (NBS) 5/79 Yes

Atmospheric science (NOAA) 5/79 Yes

Oceanography, marine, and fisheries
(DOI) 5/79 Yes

Public health/medicine (NIH) 6/79 Yes

Hydropower (DOC) 8/79 No

Earthquake studies (USGS) 1/80 Yes

Earth sciences (USGS) 1/80 Yes

Environment science (EPA) 2/80 Yes

Basic science/social science (NSF) 12/80 Yes

Building construction/urban planning
(HUD) 10/81 Yes

Nuclear safety (NRC) 10/81 Yes

Surface hydrology/water conservation
(USGS) 10/81 Yes

Nuclear physics/magnetic fusion (DOE) 5/83 In progress
Tfansportation (DOT) 5/83 In progress
Aeronautics (NASA) 5/83 In progress
Statistics (DOC) 7/84 In progress
Fossil energy (DOE) 4/85 In progress
Mapping/charting (USGS) 4/85 In progress
LANDSAT (NOAA)»* 7/85 In progress

♦The agreementon cooperation in nuclear energy, whichwas finalizedin 1986, wassignedas
a memorandum of understanding outside the umbrella S&T cooperation agreement between
the two countries.

♦♦The LANDSAT agreement was originally signed in January 1980 but because of export
control problems was not implemented until July 1985.

SOURCE: Bureau of Oceans, Environment, and Sciences, Department of State (1985).
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